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"People did occasionally die in
the camp," the defendant acknowl-
edged. "But I don't remember any
special incidents."

There were, historians estimate, from 1 to 4
million “special incidents” at Auschwitz—mass
murders and isolated murders of individuals,
all part of Hitler’s “final solution of the Jewish
problem.” On December 20, 1963, twenty-two
former SS men went “before the court at Frank-
furt” for their roles in these “special incidents.”
This is the record of their trial, which lasted for
twenty months. It is a record of human degra-
dation and of human tragedy on a scale vir-
tually unparalleled in history.

Bernd Naumann, of the Frankfurter Allge-
meine Zeitung, was present in the courtroom at
Frankfurt on each of the 182 days of the
Auschwitz trial. As Hannah Arendt notes: “His
was the most substantial and most perceptive
reportage during the trial. In book form, it
confronts the reader even more directly with
the accused, giving for each day the highlights
of the dialogue between the participants.”

Writing in a terse, documentary style, alter-
nating paraphrase with direct quotation, Bernd
Naumann does more than just record the day-
by-day events of the trial. He captures every
nuance in the dramatic confrontation of de-
fendants, witnesses, prosecutors, defense attor-
neys, and judges. The appalling recitals by the
prosecution witnesses of brutality and of mass
exterminations contrast starkly with the parrot-
like reiteration by the defendants that they
themselves had done nothina and at best could
remember little beyond the fact that they had
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Introduction
By HannaH ARENDT

Of about 2,000 SS men posted at Auschwitz between 1940 and 1945 (and
many must still be alive), “a handful of intolerable cases” had been
selected and charged with murder, the only offense not covered by the
statute of limitation in December, 1963, when the Frankfurt trial began.
Investigation into the Auschwitz complex had lasted many years—docu-
ments (“not very informative,” according to the court) had been collected
and 1,300 witnesses questioned—and other Auschwitz trials were to follow.
(Only one subsequent trial has so far taken place. This second trial began
in December, 1965; one of the defendants, Gerhard Neubert, had been
among those originally accused in the first trial. In contrast to the first
trial, the second has been so poorly covered by the press that it took some
“research” to determine whether it had occurred at all.) Yet in the words
of the prosecutors in Frankfurt: “The majority of the German people do
not want to conduct any more trials against the Nazi criminals.”

Exposure for twenty months to the monstrous deeds and the grotesquely

unrepentant, aggressive behavior of the defendants, who more than once
almost succeeded in turning the trial into a farce, had no impact on this
climate of public opinion, although the proceedings were well covered by
German newspapers and radio stations. (Bernd Naumann’s highly per-
ceptive reportage, which originally appeared in the Frankfurter Allge-
meine Zeitung, was the most substantial.) This came to light during the
heated debates in the first months of 1965—in the midst of the Auschwitz
proceedings—over the proposed extension of the statute of limitation for
Nazi criminals, when even Bonn’s Minister of Justice, Mr. Bucher,
pleaded that the “murderers among us” be left in peace. And vyet, these
“intolerable cases” in the “proceedings against Mulka and others,” as the
Auschwitz trial was officially called, were no desk murderers. Nor—with
a few exceptions—were they even “regime criminals” who executed orders.
Rather, they were the parasites and profiteers of a criminal system that
had made mass murder, the extermination of millions, a legal duty. Among
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xii Introduction

' the many awful truths with which this book confronts us is the perplexing

fact that German public opinion in this matter was able to survive the
revelations of the Auschwitz trial.

For what the majority think and wish constitutes public opinion even
though the public channels of communication—the press, radio, and tele-
vision—may run counter to it. It is the familiar difference between le pays
réel and the country’s public organs; and once this difference has widened
into a gap, it constitutes a sign of clear and present danger to the body
politic. It was just this kind of public opinion, which can be all-pervasive
and still only rarely come into the open, that the trial in Frankfurt revealed
in its true strength and significance. It was manifest in the behavior of
the defendants—in their laughing, smiling, smirking impertinence toward
prosecution and witnesses, their lack of respect for the court, their “dis-
dainful and threatening” glances toward the public in the rare instances
when gasps of horror were heard. Only once does one hear a lonely voice
shouting back, Why don’t you kill him and get it over with? It was
manifest in the behavior of the Jawyers who kept reminding the judges
that they must pay no attention to “what one will think of us in the out-
side world,” implying over and over again that not a German desire for
justice but world opinion influenced by the victims desire for “retribution”
and “vengeance” was the true cause of their clients’ present trouble. For-
eign correspondents, but no German reporter so far as I know, were
shocked that “those of the accused who still live at home are by no means
treated as outcasts by their communities.”* Naumann reports an incident
in which two defendants passed the uniformed guard outside the build-
ing, greeted him cordially with “Happy Holidays,” and were greeted in
in return with- “Happy Easter.” Was this the vox populi?

It is, of course, because of this climate of public opinion that the defend-
ants had been able to lead normal lives under their own names for many
years before they were indicted. These years, according to the worst among
them—Boger, the camp’s specialist for “rigorous interrogations” with the
help of the “Boger swing,” his “talking machine” or “typewriter’—had
“proved that Germans stick together, because [where he lived] everyone
knew who [he] was.” Most of them lived peacefully unless they had the
misfortune to be recognized by a survivor and denounced either to the
International Auschwitz Committee in Vienna or to the Central Office for
Prosecution of National Socialist Crimes in West Germany, which late
in 1958 had begun to collect material for the prosecution of Nazi crim-
inals in local courts. But even this risk was not too great, for the local
courts—with the exception of Frankfurt, where the state’s attorney’s office
was under Dr. Fritz Bauer, a German Jew—had not been eager to prose-
cute, and German witnesses were notoriously unwilling to cooperate.

* Sybille Bedford, in The Observer (London), January 5, 1964.
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Who then were the witnesses at Frankfurt? The court had called them,
Jews and non-Jews, from many lands—from Russia, Poland, Austria, East
Germany, Israel, America. Few of those residing in West Germany were
| Jews; most were either former SS men who risked self-incrimination (the

court heard many such cases and one such witness was arrested) or former
! political prisoners who, according to the “majority of the German people,”
|' represented at Frankfurt by a gentleman from IG Farben, were “mostly
: asocial elements” anyhow. As it turned out, this was an opinion now shared
by some of the former inmates themselves: “The SS men were infected”
by the inmates; not the guards but the prisoners “were beasts in human
form”; the brutality of the guards was understandable because their vic-
: tims, especially “the Galician Jews, were highly undisciplined”; and the
SS became “bad” because of the influence of the capos, the trustee pris-
oners. But even those German witnesses who did not indulge in this kind
of talk were unwilling to repeat in court what they had said in the pre-
trial examinations: They denied their testimony, didn’t remember it, and
talked of having been bullied (certainly untrue); maybe they were drunk,
maybe they had lied, and so on in monotonous repetition. The discrep-
ancies are glaring, irritating, embarrassing, and behind them one can sense
public opinion, which the witnesses had not faced when they testified in
camera. Almost every one of them would rather admit that he is a liar
than risk having his neighbors read in the newspapers that he does not
belong among the Germans who “stick together.”

What a predicament for the judges in a case that must “rely exclusively
on witness testimony,” notoriously unreliable even under the best of cir-
cumstances. But the weak link in the evidence of this trial was not so
much the lack of objective “incontrovertible” proof—the “small, mosaic-
like pieces” of fingerprints, footprints, post-mortem reports on the cause of
death, and the like—nor was it the inevitable memory lapses of witnesses
testifying on dates and details of events that happened more than twenty
years ago, or the almost irresistible temptation to project “things others
described vividly in that setting as his own experiences.” It was rather the
fantastic discrepancy between pretrial testimony and testimony in court
in the case of most of the German witnesses; the jusiified suspicion that
the testimony of the Polish witnesses had been doctored by some govern-
mental agency for the prosecution of Nazi crimes in Warsaw; the less
justified suspicion that the testimony of some Jewish witnesses may have
been manipulated by the International Auschwitz Committee in Vienna;
the unavoidable admission to the witness stand of former capos, stool
pigeons, and Ukrainians who “were working hand in glove with the camp
Gestapo”; and, finally, the sad fact that the most reliable category, the
survivors, consisted of two very different groups—those who had survived
by sheer luck, which in effect meant holding an inside job in office, hos-

—
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xiv Introduction

pital, or kitchen, and those who, in the words of one of them, had under-
stood immediately that “only a few could be saved and I was going to be
among them.”

The court, under the guidance of the able and calm presiding judge
Hans Hofmeyer, tried hard to exclude all political issues—“Political guilt,
moral and ethical guilt, were not the subject of its concern”—and to con-
duct the truly extraordinary proceedings as “an ordinary criminal trial,
regardless of its background.” But the political background of both past
and present—the legally criminal state order of the Third Reich, to which
the Federal Republic is the successor, and the present opinions of the
majority of the German people about this past—made itself felt factually
and juridically in every single session.

