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Court IIT Case XL ,
- 0fficial transcript of the American Milivery Tribunal
in the matter of the United States of America, against
Alfried Krupp, et al, defendsts, sitiing at Nurnberg,
Germany, on 21 Jgnvary 1918, 15L5, the Honorable IIu C.
Anderson presidinge ‘

)

THRE MARSHAL: . Persons in the Courtroom will please find their

The Honorsble, the Judges of Military~T?ibunél TiT.

Militery Tribunal. IIT is now in session. Ged save the Tnited
States of Amefica and this honérable Tribunal e .

There will be order in ;he‘Court.

THE PRESIDENT: lir. Marshal, have you aséertained if all the de-
fendanﬁs are present‘in the Courtroom? .

THE MARSHAL: May i% please your Honors, all defendants are pre-
sent, except the defendant Houdremont, who has bsen ekcﬁsed from tﬁe
Courtroom. |

THE FRESIDENT: Has he béén teken o the hospital, as we directed?
T MARSEAL: T believe he has, your Honor.

THE FRESIDENT: For the past several days, we have been dealing

- with a very serious question. We have now come to dispose of the last

m
€]

phase of it. As we heretofore pointed out, the guestion concer;

not.
only this Tribunal but all other tribunals now sititing in Nurnberg. These
Tribunals were estabiisued pursuant to an -agreement between the United:

Staves of America and Lhree. other nations now occupying Cemmany under cir-

-

cunstances too well known to mention, and are engaged in the Trial of de-

TN

ZTendants alleged to be guilty of serious charges, including war crimes,

The question essentially involyss_the-abiliiy of these Tribunals to func~

2t the whim and will of counsel

‘g‘};}"“”“'
£

»

i3 Joy ] 3 ) g ) - . i . ) ,"--'i»’!?'
~Tor the defens%$ whether they shall abdicate their authority #a dhe-

control of the proceedings and surrender it to counsel for the defense;
or whether, to state it somewhat differently, counsel for tile defense can

stop or invalidate the proceedings of this or any other Tribunal by ths

simple expedient of walking out of the courtroom withous any notice what-

-~ . B -, L
ever to the Tribunal, without advising it of the purpose for which the walk- .

out occurs, and without permission of the Tribunal, and in open defiance of

its authority and power to function, leaving the defendants on trial with

no counsel to represent them.
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iThen the circumstances which prevail are considered, the gravity

of this matter must be obvious 1o any thinking person who has the least
concern of the authority of the Tribunals and of the nations that are

undertaking to function in this country.
On Friday, January 16, 1948, a series of incidents occurred in
ich, in the considéred

uonneotlon with the sessions held on thut day, wh
opinion of the Tribunal, constituted contumacious conduct on the part of
“several of %he coawse‘f for defense in this case and it was accordingly
Those whom the Tribunal found necessary to discipline were

s0 adjudgede
will be-pardoned 0T miE-

Dry Weckery Dr. Reitzenstein, (and-F-trust T

B ML T v T AL NIIE S Vo o
VAN N v Lo rng i 5 =) -

he.languegey) Dre Schilf,

he Sntentional hut

THESE NaTE s =——ib

. pﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁw arry=of
Dra

because of my lack of fami iarity wiih. %

IV v ¥ ’57/>>

Gollnick Dre Geisseler and Dr. Pohle,
Upon tth finding being qado, the Marshal was directed to take

}/L,}’% é,;l 7 f’i # ?‘,«Mw? é,. NPEP
Sald parties into custody and hold them unt1¢ t 7 furtherforders of the

A

Trlbuna*, ,
on Monday, January 19, 1948, as 0930 Al they were, at the orderg

of the Tribunal, produced in open session.
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A hearing was held, consuming two full days; wherein every person. concerns

ed was accorded a full opportunity to be heard in person or by counsel, or

both. The purpose of this hearing was to determine what further action,

if any, was reguired in‘ofder to insure- insofar as‘possible an orderly.
and lawful trial of this case.,

