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the defendants without any attempt at individual reasons indicates

1ittle can be spoken here about a personal guilt, This impression is

s

enphasized by the extent of time which the prosecution has given to this
part of its cése. After the opening statement by General Taylor, there

were presented be 2pts and evenis beginning sone thirty years 250,
) ‘ 1 \
upon which the charges of crinmes agnlnst the pesce pre based,” My elient

Herr 4Alftied Xrupp von Bohlen and Halboch, wss ten vears old at the tine.
Wo one will hold it sgainst hin if he considers as exaggerated the charge
- of %he nroSQCUtlon that he particineted in a consviracy at that tine

‘concerning crines s the Desce..

!

kebisuity Pnd exAgzeration charecierize the entire case of the

orosecution with rezard to Count I of the indictnent. After the INT

- e

ocewnied itself for an envire wear with establishing 1 resnonsibility
‘of tﬂe Tational Socislist lemders for the ceuse and opermtion of the

. 0 A\-‘ *, .‘ ! 2 ) .“."k ) O N 3 . e : -
Second World War, the prosccution now is aittermiing to make 2 nere

£

- -
i

bAzatelle of th nsib aitv‘which wag established by the IMT and

re
as wells Tode y we read xror tne same 1erican proéecution thet

] S 3 e * . . ) i
‘d&ZASﬁ was, after all,'only tne temporary

oy
998 0vesvrae 8/‘

‘IS the Auerie&n prosccuzion in the IMT trial presuned to heve deceived

itself with regard to ‘the significance of the ﬂatlon?l SOClaLi leaders?
4nd if that is so, who will g arantee thut’the prosecution is not committing -

s

- today in judging these defendants o r<la%ively sindlar ervor?

The INT judgnent enjoys no favor at sll anong the brosecution/when’it

’~con$ diects their novel thesis, The.prOSQcaulon has been skown, w*th,gusuya

in tkis courtroom, as inconsistent (3) The heavy éemands dade

1
Qbenin: stet berient

\“vezln: st?telent
3) : , :
Official transcript (3ornﬁn), Daze 2581, .

7 . -
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on evidence camnot'ﬁ%ké a secret of the fact that the chorse of crines

s perge is just Tied with rogard to mot omc of these defendents

established bv the IMNT, The defense
the IMT to the Tribuinal slong with the
~motion +o g%lnst the perce. S0 long as the

oyl PR

7 buaa* aas nOu cone to a decision with reaerd to this motion, the

‘defe nse of necesswtv wus* in. prmseﬂt¢13 its cese follow the sane torfurous

~?3'  v i tze orosecutlon has be abeh. SinCe none of the defendants

een oonsider ninself m_fectea in eny way. ov he charre\of{crines or

N
a

00:187 iracy ezsinst tne veuce, uhe defense. oorneys hav e nrran od 2 connon
aefbmse 0 this p art of the charze. The‘portiOns whi the 1nd1v1du

,aﬁtorneyS\bhve takeL OVG“ wmﬁhln the s«heme of- ahis'éOmmon deﬁense

N N . \

- o ) o R S DU
tihe other;oounts of the 1n¢1ctment of‘
- and &Slgvﬁflﬁbor, tne dcfense attorrevs h?ve dLStrzbuted anonst the seLves

ce ta 1 thenes, cértéihktapiqs,’ nese- subgects le+; moreover; not”

",“e'““esen ed ov tne defense ﬁs £ sennrnte ¢ssuc~as,is done +n nreSen ing

inst Couny I o ‘thg iﬁdiCtment;,buﬁ‘fatherreQCh Qefense}counsélf
2ndle them =t the %ine he vresents the c§se fo bisioléeﬁt; ’Thié
‘dié%ributioﬁ éf éuhjectsv;é mePnt to é¢1u1n°te’“eoeti  05‘ana<overlap;ing;};
‘/ﬂs ﬁacm."é noss;%&e, mﬁd‘in'addition;»inrviewbof the bulklOf;tﬁé méteriéi;lu
’;o‘r;sult‘ia,f ”GeSOquLy equi*solv Q1Surﬂoutlon’o? wor&‘ﬁmo é»;li
\';%ﬁtorneys 33; iCiﬁﬁﬁiﬁé;ig this case, Ve PSk the ”r¢oﬁna+, in tnis éésé