Even more striking than the discrepancies between the witnesses’ pre-
trial and trial testimony—and inexplicable except on the grounds of public
opinion outside the courtroom—was the fact that exactly the same should
happen with the testimony of the defendants. To be sure, these men had
now probably been told by their lawyers that the safest course was to
deny everything regardless of the most elementary credibility: “I have yet
to meet anyone who did anything in Auschwitz,” said Judge Hofmeyer.
“The commandant was not there, the officer in charge only happened to
be present, the representative of the Political Section only carried lists, and
still another one only came with the keys.” This explains “the wall of
silence” and the persistent, though not consistent, lying of the defendants,
many of whom simply were not intelligent enough to be consistent. (In
Germany, defendants do not testify under oath.) It explains why Kaduk—
a former butcher and a sly, primitive brute who, after identification by a
former inmate, had been sentenced to death by a Soviet military tribunal
and then pardoned in 1956—will not boast in court, as he had done in the
pretrial examination, of having been “a sharp cookie . . . not the type to
break down” or voice his regret of having only beaten but not killed
Polish President Cyrankiewicz. (Immediately after the war, such boasts
could still be heard in court. Naumann mentions the Sachsenhausen trial
of 1947 before an Allied tribunal in which a defendant could say proudly
that other guards might have been “exceptionally brutal, but they couldn’t
hold a candle to me.”) And it was also probably upon advice from their
lawyers that the defendants, who before the pretrial examining judge had
charged each other freely and “could only laugh” about their colleagues’
claims to innocence, could “not seem to remember this portion of their
deposition” in court. All this is no more than could be expected of mur-
derers who had in mind least of all what Judge Hofmeyer called “ex-
piation.”

We learn little about these pretrial examinations here, but the informa-
tion we get seems to indicate that the discrepancies mentioned were a
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matter not only of deposition but of general attitude and behavior as well.
The outstanding example of this more fundamental aspect—and perhaps
the most interesting psychological phenomenon that came to light during
the trial—is the case of Pery Broad, one of the youngest defendants, who
wrote an excellent, entirely trustworthy description of the Auschwitz camp
shortly after the end of the war for the British occupation authorities. The
Broad Report—dry, objective, matter-of-fact—reads as though its author
were an Englishman who knows how to conceal his fury behind a fagade
of supreme sobriety. Yet there is no doubt that Broad—who had taken
part in the Bogerswing game, was described by witnesses as “clever, in-
telligent, and cunning,” had been known among the inmates as “death in
kid gloves,” and seemed “amused by all that went on in Auschwitz’—
was its sole author and wrote it voluntarily. And there is even less doubt
that he now greatly regrets having done so. During his pretrial examina-
tion before a police officer, he had been “communicative,” admitted to
having shot at least one inmate (“I am not sure that the person I shot
wasn't a woman”), and said he felt “relieved” by his arrest. The judge
calls him a many-faceted (schillernde) personality, but that says little and
could just as well apply, though on an altogether different level, to the
brute Kaduk, whom the patients in the West Berlin hospital where he
worked as a male nurse used to call Papa Kaduk. These seemingly inex-
plicable differences in behavior, most striking in the case of Pery Broad—
first in Auschwitz, then before the British authorities, then before the ex-
amining officer, and now back again among the old “comrades” in court—
must be compared with the behavior of Nazi criminals before non-German
courts. In the context of the Frankfurt proceedings there was hardly any
occasion to mention non-German trials, except when statements of dead
people whose depositions had incriminated the defendants were read into
the record. This happened with the statement of an Auschwitz medical
officer, Dr. Fritz Klein, who had been examined by British interrogators at
the very moment of defeat, in May, 1945, and who before his execution
had signed a confession of guilt: “I recognize that I am responsible for
the slaying of thousands, particularly in Auschwitz, as are all the others,
from the top down.”

The point of the matter is that the defendants at Frankfurt, like almost
all other Nazi criminals, not only acted out of self-protection but showed
a remarkable tendency to fall in line with whoever happened to constitute
their surroundings—to “coordinate” themselves, as it were, at a moment’s
notice. It is as though they had become sensitized not to authority and not
to fear but to the general climate of opinion to which they happened to
be exposed. (This atmosphere did not make itself felt in the lonely con-
frontation with examining officers, who, in the case of those in Frankfurt
and in Ludwigsburg—where the Central Office for the Prosecution of
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xvi Introduction

Nazi Crimes is located and where some of the defendants had undergone
their first interrogation—were clearly and openly in favor of conducting
these trials.) What made Broad, who had concluded his report to the
British authorities twenty years earlier wiFh a kind of cheer for England
and America, the outstanding example of this sensitization was not so
much his dubious character as the simple fact that he was the most in-
telligent and articulate of this company.

Only one of the defendants, the physician Dr. Lucas, does not show
open contempt for the court, does not laugh, insult witnesses, demand
that the prosecuting attorneys apologize, and try to have fun with the
others. One doesn’t quite understand why he is there at all, for he seems
the very opposite of an “Intolerable case.” He spent only a few months
in Auschwitz and is praised by numerous witnesses for his kindness and
desperate eagerness to help; he is also the only one who agrees to accom-
pany the court on the trip to Auschwitz, and who sounds entirely con-
vincing when he mentions in his closing statement that he “will never re-
cover” from his experiences in concentration and extermination camps,
that he sought, as many witnesses testified, “to save the lives of as many
Jewish prisoners as possible,” and that “today as then, [he is] torn by the
question: And what about the others?” His codefendants show by their
behavior what only Baretzki, whose chief claim to notoriety in the camp
was his ability to kill inmates with one blow of his hand, is stupid enough
to say openly: “If today I were to talk, who knows, if everything should
change tomorrow I could be shot.”

For the point of the matter is that none of the defendants, except Dr.
Lucas, takes the proceedings before the district court very seriously. The
verdict here is not deemed to be the last word of either history or justice.
And in view of German jurisdiction and the climate of public opinion, it
is difficult to maintain that they are altogether wrong. The last word at
Frankfurt was a verdict that sentenced seventeen of the defendants to
many years of hard labor—six of them for life—and acquitted three. But
only two of the sentences (both acquittals) have become operative. In
Germany, the defendant must either accept the sentence or ask the higher
court to review it; naturally, the defense filed appeals in all cases that did
not end with acquittal. The same right to appeal is open to the prosecu-
tion, and the prosecution also appealed ten cases, including the acquittal
of Dr. Schatz. Once the appeal is filed, the convicted is free until notified
of the verdict of the Court of Appeals, unless the judge signs a new war-
rant of confinement, which was done in all cases for the next six months.
Since then, however, a whole year has elapsed, and no review proceedings
have as yet taken place; nor has a date for any been set. I do not know
if new warrants were signed or if the defendants, with the exception of
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those who were in prison for other offenses, have gone home. The case,
at any rate, is not closed.

Boger smiled when he heard that the prosecution had demanded a life
sentence. What did he have in mind? His appeal, or a possible amnesty
for all Nazi criminals, or his age (but he is only sixty years old and ap-
parently in good health), or, perhaps, that “everything could change to-

morrow’ ?
I1

It would be quite unfair to blame the “majority of the German people”
for their lack of enthusiasm for legal proceedings against Nazi criminals
without mentioning the facts of life during the Adenauer era. It is a secret
to nobody that the West German administration on all levels is shot
through with former Nazis. The name of Hans Globke, noted first for
his infamous commentary on the Nuremberg Laws and then as close ad-
viser to Adenauer himself, has become a symbol for a state of affairs that
has done more harm to the reputation and authority of the Federal Re-
public than anything else. The facts of this situation—not the official
statements or the public organs of communication—have created the cli-
mate of opinion in the pays réel, and it is not surprising under the cir-
cumstances that public opinion says: The small fish are caught, while the
big fish continue their careers.

For it is indeed true that in terms of the Nazi hierarchy the Frankfurt
defendants were all small fry: The highest SS officer rank—held by Mulka,
adjutant to camp Commandant Héss, by Hocker, adjutant to Hoss's suc-
cessor, Richard Baer, and by former camp leader Hofmann—was captain
(Haupsturmfiihrer). The same is true for their status in German society.
Half of them came from the working class, had gone through eight years
of elementary school, and worked as manual laborers; and of the ten
others, only five belonged to the middle class—the physician, the two den-
tists, and the two businessmen (Mulka and Capesius)—while the other
five were rather lower middle class. Four of them, moreover, seem to have
had previous convictions: Mulka in 1920 for “failing to account for
funds”; Boger in 1940, while he was a member of the criminal police, for
abortion; Bischoff (who died during the trial) and Dr. Schatz, expelled
from the Nazi party in 1934 and 1937, respectively, for unknown (but
certainly not political) reasons. These were small fry in every respect,
even in terms of criminal record. And as far as the trial is concerned, it
must be kept in mind that none of them had volunteered—or even been in
a position to volunteer—for duty in Auschwitz. Nor can they be held
basically responsible for the main crime committed in the camp, the ex-
termination of millions of people through gas; for the decision to commit
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the crime of genocide had indeed, as the defense said, “been irrevocably
reached by order of Hitler” and was organized with meticulous care by
desk murderers in more exalted positions who did not have to dirty their
hands.

The defense, curiously inconsistent even apart from the “hollow ora-
tory,” based its littleman theory on two arguments: first, that the de-
fendants had been forced to do what they did and were in no position to
know that it was criminally wrong. But if they had not considered it
wrong (and it turned out that most had never given this question a second
thought), why had it been necessary to force them? The defense’s second
argument was that the selections of able-bodied people on the ramp had
in effect been a rescue operation because otherwise “all those coming in
would have been exterminated.” But leaving aside the spurious nature of
this argument, had not the selections also taken place upon orders from
above? And how could the accused be credited with obeying orders when
this same obedience constituted their main, and actually, their only possi-
ble, excuse?