Before announcing our findings, we deem-it appropriatéAto‘recapitu—‘
late some of the events of January 16, insOfar as théy are pérﬁinent hsre

and refer Lo the authority by virtue of which weiacted. In the morning

4

session of thet day, after a full discussion oarticioated in by counsel

for +he Defense, a wul*ng was mgde by the Tribunal to +he effect that

7;;¢#f’ g{?ﬁw@@kab As.r M $MQAAwM@ﬂW4&%wﬁJMy J@% iﬁ%&meﬁkﬁzdﬁégggy

COmr

er-was Eewﬁ@aﬁm%W®MW&%nesv@6mnm that..afte Counseld Por

the Defensa had objected to the sitting of a2 commissioner concurrentl
g

Ely.

w5~ se1d, after discussion, this ob=-

Wlth the session of une *r¢bhnr¢

. L{{,\ %3"‘3‘{(}\ ~% =2 f’ﬂ‘“}{)\'\ 9 b\‘; %"’M‘» ;. f*;, ‘Vy‘sc & 1(\5 [
Thus, the procedur matteréhad been definitel y decided by the Tri-
St

bunal and another matter was to be taken up, namely the presentation of

documénts by counsel for the Prosecution. At or sbout this time, defense

‘counsel Dr. Schilf begen to address the Tribunal Upon inquiry by the
Tribunal, Dr. Schilf informed the Tribunal that he rose for the purpose

of further discussing the question of the commissionéﬁgggch hed been ful-

¢

ly discussed and finally ruled upon,

Wnen this occurred, the presiding judge announced that there would

. be no further discussion on tnst. and directed the attorney for the Prose-

cution to proceed with the document book. In fact, at +hat time, COunsel
for the Prosecution was stancing at the podium'preparing to begin his pre-

senﬁetion; but Dr, Schilf pe sted in an attempt to address the Tribunal,

: The pre31d1ng Judge again directed the P*vsecuti@n-=9? Prosecuuor, i,

ﬁﬂumxyégbe, to oroceed with ﬁhe document~bookc

Dr, Schilf dld not even consider it neccssarv to waﬂt until the pre-
ting off the pr331d1ng Judge and completely dlsregardlng the ru+1ng of the
»pres;dlng judge to the effect thet not Dr. Schilf but the ProseCutor had

20Ll
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the floor; protested againstvtﬁe fact that he was not permitted to- go

on. The Presiding judge again admonished Dr. Schilf that there would

be no further discussion on the guestion of the commissioner's hearing.
. Agaih disregarding the ruling of the presiding judge, Dr. Schilf contin-

ued to telk and.agein protested agsinst the ruling.

The behavior of Dr. Schilf made it impossible for counsel for the

Prosecution, who was still standing et the podium, to proceed as he had

v

been ordered by the Tribunsi. The presiding judge warned Dr. Schilf to

take his/seat, otherwise he would order him removed from the -courtroom,
Dr. -Schilf answeredvdefiantly, "I request that thet be done.” In thé
German original thié appears: "I-c-h," <§'ll‘have to spell i§;>"b~iet—t~e
d-ar-u~m, " | | |

The'pfesiding judge réplied,_”All right,‘ypu méy remove‘yourself

then," and speaking to counsel for the Prosecution, he added: "Proceed."