as we+“,‘to dre w no- cérv;uslons regerding tjé‘résgy ;i;i | tyr of ,ny
1§éf?ndantfoh thc fagis offthe'facﬁqthat,ﬁiéyatto;ney présents Such é'
3Gty ; bl isfa‘pﬁxélyitéchnicélrﬁcaéafe ﬁﬁiéh’has é@éé wp in other

b proved +o’be of/value;

turn 4r¢ef‘§ to t e counts ox tne 1ndlctﬂent lia tlon

A
- Y
H

I fee¢,1t-necessary to teke wp the questlon of the

unk “PUJ connectlon WblCu tu@ uro cw%ion has arde between these charges
~aﬁd'crimes szedl ast %ne Ueace. ;mhe IM kndwins*v regected the thesis of the

BT

;”u'zzi?
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that $ine thet there wes such 2 thing as a consn*r .cy o

7 .
Erines agalnst anity. 'Correspondingfy»
N ;
II and IIT on the basis of the plena ry session

>

of alk Muernoerf;: 1t9ry tr*ourAls in benk on @ July 1947 réjected the‘
. consniracy to cormil war,er res gld urlnus azRinst humﬂnluy
wiﬁhbut‘furthgr subnission of,evideﬁce. The'prochutiOn“inAthis trial
~doesnot mymear to e ready 0 t%ke flp consequences of this decision, Yar
«;crinos\ and crines ag insﬁ’humanitv are ag”&? belnc swub%led in*thréughf
m doop es nor*lons of tbe consoi rey to commit c} nes ”ﬁginst tbe
The 3eason is obflous.. Bv nerns of the iden o‘ consnirpcv the
6vosec1tloq would ike o rid jtself of the uncomforﬁaole burden of
\'Lr"l? ng Dréoz azsinst edch’ individusl 6efﬂndant o* 1nd¢v1dua¢ ﬁuiit for
act. ;I heve és nuch underst&nding for *his attermt a8 I’
one cwa creat te new . 1n i’n?l daw on this b»s*S. A

t;oular‘a standard- of crininal 1aw, shou&d crent

of facts in the cese The attenpts of the INT

 in this direction are unﬁistakable,'andﬁa%-least‘Somg'of the subsequeat

tpibunals have joined in these atbenpts,  What the prosecution

is the exact oprosite,. The distinction drawn between crines

ageinst the peace and war edinmes is, in » Dractice 1 sense, once agpin to

A

kbe.erased andiﬁherewiﬁh ir plece 0f & clear iebpx soring A muady bond is
' A,ca1led into’ oelnx which will be of i*'eresu only to tbOSc people who wnﬂu‘v'

t0 fiéh;iﬂ 5o With fe%ard‘%a;this pqin?, as‘wel;, the defense counsel

has Subnitéed\é notlon. to fqe,~rw uhal fron which they éiﬁect the carly

= regeotlon of the connec $ion- between crinos agnzast tne neace and we:

v

crines &s GOﬂtPlned in uount 1V o* the ;ndictnent,x
further at*ewnt of the osccution to esceme the sbove-nentioned