Still, given the conditions of public life in the Federal Republic, the
little-man theory is not without merit. The brute Kaduk sums it up: “The
issue is not what we have done, but the men who led us into misfortune.
Most of them still are at liberty. Like Globke. That hurts.” And on an-
other occasion: “Now we are being made responsible for everything. The
last ones get it in the neck, right?” The same theme is sounded by Hof-
mann, who had been convicted two years before the Auschwitz trial
started for two murders in Dachau (two life sentences at hard labor) and

, who, according to Hoss, “wielded real power in the camp,” although ac-

cording to his own testimony, he hadn’t done a thing except “set up the
children’s playground, with sandboxes for the little ones.” Hofmann
shouts: “But where are the gentlemen who stood on top? They were the
guilty ones, the ones who sat at their desks and telephoned.” And he men-
tions names—not Hitler or Himmler or Heydrich or Eichmann, but the
higher-ups in Auschwitz, Héss and Aumeier (the officer in charge before
him) and Schwarz. The answer to his question is simple: They are all
dead, which means to one of his mentality that they have left the “little
man” in the lurch, that, like cowards, they have evaded their responsi-
bility for him by allowing themselves to be hanged or by committing sui-
cide.

The matter is not that easily settled, however—especially not at Frank-
furt, where the court had called as witnesses former department chiefs of
the Reichssicherheitshauptamt (the SS Head Office for Reich Security),
in charge, among other things, of the organization of the “final solution of
the Jewish question,” to be executed in Auschwitz. In terms of the military
equivalents of their former SS ranks, these gentlemen ranked high above
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XX Introduction

children were killed in this way.) Finally (but the reader can easily find
more examples in the book) there is Wilhelm Boger’s lawyer, who in his
final address voices “surprise that ‘serious men [sic/] have written about
the Boger swing,” which he does consider as ‘the only effective means of

physical suasion . . . to which people react.””
This then is the standpoint of the accused and their attorneys. After
their initial attempt at “making Auschwitz into an idyll . . . as far as the

staff and their conduct are concerned” has broken down and witness after
witness, document after document have demonstrated that they could not
have been in the camp without doing something, without seeing some-
thing, without knowing what was going on (Hocker, the adjutant to
camp Commandant Baer, hadn’t known “anything about the gas cham-
bers” until rather late, when he had heard about them through rumors),
they tell the court why they “are sitting here”: first, because “the wit-
nesses are testifying out of revenge” (“Why can'’t the Jews be decent and
tell the truth? But obviously they don’t want to.”); second, because they
carried out orders as “soldiers” and “did not ask about right and wrong’;
and third, because the little ones are needed as scapegoats for the higher-
ups (that's why they are “so bitter today”).

All postwar trials of Nazi criminals, from the Trial of Major War
Criminals in Nuremberg to the Eichmann trial in Jerusalem and the
Auschwitz trial in Frankfurt, have been plagued by legal and moral difh-
culties in establishing responsibilities and determining the extent of crimi-
nal guilt. Public and legal opinion from the beginning has tended to hold
that the desk murderers—whose chief instruments were typewriters, tele-
phones, and teletypes—were guiltier than those who actually operated the
extermination machinery, threw the gas pellets into the chambers, manned
the machine guns for the massacre of civilians, or were busy with the
cremation of mountains of corpses. In the trial of Adolf Eichmann, desk
murderer par excellence, the court declared that “the degree of responsi-
bility increases as we draw further away from the man who uses the fatal
instruments with his own hands.” Having followed the proceedings in
Jerusalem, one was more than inclined to agree with this opinion. The
Frankfurt trial, which in many respects reads like a much-needed supple-
ment to the Jerusalem trial, will cause many to doubt what they had
thought was almost self-evident. What stands revealed in these trials is not
only the complicated issue of personal responsibility but naked criminal
guilt; and the faces of those who did their best, or rather their worst, to
obey criminal orders are still very different from those who within a legally
criminal system did not so much obey orders as do with their doomed
victims as they pleased. The defendants admitted this occasionally in their
primitive way—"“those on top had it easy . . . issuing orders that prisoners
were not to be beaten”—but the defense lawyers to a man conducted the
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case as though they were dealing here, too, with desk murderers or with
“soldiers” who had obeyed their superiors. This was the big lie in their
presentation of the cases. The prosecution had indicted for “murder and
complicity in murder of individuals,” together with “mass murder and
complicity in mass murder”—that is, for two altogether different offenses.

III

Only at the end of this book, when on the 182d day of the proceedings
Judge Hofmeyer pronounces the sentences and reads the opinion of the
court, does one realize how much damage to justice was done—and in-
evitably done—because the distinctive line between these two different
offenses had become blurred. The court, it was said, was concerned not
with Auschwitz as an institution but only with “the proceedings against
Mulka and others,” with the guilt or innocence of the accused men. “The
search for truth lay at the heart of the trial,” but since the court’s consid-
erations were limited by the categories of criminal deeds as they had been
known and defined in the German penal code of 1871, it was almost a
matter of course that, in the words of Bernd Naumann, “neither the judges
nor the jury found the truth—in any event, not the whole truth.” For, in
the nearly hundred-year-old code, there was no article that covered or-
ganized murder as a governmental institution, none that dealt with the
extermination of whole peoples as part of demographic policies, with the
“regime criminal,” or with the everyday conditions under a criminal gov-
ernment (the Verbrecherstaat, as Karl Jaspers has termed it)—let alone
with the circumstances in an extermination camp where everybody who
arrived was doomed to die, either immediately by being gassed or in a
few months by being worked to death. The Broad Report states that “at
most 10-15 per cent of a given transport were classified as able-bodied and
permitted to live,” and the life expectancy of these selected men and
women was about three months. What is most difficult to imagine in retro-
spect is this ever-present atmosphere of violent death; not even on the
battlefield is death such a certainty and life so completely dependent on
the miraculous. (Nor could the lower ranks among the guards ever be
entirely free from fear; they thought it entirely possible, as Broad put it,
“that to preserve secrecy they might also be marched off to the gas cham-
bers. Nobody seemed to doubt that Himmler possessed the requisite cal-
lousness and brutality.” Broad only forgot to mention that they must still
have reckoned this danger less formidable than what they might face on
the Eastern Front, for hardly any doubt remains that many of them could
have voluntarily transferred from the camp to frontline duty.)

“Hence, what the old penal code had utterly failed to take into account
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was nothing less than the everyday reality of Nazi Germany in general
and of Auschwitz in particular. In so far as the prosecution had indicted
for mass murder, the assumption of the court that this could be an “ordi-
nary trial regardless of its background” simply did not square with the
facts. Compared with ordinary proceedings, everything here could only be
topsy-turvy: For example, a man who had caused the death of thousands
because he was one of the few whose job it was to throw the gas pellets
into the chambers could be criminally less guilty than another man who
had killed “only” hundreds, but upon his own initiative and according to
his perverted fantasies. The background here was administrative massacres
on a gigantic scale committed with the means of mass production—the
mass_production of corpses. “Mass murder and complicity in mass mur-
der” was a charge that could and should be leveled against every single SS
man who had ever done duty in any of the extermination camps and
against many who had never set foot into one. From this viewpoint, and it
was the viewpoint of the indictment, the witness Dr. Heinrich Diir-
mayer, a lawyer and state councilor from Vienna, was quite right when he

| implied the need for a reversal of ordinary courtroom procedure—that the

| defendants under these circumstances should be assumed guilty unless
| they could prove otherwise: “I was fully convinced that these people
| would have to prove their innocence.” And by the same token, people who
‘had “only” participated in the routine operations of extermination couldn’t
possibly be included among a “handful of intolerable cases.” Within the
setting of Auschwitz, there was indeed “no one who was not guilty,” as
the witness said, which for the purposes of the trial clearly meant that
“intolerable” guilt was to be measured by rather unusual yardsticks not to
be found in any penal code.

All such arguments were countered by the court thus: “National So-
cialism was also subject to the rule of law.” It would seem that the court
wanted to remind us that the Nazis had never bothered to rewrite the
penal code, just as they had never bothered to abolish the Weimar Consti-
tution. But the carelessness was in appearance only; for the totalitarian
ruler realizes early that all laws, including those he gives himself, will
impose certain limitations on his otherwise boundless power. In Nazi Ger-
many, then, the Fiihrer’s will was the source of law, and the Fiihrer’s order
was valid law. What could be more limitless than a man’s will, and more
arbitrary than an order justified by nothing but the “I will”? In Frankfurt,
at any rate, the unhappy result of the court’s unrealistic assumptions was
that the chief f argument of the defense—"a state cannot possibly punish
that which it ordered in another Phase of its hlstory —galned considerably
in plausibility since ‘the court, too, agreed to the underlying thesis of a

“continuity of identity” of the German state from Bismarck’s Reich to the
Bonn Government.
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Moreover, if this continuity of state institutions actually exists—and in-
deed it does apply to the main body of civil servants whom the Nazis were
able to “coordinate” and whom Adenauer, without much ado, simply re-
employed—what about the institutions of court and prosecution? As Dr.
Laternser—by far the most intelligent among the attorneys for the defense
—pointed out, wouldn’t it then have been the duty of the prosecution to
take action “against flagrant violations of law, like the destruction of Jew-
ish businesses and dwellings in November, 1938, the murder of mentally
retarded [in 1939 and 1940], and, finally, the murder of Jews? Hadn't the
prosecution known at the time that these were crimes? Which judge or
state’s attorney at the time had protested, let alone resigned?” These ques-
tions remained unanswered, indicating just how precarious were the legal
foundations of the proceedings. In glaring contrast to the legal assumptions
and theories, each and every one of the postwar trials of Nazis has demon-
strated the total complicity—and hence, one would hope, the nonexistence
of a “continuous identity”—of all state organs, all civil servants, all public
figures in high positions in the business world in the crimes of the Nazi
regime. Dr. Laternser went on to charge “the Allies with having dissi-
pated the chance of finding a definitive yardstick for future law and thus
of having contributed to the confusion of the legal situation.” No one who
is acquainted with the proceedings at Nuremberg will gainsay this. But
why does Laternser not level the same charge against the Federal Re-
public, which obviously would have a much more immediate interest in
correcting the situation? For is it not obvious that all talk about “mastering
the past” will remain hollow rhetoric so long as the government has not
come to terms with the very criminalit); of its predecessor? Instead, it now
turned out at Frankfurt that a decision on the legality of the infamous
Commissar Order—on the basis of which untold thousands of Russian
prisoners of war were killed upon arrival in Auschwitz—"has not yet been
reached by the Federal Court,” although the same court has proclaimed
the nonlegality of the extermination of the Jews “by referring to natural
law,” which, incidentally and for reasons outside these considerations, is
not a very satisfactory solution either. (The trouble with the Commissar
Order seems to be that it did not originate clearly enough with Hitler but
came directly from the German High Command; the prisoners “brought
with them a file card that bore the notation ‘On orders of the OKW’
[Oberstes Kommando der Wehrmacht].” Was that the reason why the
court acquitted the defendant Breitwieser, on the ground that the testi-
mony of the witness Petzold must have been mistaken without mentioning
the testimony of Eugeniusc Motz, another witness who had charged Breit-
wieser with having tried out Zyklon B in the early gassing experiments on
Soviet officers and commissars?) For the defense, the decision of the
highest German court at any rate represents no more than “present legal
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thinking,” and there is little doubt that these lawyers are in agreement
with “the majority of the German people”—and perhaps with their col-
leagues in the legal profession as well.