Counsel for the Prosecution had hardly been able to say a few words when

Dr. Schiif agein interrupted him trying to speek agsin and had again to
be reminded by the presiding judge that he would have nothing more to say

now. Even after having left the podium and having sterted to walk towsrd

- his seat, he neither took his seat nor did he move to the door; but star-
ted back to the podium and reached for the earphones. He was stopped by

‘& gesturc of the Marshal,

Dre Schilf then left the courtroom. Immediately all other defense

 lawycers who at that moment were present in the courtroom, and without any

of them even asking the Trilunal for permission to leave, end without any

. of them making any statement to the Trlbunal%ydemonstrat1Vely and in one

/ k]

 group, mearched out of the courtroom., .This was sbout 1l:45 a.m,

Being teken entirely by surprise and not sppreciating st the moment

. the significence of this move or what it was intended to-be, the Tribunal

allowed the proceedings to continue, momenterily expecting the return of

~counsel to the courtroom, Considersbly more than ar easonable time elap-
sed. before it was decided that some action must be tsken to preserve the

k\integrity of the proceedings;‘ Accordingly,\at‘thq,reeess, we ordered the

2005
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Mershal to institute a‘searCh for the Defehse counsel end notify them
“to forthwith eppear in the courtroom., This notice wes duly served, and
after a delay of some 20 tec 30 minutes, they oput in their appearance;
wﬂereupon,=the~m§mbers of the Tribunal resuped thekbench anG took the
ection already referred to.
| .Theiwalk $ut of the defense counsel mede it impossible for the
‘trial.to proceed, oraderly and velidly aqcoraing to the norm:l course of
"procedure, What was done during their absence must be donc over again
unlés§ some way con be found tocrémedy the‘defect in the ?roceedingse
Moreover beceuse éf ths diséiplinary steps made necessary:by this con-
‘tumacious cohduct, the Tribunsl w&s.unpble to pfoceed'further»with the
Ctrial dh{thét dey end hes not been able to proée@d since.
As can be reedily seen, ell throc members of this Tribunal nsces-

sarily hnd immedipte,'direct, and personal cognizénce of 21l of the prems

e PRI NCY TS nanslger nod-

daed @8 determinative acts,

namely the defirnt behavior of Dr. Scnilf, the welk-out demonstrotion,

“ond t he subssguent. ebstention from the triel by 211 of the counsel for
- the Defense, which wes ended through the action of the Tribunal in noti-.
- fying its Marshel to direct the counsel to put in their eppearsnce forth-

with,

&

Just here distinction must be noticed betwsen contumacy under the
very eyes of & court or Tribunel, and contumacious scts committed out
of the presence of a court or tribunal. Only the latter require that a

;‘formal heering be conducted in order to teke disciplinary esction. As to

the former, thet is contumacious coaduct in the presence end under the very
~eyes of a court, this ¢sn be summerily declt with on the strength of the

immediate, direct, end personal knowledge of the court or tribunel,
s ‘ ‘ ) i 2o . . - i ‘ 1 B s

From whet hes been said it is cleer, thet the whole series of inci~

o p£4~GA4Lp4aamo£W¢wwww4“FWV gﬁ/ﬁl

dents revolved, zround the procedur~l guestion as to whether two witnese

il ~ , o . .

‘ses wery to be heerd Friday aftsrnoon before & commlss;onengggt was evi-
o , . , -7, D

.dent, indeed it wes not denied, thet the conduct of Dr. Schilf is this

‘: L o . : 7 . ) - K.,fjf.x’;i-_g,,;;\f Y 7

connection created 2 strte of confusion in the courtroom tget was wholly
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‘fincompatiblefwith the orderly conduct of the trisl. His attitude as re-

‘lectea not oqu by WhaL he said =nd did, but by hlS tone of voice and

manner end demeanor, had every eppearence oft)elng def¢ent, and his anger,

~or ‘excitement if such it WQS, as ne ef erwards claimed it to have been,

v

was apparent not only to the Tribunal but to:everyone preseat in the

ecourtrooms

The defense 1 awyers WhOc w1thout as&engoperm1881on or maklng any

stetement of thelr “inte nt¢on or at emptlng to do- 504, provocetlvely»‘A

marched ouy of the nourtroom;alsa»dlrectxv challenged‘thefvery euthority,¢

'.and.ability Of;the Tribunal to function;r By such nonauct they serve FolelH
\

tlce upon the Trlbunai that they uonSLQered it within thelr power to

esabotégefand'par lyze +he conq&ct of the trie if end when they’felt mis—

givings about. a particular ruling, and moreover thet they reserved to

* themselves the right to determine when a partlcu?ar ruilng Justlfles a
’ Walkuouté By~sueh - conduct tﬂegcounso not only violated thelw duty: to
' the Trlblnal, but they v1o*ated tnelr duty to the aefendants in ¢eav1ng