arden of nroof, seems to me ‘to be . convyined’ithhe assé%tidn that the

rininal orgeni zation s0 hﬁt ﬂeﬁbersn in in this firn would

septence, Would‘%hat not indicate thet all employees and

workers of tnp irupp fir 1 including *or01”1ers wou¢u h“Ve to be considered
4728
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menéers df»a oriminai orgaﬁization? The INT declére@\oﬁlyka limited
 ¢+?01@ of orzenizations ag crininfl withbéléér intenf."ls thig éircle'
~ %0 he somewha; extendedﬁ
Since precedent still is lacking in queséions of réSponsibility 0f
private pusinessmen for the prepsration and/waging of aﬁg;essive war,
vthe~défense'with rez sr& Lo tﬂe questloa o snoliétion‘andffqrelgn workers:
is in d1¢xerent and ewen better posi 1on on, vbc xasws of the Jud ment
‘in the élick trial. Since this Judbnent wes 1269 oublle only in Decenber
”*19&7, there was no poséib@lity when ﬁhe indiotment‘in the-Krupp tr1a¢:wgs'
scrved to co;slaer knowledge of *h is iudgment asjiﬁﬁitation of the éharges
7,raisQ&.. § 1ce tuen, nowevcr, there certaialy a?s een onnovtunltj for
\.Sﬁch 1imitation. Since the nrosacutlon has made no use bf thiS‘situation
7uﬂe defense must once arrin go into all cn?rbes here 9s well, WithOﬁt
~§eg%rd to'whether the_sﬁandard of the Elickfjudpment crn heve 2ny /
:‘l'signif cance at all, In this ﬂﬁ*ter, too, the- defense will teke
fn%ins, AOTCOVET, 6 indiqate;%he_llmltatlonfwhlcg'the progecution hﬂs
' ezmittéd o De lackin@.':Iﬁ\theirfaﬁtémgﬁ to*shoften proceedings, the
1’defenéé isGEaﬁing‘a risk, | |
An ‘exannle o” Y lS is as IO!le3; '?hejgrosecution citesras proof of the
sys%ematic spolirtion. of ocounied territories a speecﬁ ﬁade vy Goering to
ftbu a¢11n¢3ur,t*ve of ci%ls of-%hé Easterﬁ’@erritories on_6 Augdst 1942,

Vin'WulCh he statad:

"This GVBri&Stln; , G0 ncexn aaout foreign people wust cease nuw,
once ead fo” alll" (1)

A . ‘ . )
CAs entiecing ns i%.may be, the defonse will refrain from extending

el} nroof bv c»llln porsons who wer presén%»wheﬁ this speech was nade

and who could ﬁrove*that_@his everla33irg concern for foreign people did
not Gu 50 GVeﬂ efter this speech on 6 August 1942,  The feason for

'refralning*is tnat ﬁae~”oer1ng soeoch h?s to do with the delivery of food

1) Soooch by Goerins on 6 Awmst 1942, guoted in nf*lciﬁ‘ text of the
§ndict”ent in Case o, 10, The United States of America =z~inst
cwlfricd Trmaoy von ﬁoh’ en And Haibﬁch, ety 2k, , mryasyeny 35,
nagze 17, ‘ :
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from Russia to Germany, and for this branch of economv counsel for the

defense are unadle, even with bhe grestest effort, tn récognize sny

rggnonslbility on the part of the defendants in this case,

But things 2re not always this simple, and in many details we shall
have %o prove %o the Tribunal that the prosecution has subnitted & one-
sided and tnerefore *ncorrec* deniction of actual cvents. '?he prosecution

hes adnitted, however, that in instances of Spoliation" one acted »s one

( "‘ 3 -.L} 5. . o Y s
would if one were actually peyinge. We shall prove that the Lrupp firm

in all cases wherein it received sometiing, not only acted as it would
if it were Dcylnb,’blf elso in veality did pay, When on the other hend,
. the firn was gommissioned by the Reigh to take&cver the buSinesS\Qperations,u

Cdhen 1y hed notn;n” to Doy beCﬂuse it also did not receive anything. To

~*& ‘w,‘what extent bu51ness oper?tlons of thLS nature w1+h Wthh +he f rm o was

f*eouontlv burdened can be considered as participation in snmoliation is

A le"ﬂl cuestion whieh will be considered at 2 later Stage of the proceedinﬁs.¢ 
; ,