Technically, it was the indictment for “mass murder and complicity in
mass murder” that was bound to call forth the troublesome “background”
of unsolved legal questions, of the absence of “definitive yardsticks” for
meting out justice, thus preventing the trial from becoming the “essentially
very simple case” that State’s Attorney Bauer had hoped it would be. For
as far as the personalities of the defendants and their deeds were con-
cerned, this was indeed a “very simple case” since nearly all the atrocities
they were accused of by the witnesses had not been covered by superior
orders of either the desk murderers or the actual initiator, or initiators, of
the “final solution.” No one in high position had ever bothered to give
instructions for such “details” as the “rabbit chase,” the “Boger swing,” the

« “sport,” the bunkers, the “standing cells,” the “Black Wall,” or “cap shoot-

ing.” No one had issued orders that infants should be thrown into the
air as shooting targets, or hurled into the fire alive, or have their heads
smashed against walls; there had been no orders that people should be
trampled to death, or become the objects of the murderous “sport,” includ-
ing that of killing with one blow of the hand. No one had told them to
conduct the selections on the ramp like a “cozy family gathering,” from
which they would return bragging “about what they had taken from this
or the other new arrival. ‘Like a hunt party returning from the hunt and
telling each other all about it.”” They hadn’t been sent to Auschwitz in
order to get rich and have “fun.” Thus the doubtful legal ruling of all
Nazi-criminal trials that they were “ordinary criminal trials” and that the
accused were not distinct from other criminals for once came true—more
true, perhaps, than anybody would have cared to know. Innumerable
individual crimes, one more horrible than the next, surrounded and cre-
ated the atmosphere of the gigantic crime of extermination. And it was
these “circumstances”—if this is the name for something that lacks a word
in any language—and the “little men” responsible for and guilty of them,
not the state crime and not the gentlemen in “exalted” positions, that were
fully lluminated in the Auschwitz trial. Here—in contrast to the Jerusalem
trial, where Eichmann could have been convicted on the grounds of irre-
futable documentary evidence and his own admissions—the testimony of
every witness counted, for these men, and not the desk murderers, were
the only ones with whom the victims were confronted and whom they
knew, the only ones who mattered to them.

Even the otherwise rather spurious argument of the “continuity of iden-
tity” of the German state could be invoked in these cases, albeit with some
qualifications. For it was not only true that the defendants, as the court
said in the case of the trustee prisoner Bednarek, “did not kill the people
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on order, but acted contrary to an order that no prisoner in the camp was
to be murdered”’—except, of course, by gassing; the fact was that most of
these cases could have been prosecuted even by a Nazi or SS court, al-
though this did not often happen. Thus the former head of the Political
Section in Auschwitz, a certain Grabner, had been charged by an SS court
in 1944 “with having arbitrarily selected 2,000 prisoners for execution”;
and two former SS judges, Konrad Morgen and Gerhard Wiebeck, both
today practicing lawyers, testified about SS investigations into “corrupt
practices and . . . independent killings,” which led to charges of murder
brought before SS courts. Prosecutor Vogel pointed out that “Himmler
had stated that without his special order prisoners were to be neither
beaten nor liquidated,” which did not prevent him from visiting “the
camp a few times to watch the corporal punishment of women.”

The lack of definitive yardsticks for judging crimes committed in these
extraordinary and horrible conditions becomes painfully conspicuous in
the court’s verdict against Dr. Franz Lucas. Three years and three months
of hard labor—the minimum punishment—for the man who had always
been “ostracized by his comrades” and who is now openly attacked by the
defendants, who as a rule are very careful to avoid mutual incrimination
(only once do they contradict each other, and they retract in court the
incriminating remarks made in their pretrial examinations): “If he now
claims to have helped people, he may have done so in 1945, when he
tried to buy a return ticket.” The point is, of course, that this is doubly
untrue: Dr. Lucas had helped people from beginning to end; and not only
did he not pose as a “savior’—very much in contrast to most of the
other defendants—he consistently refused to recognize the witnesses who
testified in his favor and to remember the incidents recounted by them.
He had discussed sanitary conditions with his colleagues among the in-
mates, addressing them by their proper titles; he had even stolen in the
SS pharmacy “for the prisoners, bought food with his own money,” and
shared his rations; “he was the only doctor who treated us humanely,”
who “did not look on us as unacceptable people,” who gave advice to the
physicians among the inmates on how to “save some fellow prisoners from
the gas chambers.” To sum up: “We were quite desperate after Dr. Lucas
was gone. When Dr. Lucas was with us we were so gay. Really, we
learned how to laugh again.” And Dr. Lucas says: “I did not know the
name of the witness until now.” To be sure, none of the acquitted defend-
ants, none of the lawyers for the defense, none of the “exalted gentlemen”
who had gone scot-free and had come to testify could hold a candle to
Dr. Franz Lucas. But the court, bound by its legal assumptions, could not
help but mete out the minimum punishment to this man, although the
judges knew quite well that in the words of a witness, he “didn’t belong
there at all. He was too good.” Even the prosecution did not want “to lump
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him together with the others.” It is true, Dr. Lucas had been on the ramp
to select the able-bodied, but he had been sent there because he was sus-
pected of “favoring prisoners,” and he had been told that he would be
“arrested on the spot” if he refused to obey the order. Hence, the charge
of “mass murder or complicity in mass murder.” When Dr. Lucas had first
been confronted with his camp duties, he had sought advice: His bishop
had told him that “immoral orders must not be obeyed, but that did not
mean that one had to risk one’s own life”; a high-ranking jurist justified
the horrors because of the war. Neither was very helpful. But let us sup-
pose he had asked the inmates what he ought to do. Wouldn't they have
begged him to stay and pay the price of participation in the selections on
the ramp—which were an everyday occurrence, a routine horror, as it
were—in order to save them from the feeble-minded, Satanic ingenuity of
all the others?

v

Reading the trial proceedings, one must always keep in mind that Au-
schwitz had been established for administrative massacres that were to be
| executed according to the strictest rules and regulations. These rules and
regulations had been laid down by the desk murderers, and they seemed
to exclude—probably they were meant to exclude—all individual initiative
either for better or for worse. The extermination of millions was planned
to function like a machine: the arrivals from all over Europe; the selections
on the ramp, and the subsequent selections among those who had been
able-bodied on arrival; the division into categories (all old people, chil-
dren, and mothers with children were to be gassed immediately); the
human experiments; the system of “trustee prisoners,” the capos, and the
prisoner-commandos, who manned the extermination facilities and held
privileged positions. Everything seemed foreseen and hence predictable—
day after day, month after month, year after year. And yet, what came
out of the bureaucratic calculations was the exact opposite of predict-
) ability. It was complete arbitrariness. In the words of Dr. Wolken—a
former inmate, now a physician in Vienna, and the first and one of the
best of the witnesses: Everything “changed almost from day to day. It
depended on the officer in charge, on the roll-call leader, on the block
leader, and on their moods”—most of all, it turns out, on their moods.
“Things could happen one day that were completely out of the question
two days later. . . . One and the same work detail could be either a death
Adetail .. . or it could be a fair]y'pleasant affair” Thus, one day the
medical officer was in a cheerful mood and had the idea of establishing
a block for convalescents; two months later, all the convalescents were
rounded up and sent into the gas. What the desk murderers had over-
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looked, horribile dictu, was the human factor. And what makes this so
horrible is precisely the fact that these monsters were by no means sadists
in a clinical sense, which is amply proved by their behavior under normal
circumstances, and they had not been chosen for their monstrous duties
on such a basis at all. The reason they came to Auschwitz or similar camps
was simply that they were, for one reason or another, not fit for military
service.