“’athem without'the benef t of counse* wn1¢e the Prosecution.Wée'proceeding

 with the presentetion of evidence.egeinstfthemn,

It should be pointed out just here that the‘counsel fbr the defense’

in this case occupy a somewhat unique status. They appear only by the

eXpress approval'of the Tribunalrunder the fegulations enacted by the

: Mllitcry uovernment of‘tne Unlted Stetes of Amerlﬂa for Germany; and more-

ST

~over: thelr compensetlon “and ‘expenses are not pald by +he l’ents, buty

. out of the public funas of this communityo
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Those of defense counsel who were not present in the courtroom when the
*Qalk»dut occurred, but who later joined them and by common agreement
remained away from the courtroom, knowing that nb defense counssl were
present in the courtroom, ilikéwise violated their duty to the Tribunal
and to the defendants,
Gonsidered from any angley; the action of all counsel who varticipat-
‘ed can be regarded as nothing less than a strike agsinst the authority
6f the Tridunal to function in this trial wpon its own @otiOn.
It should be noted that it was aftervards claimed thet counsels!
delay in feturning to the courtroom was due to the fa t‘that they were
- preparing a statement explaining the welk-out, They themselves introduc-
"é@ this stoatement in evidence upon the herring held. on Monday and Tuesday.
It Conéistsvof slightly more than two typewritten pages. It points out
the ressons for which the walk-out occurred, which, reading from the
Engliéh translation, are as follows: |
"TheJdefense counsel saw themselves forced t0 take this step for
ﬁhe following ressons: The Pﬁesiding Judge had denied o defense counsel-
lor the right to maeke a regular mbtibn end to justify it, a motion whiéh
the Tribunal hed not yet ruled upon., The motion which ﬁr. Schilf
infended to .meke had nothing to do with the ruling previously made by
ihe Court regarding the employment of the Commission. In addition to
‘this, the defense counsel es o whole faol offended that Dr. Schilf was
;nqt permitted to‘go-on and ‘wes denied the poséibility to meke this
motioﬁo“ -
 There is no attempt to apblégize for the disrespect shown to the

Tribunal, no explanation other then thet resd as o the_reason5¢%%¢w%“%4ﬁg&

9
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It is apporent, from what has been sald, that the circumstances
narrated, singly and together, pose a very grave guestion as to who is

to conduct this trial, whether the members of the Tribunel or counsel
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for the defense. To this cuestion there can be but one answer,

We come now %0 a discussion of the suthority by virtge of which the
Tribunal acted in imposing disciplinary measures aéainst those named,

Artlole 18 of the Charter of the Internstional Military Tribunal,
annexad to the Four POW r Agreesment made in London on August 8, 1945,

"The Tribunal shal 1 deal summarlly with any contumacy, lmposi ing

approoriate bunlshment 1nc;ud1ng exclu81on of any defends nt or his
counsel from some or 2ll further nroceedings, and without orejudice to
the determination of the charges, |

The London Agreemant and the aznnexed uondon Cherter have Deen

adhered to after they were signed by the four major powers &ni by nine—

‘tesn other nationsg TheV*have been formél y uohald by the thtea Natlons,

which represent 1‘?1“x"tv 0dd different countries,

The prinoi@les laid down in the Liondon Qharter, including the one
just quoted, represent, therefore, the most suthoritative expreSéion of
international law as pertaining to the trisls of this characters