&n ent1r07v different 1 izht then the one envisaged by the prosecution

- is,thrown’on fhe particinstion of an industrislist in the so-called "s'nve

B N N B . B .i ’ : )
~ lator wrogran" by the verdict in the Flick case,

7 Jounsel for the other defondants will refer to the particulsrs regarding thisii

‘counts  For Herr &1fried Xrupn von Bohlen and Helbach'a vesoons1bi‘1ty under
‘T{ﬁ\‘unls uounp can only resu t fyom his nosition as nember of the Vorstand andi
}aSjlater owner of the fir*, and from his PCtIVltleS ln the greét
in&ustfiaiiorganizationsg the Be;thAssqciatlon Iron \RVE) ahd the Reich’
association Coal (RVK}. ?hérefore, ébg'taki'g Qf‘evidénce in his cese
_wihl qbvér these @Qints; Ju$ﬁ és/tﬁeyéfosecution,”in afguing their
-accuéaéipn of preparation fof'War, refers”to the 0ld. vradltlon of the
'firm and the houSe:of:Kruép, the’défénée-wﬁll also neke use of this
tradition and make mentionbof the social achievements for which this
fanily has recelved unconuested credlp until now, VWé feel particularly
¢alled wpon to do’this as @ repreSGntative‘of the prosecution comsidered
it »roper téyattack the social atﬁituﬂe'and motives of the Krupn firm, in

i s s b4 ) . L s
connection wzth.ﬁrunp?s workers" settlements, in the prees,

l’ Dar?“r?on 5 of the 1ndlctment. o N

A730
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‘ : . s
The Drosecutlon caps 1ts theory that Krupp was the greatwadVocate of

gquoss Ye war w1th a reference to the Soec¢al Law by whlchs¢n the eutunn

. ., L

of 1943 therA,G. ri edrich Krupp Was - Vonverted into a fan*ly enterprise

i

of the sane names The defense wi l su it v0 the Trivunal the Origin
of this "Lex Kru;p" and. its thirty~years‘ history, and so will create
, \ ; s

2 besis *or the rpco nltlon.o? the fact thet this law does not represent

tha s i>mtest biv af evidence for.thisﬁth@ory of the nrosecution, and -
3h9t it is of no irmportance for those proceedings,
, , P

When one looks over the entire coursc of the prosecution and stternpts’
‘bo envisege the courde of the defense,'this question aﬁpearéfto né $0 be
. the mucleus of the magter: Is »n ndustrlal enternr"ss vernit ted to.

“mroduce war naterirl before B war, and is it vemmitted to;COntinue this ~

“pro&ucﬁion'also durinz the war, thet is to say, within the scope of those .

. atioqs and lﬁws wh ichfhavb been passed by its fovernment? The
ApTOSGCutiOn,SeemS~tO heve been under:the same impression,,else the

ecutdr would not have ‘hhstened to state thet the armament industry

is an honorable oﬁe;and that the accusations made against,the'firm Xrupp

. do not refe“ %0 the arJanbnt f?o or*es in other gountries. In ‘this
't”conbecu ‘on he bov10us*v ove“looked the sour es\from which his codleagues. -

’obu“lned their information, At the»outset of these proCeedinéﬁ the‘7’

~nr03woutloq subnitted a wriépen stayexeqt to the LrlounaL which ‘was

gl to be endowed with SaeclnL 1moortance by 1ts t¢tle “Baglc'
Inforﬁation. The *Pgts in tué "Basic I ’idtiOn“ oertainine to tho

erwm Plf*,naveioeen &ﬂrg 1y dvawn fro Bernhprd Menne‘s oook Blood Pnd

[

,Steel—eTbe Rlse of. the House gg€KrunD5~ thc nrosecutlon acoents the

quthor,as Rn exﬁent’in.Kruvn “nt ers 1t will e*so have uo Acknow*ed"e this
z s LR

- exnert 1n\na ers ﬂert in na;to the:armament“fﬂctOTies of other-countries;

It is of'in eres by tnerefore, to kear wn?t Mr.AMcnne ‘hes to 59 y on

topic in the inmtroduction to his book:
"It is obvious thet the mssociation of palitics and business, steel
and the destiny of nationsl, revealed in these pages is not to be
~considered veculidr to fhe history or the present condition of
Germany. Wherever the neme 'Kirupp! snne?rs, let the Frenchman subs-
 titute 'Schneidert; the- En;lls_ﬁan ‘V ckers! ; and any other country,
- its corresponding fi mf : |
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DR. BEHLING: Dr, Bohling for defendant Loosor. |