Upon a first and careless reading of this book, one might be tempted
to indulge in sweeping statements about the evil nature of the human race,
about original sin, about innate human “aggressiveness,” etc., in general—
and about the German “national character” in particular. It is easy and
dangerous to overlook the not too numerous instances in which the court
was told how “occasionally a ‘human being’ came into the camp” and after
one short glance left in a hurry: “No, this is no place for my mother’s
child.” Contrary to the view generally held prior to these trials, it was
relatively simple for SS men to escape under one pretext or another—
that is, unless one had the bad luck to fall into the hands of someone
like Dr. Emil Finnberg, who even today thinks that it was perfectly all
right to demand penalties ranging “from prison to death” for the “crime”
of physical inability to shoot women and children. It was by far less dan-
gerous to claim “bad nerves” than to stay in the camp, help the inmates,
and risk the much greater charge of “favoring the prisoners.” Hence those

who stayed year in and year out, and did not belong to the select few

who became | heroes in the process, represented something of an automatic
selectlon of the worst ‘elements in the populat1on We do not know and

“are not hkely ever to learn anythlng about percentages in these matters,

but if we think of these overt acts of sadism as having been committed by
perfectly normal people who in normal life had never come into conﬂlct‘
with the law on such counts, we begm to wonder about the dream world
of many an average citizen who may lack not much more than the

opportunity.

In any event, one thing is sure, and this one had not dared to believe
any more—namely, “that everyone could decide for himself to be either
good or evil in Auschwitz.” (Isn't it grotesque that German courts of
justice today should be unable to render justice to the good as well as
the bad?) And this decision depended in no way on being a Jew or a
Pole or a German; nor did it even depend upon being a member of the
SS. For in the midst of this horror, there was Oberscharfiihrer Flacke,
who had established an “island of peace” and didn’t want to believe that,
as a prisoner said to him, in the end “we’ll all be murdered. No witnesses
will be allowed to survive.” “I hope,” he answered, “there’ll be enough
among us to prevent that.”

The clinical normality of the defendants notwithstanding, the chief
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human factor in Auschwitz was sadism, and sadism is basically sexual.
One suspects that the smiling reminiscences of the defendants, who listen
fdelightedly to the recounting of deeds that occasionally make not only the
witnesses but the jurors cry and faint; their incredible bows to those who
bear testimony against them and recognize them, having once been their
helpless victims; their open joy at being recognized (though incriminated)
and hence remembered; and their unusually high spirits throughout:
that all this reflects the sweet remembrance of great sexual pleasure, as
well as indicating blatant insolence. Had not Boger approached a victim
with the line of a medieval love song, “Thou art mine” (Du bist mein/
Ich bin dein/ des solt du gewiss sein)—a refinement of which such almost
illiterate brutes as Kaduk, Schlage, Baretzki, and Bednarek would hardly
have been capable? But here in the courtroom they all behave alike. From
what the witnesses describe, there must have been an atmosphere of black

' magic and monstrous orgies in the ritual of “rigorous interrogation,” in the

“white gloves” they put on when they went to the bunker, in the cheap
bragging about being Satan incorporated, which was the specialty of Boger
and the Romanian pharmacist Capesius. The latter—sentenced to death
in absentia in Romania and now to nine years at Frankfurt—is the ghoul
among them. With the spoils from Auschwitz, he settled in Germany,
established his business, and has now charged a “friend” with influencing
the witnesses in his favor. His misfortunes in Frankfurt have done his
business no harm; his shop in Géppingen, as Sybille Bedford reported in
The Observer, was “more flourishing than ever.”

Only second in importance, as far as the human factor in Auschwitz
is concerned, must have been sheer moodiness. What changes more often
and swifter than moods, and what is left of the humanity of a man who
has completely yielded up to them? Surrounded by a never-ending supply
of people who were destined to die in any event, the SS men actually
could do as they pleased. These, to be sure, were not the “major war
criminals,” as the defendants in the Nuremberg trial were called. They
were the parasites of the “great” criminals, and when one sees them one
begins to wonder whether they were not worse than those whom today
they accuse of having caused their misfortunes. Not only had the Nazis,
through their lies, elevated the scum of the earth to the elite of the people;
but those who lived up to the Nazi ideal of “toughness,” and are still proud
of it (“sharp cookies” indeed), were in fact like jelly. It was as though
their ever-changing moods had eaten up all substance—the firm surface
of personal identity, of being either good or bad, tender or brutal, an
“idealistic” idiot or a cynical sex pervert. The same man who rightly
received one of the most severe sentences—life plus eight years—could on
occasion distribute sausages to children; Bednarek, after performing his
specialty of trampling prisoners to death, went into his room and prayed,
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for he was then in the right mood; the same medical ofhcer who handed
tens of thousands over to death could also save a woman who had studied
at his old alma mater and therefore reminded him of his youth; flowers
and chocolates might be sent to a mother who had given birth, although
she was to be gassed the next morning. The defendant Hans Stark, a very
young man at the time, on one occasion selected two Jews, ordered the
capo to kill them, and then proceeded to show him how this was done;
and in demonstrating, he killed an additional two Jews. But on another
occasion, he mused to an inmate, pointing to a village: “Look how beauti-
fully the village was built. There are so many bricks here. When the war is
over the bricks will bear the names of those who were killed. Perhaps
there won't be enough bricks.”

It certainly is true that there was “almost no SS man who could not
claim to have saved someone’s life” if he was in the right mood for it;
and most of the survivors—about 1 per cent of the selected labor force—
owed their lives to these “saviors.” Death was the supreme ruler in Au-
schwitz, but side by side with death it was accident—the most outrageous,
arbitrary haphazardness, incorporated in the changing moods of death'’s

“servants—that determined the destinies of the inmates.

\Y

Had the judge been wise as Solomon and the court in possession of the '

“definitive yardstick” that could put the unprecedented crime of our cen-
tury into categories and paragraphs to help achieve the little that human
justice is capable of, it still would be more than doubtful that “the truth,
the whole truth,” which Bernd Naumann demanded, could have appeared.
No generality—and what is truth if it is not general>—can as yet dam up
the chaotic flood of senseless atrocities into which one must submerge
oneself in order to realize what happens when men say that “everything
is possible,” and not merely that everything is permitted.

Instead of the truth, however, the reader will find moments of truth,
and these moments are actually the only means of articulating this chaos
of viciousness and evil. The moments arise unexpectedly like oases out of
the desert. They are anecdotes, and they tell in utter brevity what it was
all about.

There is the boy who knows he will die, and so writes with his blood
on the barrack walls: “Andreas Rapaport—lived sixteen years.”

There is the nine-year-old who knows he knows “a lot,” but “won’t
learn any more.”

There is the defendant Boger, who finds a child eating an apple, grabs
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him by the legs, smashes his head against the wall, and calmly picks up
the apple to eat it an hour later.

There is the son of an SS man on duty who comes to the camp to visit
his father. But a child is a child, and the rule of this particular place is
that all children must die. Thus he must wear a sign around his neck
“so they wouldn’t grab him, and into the gas oven with him.”

There is the prisoner who holds the selectees to be killed by the “med-
ical orderly” Klehr with phenol injections. The door opens and in comes
the prisoner’s father. When all is over: “I cried and had to carry out my
father myself.” The next day, Klehr asks him why he had cried, and
Klehr, on being told, “would have let him live.” Why hadn’t the prisoner
told him? Could it be that he was afraid of him, Klehr? What a mistake.
Klehr was in such a good mood.

Finally, there is the woman witness who had come to Frankfurt from
Miami because she had read the papers and seen the name of Dr. Lucas:

. “the man who murdered my mother and family, interests me.” She tells
| how it happened. She had arrived from Hungary in May, 1944. “I held

a baby in my arms. They said that mothers could stay with their children,
and therefore my mother gave me the baby and dressed me so as to make
me look older. [The mother held a third child by the hand.] When Dr.
Lucas saw me he probably realized that the baby was not mine. He took
it from me and threw it to my mother.” The court immediately knows the
truth. “Did you perhaps have the courage to save the witness?” Lucas,
after a pause, denies everything. And the woman, apparently still ignorant
of the rules of Auschwitz—where all mothers with children were gassed
upon arrival—leaves the courtroom, unaware that she who had sought out
the murderer of her family had faced the savior of her own life. This is
what happens when men decide to stand the world on its head.

Palenville, N.Y.
August, 1966
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to head an execution squad. The chief of the guard company warned him
(“He saw that I was a soldier”): “Mulka, be careful. Better try to get
out of things because of your stomach ailment.”

Why was it, the court wants to know, that Héss made the softest and
least reliable SS officer his deputy?

“I don’t know the answer to that.”

What did he do when he heard that some peculiar things were going
on at Auschwitz?

“I said nothing. I was careful.”

“To whom were reports sent if, for example, a hundred people died?”

“I don’t know. Perhaps the Political Section.”

“You were after all the adjutant of the chief. His right ear. Didn'’t he ever
speak to you about these things?”

“INever. I was obviously not his right ear.”

Mulka had never heard of “rabbit hunts,” of prisoners having their caps
knocked off, and then, when they stooped to pick them up, being shot
down—Kkilled “while escaping”; he had never heard of them being driven
into the barbed wire and being shot just before getting there. “I don’t remem-
ber any special incidents.”

Mulka claims to have believed that Auschwitz was a protective custody
camp in which enemies of the state were to be re-educated to a different
way of thinking. “There are such things. But it wasn’t my job to look after
the prisoners.”

“Didn’t you know that there were gas chambers there?”

Mulka is silent for a while: “Yes, but I had no reason to ask about that.

I would say that there was no one whom one could have asked.”
~ “The commandant?” - -
“He was an opaque man. | refrained from asking him things.’
Mulka at first disclaims any knowledge about “special treatment.” He
seems to think this referred to the selection of prisoners. But in answer to
a second round of questioning, he admits excitedly:
“Special treatment was murder, and I was deeply incensed.”
“Why were these orders labeled special treatment?”
It was classified information. “Everyone who knew about it was in
danger of his life.”
“How did you know about it?”
“I can’t answer that.”
Mulka, according to his testimony, had never ordered the formation of
execution squads; he believes that such orders came from the Reich Main
Security Office (RSHA) directly to the Political Section of the camp. He

knew of three or four transports of Jewish prisoners. He also knew that

)
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“No.”