Control Council Law 10, which’was duly enscted by the representetives
of fhevﬁoﬁr gccunying poweré, including the United States of Americe,
nekes the London Agreement and Charter an ntegr 1 part of this law,

Ordinance 7, of the Office of the Military Government for Germdny,

of the United Stetes of America, which has lzid down binding rules for

‘the procedure in these trials, literslly repeats in its Article 6~0 the

provision conteined in Article 18-C of the London Charter,

 Al1 these provisions are well known to the defense lawyers active
hera, Certainly,(wheh oonfronted with o situstion tantamount to
surrenaeang its suthority to counsel, the Tribunal, therefore, has the
full power to take apbronrlate actlonféf ﬁ%%ﬁéﬂé'jzzw 6%4*4&£4*‘;§%;1’
The authorlty;of the Military Lrlbunalisitting here in Nurnberg

to punish for contempt has been exercised in at least %two other'in§tances.’

These prscedents wered

e bt g 5 0 O R S B RO i

s
N »:4‘1,

o e : , s : ‘
- L~rThe punishment of 2 witness in the so-celled Medicel Ceses There
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,thg act had been committed‘in o@én court, and the witness was vunished
by imprisonment in a summary proceeding.

The other precedent, in the so-called Justice Case, involved the
commission of grave irregularities by defense counsel and an assistant
of his outside the presence'of the Tribunal, The lawyer was sentenced
to 30 deys imprisonment ond disqualified to act as defense counsel in
the trizls being held here, |

As already seid, the aforementioned defense lawyers weie’produced

Mondey morning before the Tribunel, The Tribunal consideredﬂﬁggﬁe

e 2 i .

G @an to §scertain whether they persisted in their contempt, that
At

is, oontinuuAfheir contumacious. «g

 attitude, After two full
Qays of hearing in-open court, the Tribunal finds as follows:
Dr.‘WeCker, Dr, Reitzenstain, Dr. Schilf, Dr, Géllnick, and Dr,
Pohle h%ig,made declérations to the Tribunel in which they express that
“they realize that their behavior on January 16 was ﬁrong and disrespect-
ful to the Tribunsl,
Dra,Ballas occuples a special position, - He‘participated in the
walk-out, but left the courthouse before the Mershal notified counsel
to vut in their aﬁpenrance. He was, therefqre, not wresent on Fridsy
afternoon when the disciplinery measures ageinst the others were taken,
On Monday, with commenderble frrnkness, he volunterily informed the
Tribunel of tha’factso He also hes concseded his error and mede suitable
declerations t0 the Tribunal with resvect thereto,

The ¢rse of Dr, Geisseler is different, Dr. Geisseler is an

ot Wl 5

assistant to defense counsel Dr, Kranzbushler. On the zgy in queé*ionlﬁle
N &3

, oy Hd sl e e Lrens @
Dr, Kranzbuchler was ebsent from the courthouse.#d had authorized

L@, Dr, Geissgler, t0- act in his stead as - counssl for the defendant
o baa fotttatlis, .

Krmqu_Dre Geisseler was one of the defense counsel who participated
in the exodus from the courtroom and in the orotracted absence afterw
wardse . Therefore, it only remains %0 be decided whether his vresent

attitude is such that he can be allowsd to conmtinue in this cess. . This

»must be denied for the following reasonst
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Dr. Gelsseler still insists that he can see nothing wrong. in the
behavior he showed on Jamuary 16, He still fesls strongly that his
honor was injured by the way the Tribunal dealt with the disorderly

conduct of his co-defense lawyer Dr. Schilf, He would only admit thet

the failura to inform_the Tribunsl before 3:150 pem, of Janusry 16th of
thé’reasohs for the ébséhcé of the defense léwyérs wa$ not guite in
order, - but this he considers a mers feult of form, which he ragardé as
very insignificant.~ His concent oOf honor, ubon which he doés put mﬁch
emphasis, is a wrong one, and, in its ulterior impiiCations, & daﬂgarous