[
) o7
lire President, your Honors,
I intend to divide my'ploa mctnodically into two catcgorics, On one

gide are the rwutors mn“cn I bhave to ch¢ with edministratively within.

o

the framcework of the joint defonse 1r‘QS9oCtivC of the person of Dr,
Eweld Locser, The sccond part of my plea will dcw¢ 30001f10a11v with uhOV_

personality of Dr. Locser o 16 with the cdurg\ brougat gﬁlnst hinm,

first group,bclong ) numéér of qpostions Whosc ifrclovincy i
‘tho outeonc of the trinl is- -obvious. Yet I shall haﬁé to include thom i
o %Qo'sphoro of my Sbscrvations SiﬂCC‘uuC churgos hmvé been broughflandithO'
'¥?rosocution could not moke ul iﬁs,mindéjso for, to drop them os éuggcétcdf:
to the concept of tnc so"cvll d
'~ﬁr*1ruschafts£u¢hrof)/which is entirely miscon-
rsiruéd'by'tnq pre ti,on - shiall - snow ﬁh&t ﬁhié is o vwalnoloss t"LLO,

"~ posscssing no practical veluc, citier CCOHOHlOw"+J or politically, In ny
L TTTTe , e ( :

- opinion thiquuestion WoS mcst corrGCtlv'ov&luatbd by the Militoery Tribunal

Noe V in the Flick casc, this oll ogcdly serious cnurgo“ DO;ﬂg passcd by

without comment. Much the scxe opplics t0~3nothor‘po nt which will deal -

v

~owith the soe c%ll d "Small Circlet, Analogous to the other cconomic ur¢ LS,,

“the prosccutloa has - vel lcd this phenomenon in x megical son1~dwrtnoss and

iy

»thus suyroundc it with a scwblionce of importance which would have beon

Vfworthy of =~ botter CoUSCe

inc Tribunal will be intorcsted to learn that the Flick trial

. . 7 i
fby—p ssod this powqt in silence also wﬂd denmied- any rﬁsoon3¢bl¢1uv within

A
K

tho Durport“of tho chargess

Ths dlSCH%SlQn concerning tho so~cw¢*ca NSmall Clrcio” w1ll bec in
/ B | IR
conjunction with anothcl‘oonprwu,bopic, that ;wL*L deal w1tn‘thc Eeonomic
. . ‘. N R N ;e i :

roup~¢r H~P”0GDCllg AﬂdUSDTy “ﬂd b‘C District Group North~¥est of this

.

1ic Group. horc anla wb‘Can citc thQ findings of the Flick verdicty

as 110;10 ags the momborship,of DhC SﬂmL*'C rc'", d¢d tno Hilitary

nal aoducc ur w*nﬂl rcsooasko‘l ty from the Work‘of the men accused
N ‘ .

5 4732}’ ;l
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’

“in-the casc in the Economic Group and thc Suo—O"g“nls tlons rvforrod to-

*oszcéfrcason why cven -onc of the dcfendxnts hou]u oo sontcacod. I

.-

sholl limit my501f5 therefore, on the whole to thc mutorl,lJalrca‘y‘
subujtbcd 1n the Fllck Vdsc,:nd, morcover, I shahl “ofunu~thc]case foxr/.