“Do you know anything about the gravel pit?”

“No.”

“Do you know anything about Block 11?”

“No.”

“About the penal block?”

“The internal conditions of the camp were not known to me. I did not
pay any attention to them.”

“Did you know anything about the gas chambers?”

“No. Word only got out in the course of time.”

“Could one smell it?”

“Yes.”

Hocker did not see the fiery smokestacks at night, he says. He does not
know how many transports arrived: “I did not have jurisdiction over Camp
II. T was horrified when I learned of these things. And then I suddenly
understood what Héss had meant. Many SS officers tried to think of ways
to help. But we did not have the means.”

Over and over again he says that the officer in charge was the man with
the direct line to the commandant; the adjutant had no knowledge of the
crimes. At least not officially. Every now and then he did look into a file in
headquarters . . .

“Well,” says Judge Hofmeyer, “at least you did that.”

“We were told that the Fiihrer decided on the life or death of a pris-
oner,” Hocker says, and that “all orders for executions or punishment were
secret. I never read them. I merely entered them into the secret journal.”

“Did you ever entertain doubts about the legality of these orders?”

“The camp had no doubts about the legality of these orders. Whatever
came from the RSHA was a legal order.”

No, he did not know that illegal orders do not have to be carried out. “I ||

did not have sufficient legal training for that.”

Hocker did not have the right to issue orders; he could not assign men
from his company to other units, as, for example, for duty on the ramp or
in the gas chambers or the crematories; he did not even know of these
activities. His jurisdiction over the company was fictitious; he was a com-
pany commander on paper only.

“I think, Your Honor, you do not understand how things were.”

“No, I don’t think I do.”

Hocker explains once more: He had been a company commander but
had not held the powers ordinarily held by a company commander.

“It was only a paper collection of members of various sections. They
were under me only in so far as personnel matters were concerned, not
functionally.”
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In August he was transferred to the headquarters staff. No, he didn't
like it.

“I had no idea that I was to become witness to terrible things which per-
haps I might not have seen in the guard company.”

Broad “had already heard about the gassings in summer, 1942—that is,
only through rumors. They were unconfirmed rumors; the matter was be-
ing kept secret.” But then he did see something:

“In the summer of that year the camp thoroughfare was closed. I could
see through the window how a gassing was being carried out. SS men with
gas masks opened some containers with hammers and poured the contents
through the roof of the Old Crematory.”

Broad says that he occasionally spoke with prisoners on the old loading
ramp between Auschwitz and Birkenau, but only to answer their ques-
tions: “Will we be able to work at our trade? Where are we?” Judge
Hofmeyer refrains from asking him what he answered. Broad was re-
peatedly in the vicinity of the new loading ramps, where the mass trans-
ports of the victims arrived, but only because he had to pass by there going
from the billets to headquarters. At that time, 1943, he was attached to the
Political Division and in charge of the Gypsy compound, which he esti-
mates had between 10,000 and 12,000 inmates.

“I was under the impression that there were still about 8,000 when we
left,” Broad says. He used to pass by the ramp on his bicycle; he eagerly
peints out the route on the map of Birkenau: “Can you follow me, Your
Honor?” He always stopped when transports of prisoners arrived. They ar-
rived during the day, but also at night. They arrived all the time.

No, he had not recognized any of the SS officers helping in the selec-
tions. He cannot even remember whether a medical officer was present.
However, he did notice that “the people selected moved up in the direction
of the crematory.” He could also see the line of victims from the window of
his quarters, but he says: “Of course I couldn’t see which way they were
going, whether to the crematory or to the clothing store.”

Broad claims not to know how the selections were “carried out”; he was
not in Auschwitz with any of the other defendants; he was not his own
boss. “In the first place, I was working for Grabner himself” (the chief of
the Political Section); the witnesses who testified against him during the
pretrial hearings were mistaken. “Your Honor, perhaps there is a case of
mistaken identity.”

“You insist that you never were assigned to the ramp?”

“No, I was never assigned to it.”

“One witness claims that you decided on the fate of prisoners—gas cham-
ber or camp—by a gesture of your hand.”

“There is only one possible explanation for that: Whenever a transport
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T No, he didpirom France arrived, the people crowded around me—they were glad to find ’
i ) someone with whom they could talk French—and I tried to get them back

118 which pejinto line by gesturing [Broad gently spreads his arms to demonstrate what
. he means]. That is absolutely everything I remember.” For the rest, he |
» 19492~that jg only got off his bicycle “because he wanted to see what was going on.” l
fatter vy be. “Did you know that all these transports were gassed?”
J “I knew nothing about it and saw nothing.”
losed, | couly “Did you know that entire barracks were gassed?”

Mmen with  “ heard nothing about selections inside the camp.”
the contengs  “Did you know that the chief of the Political Section was given prisoners
for liquidation who were then ‘injected’?”

| O]d'IOHding “I never heard about that.”

t ‘?r ques- “Did you know that the members of the special squad Zeppelin [a Rus-
we?” | udge * sian unit which was murdered in Auschwitz] were liquidated?”

ad wag re- “I never heard about that.”

Nass trang. It is obvious: The defendant never found out anything at Auschwitz.
cre 8oing ‘ Judge Hofmeyer, a man of cool calm, has also become aware of this: “Mr.
ed to the | Broad, do you still feel bound by your oath of secrecy?”

he egt;. “No,” says the accused.

I The interrogations, at least those at which he was present, were con- ‘
vhen we | ducted very properly, “just like today.” He got along well with the Gypsies. |
 Cager]y There were no attempted escapes: “It was, after all, a family camp.” He
S Your passed the crematories only once, while ridihg his bicYcle. He was with a

€y ar- friend.
The defendants are making Auschwitz into an idyl, at least as far as the

 selec- staff and their conduct are concerned. j

esent Judge Hofmeyer wants to know how Broad felt about his duties and
eCtion about everything that was happening in Auschwitz.

oW of “As to the criminal aspect, the court will decide on that. I can only talk

Were about the moral aspect,” Broad answers.

“Do you believe that what happenediin Auschwitz was right?” the judge
Was asks.

“One has to differentiate between what happened in Auschwitz I and in
of the extermination camp. The original idea of Auschwitz I wasn’t bad, be-
cause there the prisoners could be made to work. But later it was linked up
with the extermination machinery.”

Broad is reminded that a mere 10 per cent of Auschwitz I prisoners
were not gassed, and that Auschwitz I therefore was also an extermination
camp, in which the prisoners were killed through hard labor and starva-
tion. The prisoners there also led a miserable existence.

“Do you still believe that detention in the camp was legal?”
“Under these circumstances, no.”
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He then claims that the mass executions were legal if based on sentences
of a “summary court.” He himself once briefly attended a summary court
trial; he believes that this court sentenced 120 prisoners to death in 2
hours.

“The investigative work had been done beforehand,” Broad says in ex-
planation of why he considered these sentences legal.

“And the selections?”

“The selections on the ramp were undoubtedly a crime.”

“And the subsequent gassings?”

“They, of course, too.”

Broad admits that the prison bunker evacuations and the subsequent mass
shootings were carried out to make room for new prisoners in the over-
crowded prison bunker. But Broad claims that Grabner, the chief of the
camp Gestapo, only took him to these executions so that he could, if neces-
sary, write things down for Grabner. Grabner did not explain why he
wanted him to attend. He saw no prisoners whom he, Broad, had inter-
rogated at these executions.

Thus he witnessed two executions of approximately thirty prisoners each
at the Black Wall. According to Broad, two or three naked prisoners were
led by Jakob, a prisoner, to the Black Wall and then were “liquidated” by
an SS officer, who, from a distance of about 2 inches, shot them in the
back of the neck with a small-caliber rifle. It was his “most terrible” ex-
perience in Auschwitz. Broad insists that he himself never killed prisoners
by shooting them in the neck.

Prosecutor Vogel confronts Broad with the transcript of his police ex-
amination, when he did not deny his participation in the executions: “I
cannot deny with certainty having shot with the others,” he then said. “But
I know beyond all doubt that there were no women involved.” Broad claims
to have been excited and sick during those interrogations. Therefore he had
used “incorrect formulations.”

“The truth is that I did not shoot. I tried repeatedly later on to rectify
this [statement]. But I did not succeed.”

The defendant Klaus Dylewski—interrogation officer in the Political
Section—also never issued any orders. “Grabner was the one who always
did.” He did not shoot. The orders he received he held to be legal: “I was
still very young and did not even know the difference between a judge and
a prosecutor. An order from above was legal as far as I was concerned.
Sometimes Grabner also said: Tl take responsibility for this, I am em-
powered to do this.””

“What do you know about the shootings at the Black Wall?”

“The prisoners to be executed had to undress in the washroom. They
were brought over by a prison guard of Block 11.
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the admissions office. There a list of arrivals indicating whether they were
political or criminal prisoners was drawn up. This list was then distributed
to the various departments.”

“To whom did you give this list?”

“To the officer in charge of the prison compound, to the medical ofhice,
and to headquarters. It was made out in eleven or twelve copies.”

“Do you know whether the adjutant also received such a list?”

“I don’t know, because all lists that weren'’t kept at the prison compound
went to the Political Section, which distributed them with the daily mail.
After that I had no more dealings with the prisoners. From that point on the
prisoners were no longer the concern of the admissions ofhce.”

“That means,” Judge Hofmeyer sums up, looking thoughtfully at the de-
fendant, “you only took in arriving prisoners, admitted them, gave the lists
to the Political Section, which in turn distributed these lists. After that
you had no contact with the people. And in that case you could do them
no harm. Is that it?”