‘ One’for any orderly, demodratic society, fo? his conceot of honor
reguires him, in eﬁergency cases, as he says; to disregard the genarally
accpated rules of éohduct and 10 ﬁroceed'on rulss which he himself

: . makes as final arbiter, This time, Bécause he considers that an

e ' : ) ‘ o
: emergency existed, he meintains that he wes right in pursuing a course

o ‘of conduct -celeulated to paralyze the Tribunal iﬁrthe duie performence

of its functions,

o

Ry
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It is ned

t only claims the right to decide himself

‘ : tW\ }%f&& 3 o 2 v Y 13 M 3
as to how he ¥& deviave from the generally accepted rules in

an emergency, but also to rely entirely.on his own discretion as to

when -an emergency exists, Now, the Tribunal feels tnat the continued

. participation of a lawyer, who is animated by such views, would be

o RIS ;.

potentially harmful to the feir coutinuation of this trial. The Tribunal
thnerefore, disqualifies Dre Gelsseler as a co~defense lawyer or a defense
lawyer for any of the defendants in this case and excludes him frdm all
further proceedings in this case, bub without prejudice to the
determination of any of the charges against the defendants, as- igs
provided and authorized by Article 6 of Ordinance 7 of the Military

Government of the United states of America far Germany., The Tribunal

~also directs Dr, Gelsseler to hand over, forthwith, to defense counsel

Dr., Kranzbuehler, or to aﬁy other 1awyerkrepresenting the defendant
Krupp in this case, all and any files, papers, documents, pileces of
evidence, ctce, reloting to tine defendant Krupp.
It may be noted that onc of Dr. Geisselef’S-principal grievaices
R

is that he-was not heard before being ordercd into custody on Januvary

t

16, Since his contumacious occurred under the eyes of the Court or

Tribunal and the Tribunal‘knows that 1t was wholly without justificationg
there was no need for any hearing. However, while it is not a
determinative factor, it ié interesting to note that upon the very

full and extended hearing accorded him on the 20th of January by this
Tribunal he nimSelf demonstrated how ugeless any nearing would have

been on the preceding Friday. Upon that occasion, the énly reasons

he put forth demonstrated that he reserved to himself the right to

determine whether a strike by defense counsel against the authority of

~the Tribunal was proper in a given instance and that he considered the

walkout in which he participated as heving been fully justificda
There remain? to be declt with those members of defense counsel
who were not, for legitimate recasons, present in Court when the walkout

occurred, but who, willfully, knowlagly, and pursuant to a common plan,
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a

~

bscnted themselves {rom the @roceedihgs, knowing that no defenée;'

c@unssl were'presént at the triai,‘and continued to S0 absent ﬁhemselves
:until Qréered to appear, The Tr;bunal‘finds that they werg fully advised’r
as‘fo all the facts and circumstqnoes connected with the walkout énd,

by oommon agre§ment‘with those who participated tlerein, and without
7excgse or justifioatimh, refused to return to the Court Room when the
situation there demanded their presence or the presence of some

defénsé counsel, e hold ‘that tuis waé a violation by ﬁhese lawyers

of Lbéir dﬁty £o the Tfibun%l and to thelr respective clients, but we

think this contumacy was of & lesser degree than that of those who

sarticipated in the walkout and that of Dr, Schilf who created the

{3{,:;' ‘1 turmoil in the first place, This for the reason that, had the exodus
T not taken place, these defense counsel would not have absenbed themsclves

in the manncr they'éid. The Tribunal thierefore, is satisfied to
foprimand‘ﬁhcse'meﬁbors‘of the coungel for thé;defensé~for their conduct
- and o aduonish “them against a repotitiOﬁ of the violation of their |
'nérdfeésional duticse
7'755';1:;:; . It.is woell enough to say in reaching its conclusion that the Tribunal