‘.~th0zprOSCcution by uhe cxnalnacxon’of 5 witness.
, : S -
,'Bcsidcs,thcso Doints vixici, in,ty'ominibn, haVQ no- bearing Qn'ihc,

&

Utcomo Of tho trial, UHOTC‘ e SOIC” ouostlons wnlcn ﬂOCOSS“tMtv morc o

n31vo urguHCHt tlon. In'tho ogrouad of my ploa rcguralng uh“s S
"wlll be uhoa ino ,uCl",.L dCVC.LOO‘ 3 ’Lt of tho firm of KI‘Lp up to .',91;3. Thé

?pcrlod from 1943 to 19L5 szl bc dea 1 vith‘by 1v co;lowguc, Dr. boni i

-

”,as e oart of hlS plCu; : sho;l p rove tn o thc firm of Krupp\dld not

'Eiproflt nx.c“ssn,chy or undulj bv uﬂC qitle ,regimc.n In:this wayfI shall

”;rofutv boyond any ron eeteta blo aoubt, Squtaﬂtl”twd Dy'sobor 1igurcs'and

m:graohlc~1 1UStratlons tno 1110rat10n'of tlc orosocutlon thet the, firm of

3

Kruop Was,to bc ”rewg;aod“‘ or n&lﬂu 1n¢nv luS ”rmamont oonontLVL. Tn
Lo d L\’*’ ttor T shall call t witn nd bes sides, on %n‘d
Ogc..r G \/ﬂls Iﬁo. UCYX B l Coimela wn CKPCI’ N:L OQS [aagl D 1.4 S’ G h} 1 L

4?)Of’furthor'illusb;wtlons, I sahw“ orov1dc t%c Trlbun 1 w1tn the poss 1b1&*ty
of comparison w1tn unc flﬂTﬂCl&l G»VOlOOmOnt ‘of otho” Per % homc nd
*;gbrqu.yilt‘wi;l,be anVlble ; nowovcﬁg‘ln olubor vbing tnuso Lauorrol twons,
Y bo bring toaﬁnc‘noticé of the ﬂr*ouaw“ 0o of bno or 1oiplcs of GQrmanf~

. finsneial and tax lowe

,«s" el

“In tnc ﬂoursc/ tnc ¢ ;z“u¢01u“ d¢ssorb tions,IJShall dddl5w h Lhe %

3 L.
A :

. pproplons relutod to‘uac 1 13nc1n° o¢ Cp L;ﬂ o, rnamcat. 1 ", ggys
"bcen the. pr 100 to YOVive. “ip*osthtc«nu {onml CCONONY bv inenciol :”
S moasurcs. Lh1¢ cwn bc dogc fr lm oums dc’wi for01an locas or by

finjoctina,financial ﬁolp‘i‘ the IOTP of tn mgrgoncy’programa Buﬁ‘e ngf,

» .

as tho sta tc 1s aolo Lo hv;p itSle, it -will prefer to do so. Iﬂ unLL
caso it r at od 1ts o siothods of Iid,nco,? I shell prove that'thd-so~
ﬂa¢lod "Mofo~drafts"ﬂfelliinto”this catogbry; They arc, no doubt, notéa

d051rablc kLnd of *1n%nco, DUuVJOt' ng vr1m¢nw* cither. 4 witness xﬁxm L

I snh;A cwll w“““ domoustratc Ulam oho so—cw*ioa "unomoloféd” bills of7%~>u
M g )

v

cossors of thosc hofo bllls.
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also br;ng_to the of ficial otlcc‘o? the Tribunal the documonts from the

IMT, where thls subject has Zl?deJ been fully ventilated and led to the

acqulttal of Reich bank president, Dre Schacht, If, however, Dr.Schacht,
as ‘the originator of thesc methods, has been acquitbed by IMT it will

hardly be possible to convict the industrialists charged here for

acecpting thesc Mefo-drafis.

-

Following the pleoa of my collcogue, Dr. Vorwerk, I shall bring

J.

supplcnentar rgpmcnts concerming the Germania shipyarde By thc submission.