“That’s right, I couldn’t,” Stark answers.

But more, after all, had to be done than these mere formalities. “I would
say this happened either in June-July or in August, 1941. An order came
from the Armed Forces High Command (OKW) according to which any
commissars found among Russian prisoners of war were to be sent on to
the nearest concentration camp and liquidated.” The court does not quite
believe that this order originated with the High Command, but the de-
fendant insists it did, and Defense Attorney Dr. Aschenauer tells the court
that he will furnish these orders.

These commissars soon met their fate. They were shot upon arrival. In
September, 1941, the first ones came.

Stark: “These people were immediately taken to Block 11 and shot at
the Black Wall. They were not admitted and not registered. They brought
with them a file card that bore the notation ‘On orders of the OKW,’ and
so forth, and their identity cards. Those I tore in half; one half stayed in
the files.”

Once he himself fired the fatal shots at the defenseless men. That was in
October, 1941.

“How come?”

“The roll had been called and the identity cards torn. It was pretty
nearly over when Grabner suddenly said: ‘Now Stark will take over.” Be-
fore that block leaders and Palitzsch had done the firing. The block leaders
had already taken turns. I had to take Palitzsch’s place. I don’t know how
many there were.”

“More than one?”

“There must have been four or five.”
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Jews; the Jews are our misfortune. That was hammered into us. And as
far as the orders for special treatment [murder] were concerned, we ac-
cepted them quietly. Without comment . . .”

The former SS noncom Johann Schoberth of Aufsess denies all the
crimes he is charged with. He knows little about who was responsible for
what and about the duties of the various SS officers in Auschwitz. Scho-
berth also was part of the camp Gestapo: He worked in the “registry” of
the Political Section, where he stayed until the summer of 1944, when he,
like Stark, succeeded in being transferred back to his outfit.

Schoberth tells the court that “no one lost his life because of me, neither
directly nor indirectly. I wasn’t even armed in Auschwitz; I couldn’t even
carry a holster because of my injury.”

To listen to him, he spent his entire time in Auschwitz “notarizing the
deaths.”

“Weren't you startled by the many deaths?”

“We did not think about that.”

The contention of the next defendant, Bruno Schlage, who as guard of the
feared penal block—Block 11—claims to have seen nothing, but nothing at
all, causes a stir among the audience.

Schlage had heard only “rumors” about the shootings at the Black Wall,
because his work in Block 11 was done “up front.” According to him, his
only job was the opening and closing of the cells, and taking the prisoners
to the washroom and latrine in the morning. In this connection he might
possibly, he admits, have hit a prisoner who spoke, because speaking was
prohibited.

Prosecuting Attorney Vogel wants to know a little more about the noto-
rious “standing cells,” to which Schlage as guard also had the keys. After
some hesitation the defendant admits that these cells were really so narrow
that all one could do was stand. But as long as he was chief guard there
no prisoner ever died in these cells. The prosecutor says that these cells had
no doors, only openings through which the prisoners had to climb on all
fours. Moreover, the prisoners couldn’t even really stand in them, because
of the small cement kumps built into the floor. There were no windows.

“Do you still claim that no prisoners ever died there from exhaustion?”

“Not that I know of.”

The judge cannot quite believe this. Schlage says: “Occasionaily some-
one fainted, Your Honor. But nobody died.”

Bruno Schlage also assures Prosecuting Attorney Vogel that all he did
was open and close the cells and take the prisoners in or out.

“Did interrogations take place in Block 117"

i
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“What was your job?”

“It was inexcusable how Schwarz crowded people together there. It was
a morass of windowless stables.”

Hofmann walks over to the map of the actual mass extermination camp,
of Birkenau, in which the Gypsies were held.

* “Your Honor, may I show you where I set up the children’s playground,
with sandboxes for the little ones?”

He may, and he quickly adds that he also saw to it that the children got
special rations.

“As officer in charge, it was under your jurisdiction.” The judge harks
back to his original question, about what Hofmann’s job had been.

“It was a camp, a camp . . .” Hofmann hesitates, anc the judge helps
him out: “With the most primitive kind of equipment?”

Hofmann shouts: “With no equipment.” He even stole cement and tools
from the building department of the camp together with the Gypsies, at
night, so that nobody could see them. Thus they were at least able to build
a bridge across the ditch running through the camp; after all, it was a fam-
ily camp with many small children.

“How much room was there for each inmate in the stables?”

“That I couldn’t say.”

“Would you say about 20 inches, or were they lying on top of each
other?”

“One was glad if one didn’t have to go in.”

“Why didn'’t you have the camp enlarged? Gypsies after all didn’t have
to work in Auschwitz.”

“Yes, I could have done that. But my superiors were against it. What-
ever I was able to do with my empty pockets, I did.”

“A Dutch prisoner testified that during a selection you shoved a prisoner
against a freight car and then trampled on him and killed him.”

“This case is not known to me.”

Hofmann merely admits that sometimes he was forced to slap a prisoner.

He did not send prisoners into the gas chambers; nor did he kill any
through mistreatment; nor did he let them freeze to death, nude; nor did
he supervise mass executions.

“The commandant had jurisdiction over everything, if I may say so.”

Adjunct Prosecutor Ormond points out that Hofmann now seeks to put
all guilt on dead men:

“Did it ever occur to you that you ought to be glad not to have been
tried with them years ago?”

“If T had known how I would be involved, I would have turned myself
in. Then T'd have my peace,” says Hofmann. He then announces that he
will not answer any question by Mr. Ormond.
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In front of the gas chambers there “naturally were some incidents.”

“There were beatings and physical abuse as the Jewish details pushed
the prisoners into the gas chambers, which were disguised as shower rooms.
The details were then gassed as well. That always led to great confusion; I
even had to watch out to see that working prisoners weren’t gassed along
with the others. Yes, and sometimes we helped push. Well, what were we
supposed to do? We were under orders.”

“Is your previous testimony correct that Grabner and Boger were espe-
cially feared?”

“I meant Grabner.”

“So you meant Grabner and said Boger. Mr. Hofmann, at the time you
described everything very clearly, and today all that is no longer true. You
know nothing and saw nothing. Are we really supposed to believe that?”

The defendant Hofmann remains silent.

“You further testified,” the judge continues, “that where Grabner was,
Boger was too. Is that correct?”

“Your Honor,” the defendant says, “since that time, between 1959 and
now, since the interrogation and so on, I can’t say today what is correct and
what isn’t.”

But what is true today, and he emphasizes that, is that he never saw the
defendant Boger on the ramp.

“What are we to do now with your testimony?” asks Judge Hofmeyer.
“You have been very close-mouthed. You cannot possibly feel unburdened
after this testimony.”

This angers the defendant:

“If T had to do it all over again, I wouldn’t say one word. I am being
saddled with one charge after another. If I had known then everything
that was still to come, I would have said nothing. Everybody is shouting
for Hofmann: Hofmann is there and Hofmann isn’t there. I don’t know
what you want from me. There are now eight charges against me; three
have been dropped altogether.”

“All right, then,” says the judge, “you may sit down again.”

The defendant Oswald Kaduk is called up. He walks up front, swag-
gering, a ghost of a smile lurking in the corner of his pinched mouth. He
clicks his heels imperceptibly and correctly before the judges, the palms of
his hands at his sides. Then he bows slightly, fully aware of his ironic man-
ner, and announces nonchalantly and loudly:

“Your Honor, I refuse to testify.”

However, a question put to him by Mr. Ormond, who wishes to know
whether he, Kaduk, recognizes the standing cells, airshafts, and stakes on
pictures shown him by Ormond so outrages Kaduk’s sense of fair play that
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“Then they were lined up and counted. In two sections, men and
women. The children went with the women. Then they were selected. The
unfit went to the crematories, the others to the camp.”

Perhaps constant familiarity with death leaves no trace, no mark of Cain.
The doomed march along, children held by their mothers; unknowing yet
suspecting, the little innocent babes go their bitter way. And on the ramp
there stand the “select,” and they seiect and steal from their victims, and
accept their extra liquor ration and carry on their bloody, bloodless trade
without even taking off their gloves.

“Who conducted the selections?”

“The ofhcers.”

“Not you?”

“No, only officers, not even noncoms. Your Honor, the commission was
made up largely of officers. How do you think they would have liked it if a
noncom had run around among them?”

After the selection the work-detail leaders came to get the able-bodied;
the unfit went directly to the crematories.

“How did they get there? By trucks?”

“No, on foot. It was only a few steps from the ramp to the crematory.
The sick were driven over in ambulances.”

“In ambulances?”

“Not the usual kind, for individuals. Bigger ones, one- or two-ton ones.”

“Where were they taken to?”

“I don’t know.”

What about the special grips he used to kill prisoners?

“Your Honor, 1 don’t even know any special grips. Some say I have a
special trick and don’t need a club. Others say I have a club, but then I
wouldn’t need any special grip,” he says.

Nor is he guilty of any other crimes. His rapid answers are stereotyped:
No; he doesn’t know; that is not known to him; the charges in the indict-
ment are 1iot based on truth; he didn’t knock the cap off any prisoner and
then shoot the man while trying to escape; he drove no one into the elec-
trically charged barbed wire; he did not shoot any women; he did not kill
any prisoners with his club; he did not murder anybody with the side of
his hand; he did not blindly shoot into crowds of prisoners while riding on
his bicycle.

“Your Honor, none of that is true.”

“Did you beat a Russian to a bloody pulp and then hang him?”

“That is not true.”