has not been unmindhl of the fact that, for obvious reasons, the

7 -defecndants have nad a high stake in the outcome of this proccedings

- Now, the Tribunal herewith considers these unfortunate events as closeds

It reiterates that it considers them as being fundamenbal -and of the
utmost gravity. The Tribunal hopes and cxpects that the trial will

procecd in an orderly fashion in that all of the orders and rulings made

by it will be respocted by counsel on both sides of tiis cases
inaily, we think it proper to noteé for the rccord that this

contempt procceding has not been a criminal proceeding, but thet the

measures taken were solely of a dlsciplinary natures

JUDGE ILKINS: Mr, Theyer, may we incuire. about proceeding now

. tomorrow morning? Will you have witnesses or will you be proceoding
~vwith the documents?
iR, THAYER: Before this Tribunal, your Honor, the Prosccution would

ike to pub on several witnesscs who have becn walbing a number of days
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~

and whom we can!t hold much longer. Also we will be prepared to put
~on -docuinents g

JUDGH, jILKINS: Will vou also discuss with Dr, Pohle and Dr,

ilocker the fact that the comaissioner is ready to procced tomorrow

\

or Friday and sec whether or not you can work out some arrangements

Jwhere certain of the witnesses who arc here for cross examination

i

“will appear before the commissioner?
MR, THAYER: We will'do that, your Honor. ¥e have discussed it
with the commissioner and also with a representative of the Defense

Counsel, both with Dr.. Krenzbuchler and Dr. Hennige. They have the

names of several witnesscs with whon the Prosccution is rcady to

‘proceeds

JUDGE IILJL(I.NS.: Yes, Doctor, W@f@ you going to speak on this
‘particular mattor thattﬁe have jusbt disposed of?
S j?f | : DR. RRANZBUEHLER: I went to mako é notion, yo@r Honor,
JUDGE WILKINS: e will hear what it is.




~contempt of court,
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DR, KRANZBUEHLIR: I should like to ask the Court to drop tomorrow®s

~session and to adjourn untll the day after tomorrow, that is, Fridays

The ruling,‘ juét now annbunce‘d,’ puts difficdlt problems before us as well
as the Prosecutlon, .and we do no‘o want to make any hasny deczlslons° We
uhefefore ask for time in order to discuss the mabver wfrh our cLents‘a
JUDGE WIIKINS: What rule are you talking about?
DRQ KRANZBUEHLER; The "ruling' announced conoerrsifg' th"e;question of
JUDGE WILKINS: That has all been d1 St)oééd of, Dre Kranzbuehler, We
gave you two days to dl _sqﬁss ‘?'c,he matter,, You discussed it at J_ength yester—- !

1

day and so far as this Tribunal is concerned, there is nothing further

to be taken up with.reference to this matier relating to coutempt of court.

DR. KRANZBUFHIER: I realize that, your H}o,ncgr, However, such a ruling

- will ‘touch upoh the relation between the defer..mdant_s and their defense

counsel and I would ask vou to glve us a chance to dlsoﬁss it at leisure.
JUDGE IL KINS- T o lflOT; uite. unders"candfyou. How do you mean it
will effect the relatioms‘nip between the?defemdants/ and the defense coun-
séi” | |
DR, KRANZBUEHLER: I‘ do not want to méke aﬁy statements your Honor ,
which in any way mlgnt incriminate a particuiar defendant. = As the Court
emphasized,‘ it is a que»stion, of falf reaéhing‘ importance, and the deféndants,
a’swell‘as we, the ‘defense counsel, are of the sémevopinion.

JUDGE WILKINS:  You may have your consultab.on and. when you are '

ready 4o pr‘eseht it we will r,hen decide whetber we care to hear from you .

further, But in the meantime the request for c‘orrti:auance'will have to be
denied because we have lost too much time already in this case. So we
will take up again tomorrow morning at the usual time of 9:30,

{The Tribural adjourned until 22 Jamary 1948 at 0930 hours,)
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