o}

£ affidavi t% mmmeﬁ,mﬁ:wgmmdciﬂnmmﬁﬁml;smﬁlpﬁwcﬁMt

v

Germon navael armement, insofor os it was cxeccuted by uhc Gernonia yard,

.did by nc means scrve the preparstion for an agrossivo war in vicw of

its'small,scalo. Furthemore it wilil be shown that ncithor the Germoni

yard nor the firm of Krupp werc ablc to determine the extont of t
- production., Dospite strong pretests the Germanio yard had to build
what the High CGommand of *no Havy obiandoq. Neither the Gormonia ship-

yard nor Krupp, Essen, had‘any’influonco on this. The capacity of the

yard wos simply reguisitionced by the Navy and in the structurc of =

total~

-

itarian Statc no possibility cxisted of cvading compulsion. Relotive to
this I shall briefly touch on Germen logislation and prove that by means

of the so-colled Reich lobor scorvice Low alone an individual as-well as

fﬂrms could be compcelled to perform cny service decrmed nccessary by the

i

military ocuthorities,

iy collcaguc, Dre Schillf, will give the Tr"bunuﬁ an idea of the

forcign orgonization of the firm of Krupps In this conncction I shall

deal with the question of cxports. In Hitler Germony firms wox rc not

frec to oxport as they saw f£it p"uuor. The Statc, without resbriction,

dirccted the export tradc, The ercinont wos no *ongor in a poesiti on o

lmport or cxport what he liked, but iad to follOW‘instructions from the
government offices, in the first place of the Reich Ministry of cconomics
and of the so-called Inspcction Offices, The firms had to scll whate
ever the state direction of ceonomic affeirs desircd.

L7334




COURT III CASE X
22 Mor AS'—&”I:,-.-LL—@EII-P xsic (Hor

Noﬁ were %hé‘firﬁé at ;ibcﬁﬁy to Qhﬁoso‘ihc'éinfﬁ;coﬁhﬁgiééi -Stric%
rcgul@éioﬁs f$becd thé‘iO?Clgn ﬁfadc with cor a¢n countrlcs, whilc ot
*hc s,no tlmc unuy “cstr*ctoq wt with other vmunﬁrlos.‘ ul, tﬂOSb neo surns,
ﬁo“o ordercd by uﬁO gavcrn: nt. A firm whioh re stod tnls, wos
ccononlcal¢y'hmndlcappwd wnd umdcr ' roain u¢rcurstﬁnc@$ luS ooy

was pun¢shod most sovorcxy.

Indopcndontly of this onforced situation I shall prove that the
m@dﬁﬁn hmm%ofthur;ofKnmnwm'wumﬂyWWMntm>hmﬁ§of 
thet Qf tho othcr Gormon-firms. To o no%ablc degree it actﬁally preferred
ﬂéuﬂnrlos not 2llicd £o Hitler Germeny. By comporntive stotcments with
regard to othor»COuntries I shall prove beyond this thct the figures of
Germen forcign trade corresponded 4o thosc of other COUﬂbPlOS. In any
,éasc it wil transpirQ‘that the allegotion of hc-prosooution, according
" to which the firm of Krupp had prepared an'aggrossivé wor by fhoons of
forcign trade, is orronoous; So fox the prosegution has not brougnﬁ any

. proof for this allogotion of thoirs.- mnc witness to be called by mc will

.

more clearly define thesc reletions to the cOurﬁ.

In conncction with the general subgcnts I now have to deal with the
purchese of the Bernderf works in Austrla. The prosceution basc -on
this business transaction iho‘accusa+1on of plunder of forcign property

and infers from this that the firm of Krupp had mnde o further contrib-

ution‘to the preparation of an ocggressive war by purche sing the Beorndorfor

2 monh¢¢Wﬁronf brlK. So. for I hove becn uncble to ascerbain what legal

"rarguments promptod the prosccution to go so far, At any rate I can sce

in this ncither
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-2 war crime in thejsense'ofi@?ntfbl Gouncil ILaw No, 10, nbr a violetion
of the Hague ‘Convention onj.;énd Warfare, The basic premise fof the
adcusation brought by the préSecution would be as I see it, that at
the time of the purchase the republic of Austfiakwas a sub ject ofithe'

- League of Nations, and was in é state of war withlGeﬁmany.l If however -

s

~as in this éase_f this proemise .is nonvexisteni the accusation is without
any foundation,’because the aoquisition of Berndorf can in that’case,no
longer constitute an offénsé agéinst international 1aw; a4t any rate I
shall prove beyond any reasonable doubt by a witness that the defendants
7 during the purbhaSe negotiations'regarding Berndorf assumed and were
éntitied to assume with impunity thet Austria'was'no state or‘parﬁ of -
a stete at wer with Gormany. hooording to the penal code of all
éivilized nations, .every error régarding primary“}uestiohs of public
| and private law excludes the punishability‘of an act, DMoreover, i shall
prove that ﬁhe purchase df.Bérndérf by the firm of Krupp was nothing but
a transaction brought’about by family reasons, which was carricd through
Jewfully and causedkno damaged VCoﬁcerning the more detailed circum=-
stances ?ﬂd: more pafticularly, to refute the proseoution witness
Glatz, the witness named by me will make further statements,'
Finaliy, relative to the defense as a whole I have to deal with a
few events which occurred during thq war in France, It goncerhs the
dismantling of the sheet metal bending machihe_of the4firm of Als»Thom
in Bélfort; the use of the Ausﬁin Wbrks in Liancourt, and the formation
«ofrﬂqe‘Krupé SociétévAncnymog Paris, 4lso for this I shall call some
‘witnesses whoe will prove clcarly ﬁhat'neither the’firm of Krupp nor.

one of these defendants present acted contrary to penal law. Especial~

i—J

ly it will bec shown that the accusation of plunder brought by the
prosccution is unjustified,

In the second part of my opening statement of cvldence I shall deal
with the specific responsibility of my client, Dr. Eweld Loeser.
Itismm ahmdfhymwsag;ﬁn%rhiaMSfW'WefﬁsttMm

requested me to defend Dr, loeser, Ab that time Dr. Locser stood
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before_the Peoplets Court as a conspirator against tﬁe Hitler regime,
being accused éf,high treason and undermining of the arméd.forces
morale, A& death’senten¢e seemed certgin for him, This‘I’Cannotkonly
prove from my own experience,as defense counsel, but shall prové iﬁ

by presenting the prosevutlon statemcnt and an & t of the fomer
Oberreichsanwalt (Reich Chief Prosecutor). Today Dr, Loéser has to
defend himself against the?Oppos te accusation, namely against a¢1cgcd.
-conspiracy in cooperation with the Hitlor regime, From these obscrvas
tions alone it becomes evident that the allegation of the prosecution

~ séems to be decidedly pafaéoxical. If one accé?ts«thé statemonts of
JthefpmoseCQtiQnérit is cleaf‘that Df. Loeser must have been a member

of two opposing ponspiraciesi In unut case he wou+d be a consm1“ﬂtor
‘against himsélf; The'besﬁ :efutatlon of this thesis is the ife story

of my client.

Dy, Loeser experienced the accession to power by Hitler under rather

dramatic circumstances as Mayor ard Treasurer of cne of the best known.

.

“lar c German Cltl s, tu wit, thq town of lLeipzig. As such he was the
olosest,and most confidential odllaborétorlbf‘tﬁe tﬁen chief meyor
(Oberbnergermeister) Dr, Coerdeler, who as head of the civilian section -
5f the resistance movement was SCﬂtGﬂGéd 4o death and exeouted-ih
connection with the attempt 5n Hitlcr's.life of 20 July 1944 by thg
same Peoplels uourt before which Dr.. Loesor ned to defend himselfa In
spite of the dremstie tért at the time when Hitler usurpcd the power
* Dr, Loescr 2t first remained in office, 'Like all otherercsponsiblo

ratic circles, he l¢kcwzse attempted to meintein the prindiples
of ordcrly udmlnlsurct*on in the face of the obstacles raised by the
\Party offices, Soon, however, he was forced to. acknowledge that he
'was confronted with an impossible bask. From thesérrealizations he
~drew the consequehces as early as in 1934, reliqquished his of fice and
turned to a position ~Of private economy.

In 1935 to 1937 we find‘Drglioeser as membér of the Vorstand of the.

Berliner Hotelbctricbs-aktiengesellschafts His colleague in the Vor-
| K137