He casually mentions a rebellion of inmates in March, 1944, in which
the desperate people overpowered the guards, blew up a crematory, and es-
caped. But they did not get far, at least not all of them.
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there. The guard reported to me: ‘Prisoner killed while trying to escape.’
But that wasn't true. He was still alive. The other prisoners begged me:
‘Mr. Block Leader, please stop his suffering and shoot him."”

It is also not true, Bischoff says, that he, as has been charged by an-
other witness, had shot two prisoners during the evacuation march in
January, 1945, nor had he ever strangled a prisoner by pressing the handle
of a shovel against his throat.

“That is news to me. None of our prisoners was ever killed in this
fashion. We were under orders to treat the workers gently,” Bischoff de-
fends himself.

On this day of the trial it is announced that State’s Attorney Kiigler has
received a death threat on the letterhead of something calling itself “Work-
ing Group for Justice and Freedom.” The anonymous letter, postmarked
Kempten, January 13, reads: “One day you too will disappear, just like
Colonel Argoud. You will die a painful death. Our Frankfurt comrades
are watching you in court daily. You have the choice of life or death.”

The fifty-three-year-old Arthur Breitwieser is facing the judge. He seems
much younger than his age. Slim, rather short, secretive-looking, calm,
intelligent, he answers without hesitation.

He tells how in the summer of 1941 two civilians came from Hamburg
to teach them how to handle the gas and brought with them special gas
masks. The Zyklon B was for use in the disinfection of clothing and build-
ings. About ten to fifteen men were assigned to the job.

Judge: “Tell us something about Zyklon B. Was it granular?”

“Zyklon B was packed in small, 2-pound containers which at first re-
sembled cardboard discs, something like beer coasters, always a bit damp
and gray. Later on they were no longer made of cardboard. It is hard to
describe—not really like starch, but similar, blue-white. The huts to be
disinfected were sealed, the windows secured, and then the preparations
for gassing the rooms began. The containers were pried open with the
help of a hammer. Then a rubber cap was pulled over them, to prevent
the gas from escaping while the other cans were opened. Then we went
into the rooms and scattered the stuff.”

“Was that in the summer of 1941?”

“Yes, that was in the summer of 1941.”

“Was the Zyklon B mixed with another material?> I want to know
whether something was added to it to warn you in case you ran the danger
of inhaling poison gas.”

“No, nothing was added. Zyklon B worked terribly fast. I remember
one of the SS men going into a house that had already been disinfected.
The ground floor had been aired out in the evening, and the next morning
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Jewish. I can only say I considered what was happening to be monstrous.”

Judge Hofmeyer nods his head three times, but this movement is not
necessarily merely an indication of complete agreement: “Yes, yes, I have
yet to meet anyone who did anything in Auschwitz.”

The defendant Dr. Lucas undoubtedly has shed the clearest light on the
horror chambers of Auschwitz up to this part. He is the first of the de-
fendants who tells of the despair that enveloped the camp, the endless
feeling of desertion in every one of its inmates. Yes, one can sense that the
doctor himself felt locked out, that he had begun to feel like a prisoner
burdened with the terrible certainty of guilt.

“Well, Dr. Lucas, as you know, you are accused of having participated
in the selections on the Birkenau ramp. You are said to have carried out
and supervised them.” With these words the judge starts the interrogation
of the defendant.

The now fifty-two-year-old gynecologist recalls his arrival at Auschwitz.
He reported to the chief medical officer, who sent a car to meet him at the
Auschwitz railroad station. While waiting for the vehicle, Lucas says, “I
had my first horrible impression, when I saw a column of prisoners marched

to work.” Lucas was given a few days to acclimatize himself, “then I was |

invited for a drink and asked whether I knew what was happening here,
whether I had ever heard anything about gas chambers. After being told,
I said I was a doctor pledged to save, not to destroy, human lives. I wrote
a letter to my superior, but he merely answered that an order was an order,
that this was the fifth year of the war, and that, furthermore my old unit
was about to be dispersed. I would be weli advised to avoid calling undue
attention to myself.”

The next few days he was shown the agricultural and fishery installa-
tions of the camp—that is, things “meant to eradicate the other. Then one
day I was informed that I was to take over the Gypsy compound and the
Theresienstadt compound. Since my mother had died during that period, I
applied for and was granted leave.” Lucas went home, also as he says to
visit Bishop Dr. Berning at Osnabriick, a friend of his father’s, in order to
tell him what he had seen and heard in Auschwitz.

“He told me that immoral orders must not be obeyed, but that did not
mean that one had to risk one’s own life. A high-ranking jurist also failed

to glve me any helpful advice: We were in the ﬁfth year of the war, he
said, and a number of things were therefore going on.

Armed with these not very instructive and highly ambiguous pieces of
advice, Lucas returned to Auschwitz, where medical officer Hauptsturm-
fithrer Thilo acquainted him with his job.

“He did not tell me what awaited me, and thus I came to Birkenau com-
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He also wishes to correct a mistaken notion, says Wolken, who was im-
prisoned in Auschwitz because he was Jewish: “Auschwitz was not a
Jewish affair.” Non-Jews, members of other religions and nationalities, also

were brutally mistreated and gassed. “The gassing was not a privilege solely |

of the Jews. And another point seems extremely important to me: the at-
mosphere in the camp. It changed almost from day to day. It depended on
the officer in charge, on the roll-call leader, on the block leader, and on
their moods. It depended upon the war. If something bad happened out
there, then the prisoners got to feel it right away and there were indescrib-
able cruelties. Things could happen one day that were completely out of
the question two days later. [Later on Wolken will have this to say on that
same point: “A work detail, one and the same work detail, could be either

a death detail, it could mean untold suffering, or it could be a fairly pleas- |

ant affair.”] But what should give us pause is the fact that this murder
machinery could never have become operative if there hadn’t been tens of
thousands who were willing to operate it. That is the guilt of the defend-
ants, even had they not committed murder. The measure of their guilt,
however, is also determined by what they did voluntarily ence they had
tasted blood. There were SS men who could not sleep well unless they had
beaten some men during the day.”

Wolken worked as a doctor in one sector of the quarantine compound of
Birkenau, and his duties included reporting on the “departures,” the ill-
nesses, and the delousing.

“Everything is always done with great thoroughness in Germany, and
therefore I had to make up these reports every three months, every six
months, and every year. The death reports could not always mention the
cause of death. In those cases it said ‘shot while escaping’ or some cause
which the family could be told.”

Wolken describes the equipment of this prisoner dispensary as follows:
“Well, what did we have? There were bandages made of crepe paper, a
little cotton wool, a batch of ichthyol ointment, a batch of chalk, a few
aspirin tablets; and after the arrival of the first transport from Hungary we
had Ultraseptil, a sulfa drug the Hungarian doctors brought with them.
Yes, and once we got potassium permanganate. We tried to make a thera-
peutic ointment out of it. Every wound was treated with ichthyol ointment.
We had to put something on it. Eczema was treated with chalk to make it
less visible. I once pointed out the appalling conditions to the SDG
[Wolken, too, still speaks the camp language, as do the defendants—what

links between victim and executioner, even in the language!]. I attached an |

aspirin tablet to a string in the dispensary and said: ‘In case of slight tem-
perature, lick it once; in case of higher fever, twice.””
The witness Wolken tells about things as they come to his mind, some-
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what disjointedly. Medical officer Dr.- Thilo once had the idea that there
ought to be a convalescent block (Schonungsblock) for sick prisoners. That
worked for exactly two months.

“Then they rounded them all up and sent them into the gas, and there
was again nothing.”

Wolken kept fairly exact records on his sphere of jurisdiction, the
quarantine compound, marking down the number of those sent into the
gas.

“Thilo once asked me what these numbers meant and I said it was the
number of those ‘not quarantined.’ He accepted this.” When, as the East-
ern front moved close, “the order was issued to destroy all written records
I went to the hospital to find out how these files were being destroyed.
Well, the trustee there simply took them out of my hands and threw them
into the flames.”

Seeing that there was no check on the papers being destroyed, he
stopped handing them over, sealed them in metal containers after making a

| notation on them—“so that whoever found them could use them”—and

buried them in the ground next to the entrance to the infirmary.

“It was the first authentic material that was preserved.” He also based
his memorandum, on which he began to work after his liberation and on
which he is basing his testimony, on this material. “I only wrote down
things which I could remember at the time.”

Wolken says that all his recollections are drawn from these papers, in-
cluding the description of the barracks, horse stables with a capacity of 500
people, but in which 1,200 were crammed together. The prisoners were ly-
ing like “sardines in a can.”

“I will now turn to the camp sanitary conditions.”

The witness is completely calm; he does not accuse. The slender face
below the sparse hair remains controlled, collected. From the lips of this
calm reporter comes a pitiless account.

Billions of fleas tortured the prisoners in Auschwitz, and those who had
shoes gave them away because the vermin prevented the use of this valu-
able possession. “Those who had only stockings or rags could at least
scratch. The bugs didn’t get much to eat, but still they were well-nourished.

“In Birkenau we didn’t have fleas. Instead we had rats. They gnawed
not only at corpses but also at the seriously sick. I have pictures showing
women near death being bitten by rats. These animals were bold and im-
pudent; they were not deterred by anything and at night even helped
themselves to the bread the prisoners had saved in their pockets from the
evening meal because at ‘breakfast’ there was nothing except a coffeelike
brew. Then the prisoners would often accuse each other of having stolen
bread from each other, but it was the rats.”
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The morning washing up: a row of wooden troughs under an iron pipe
with holes through which some water trickled.

“Just enough so that one couldn’t say it dripped. Then one hurried to
get to the latrine. That was a concrete trough across which lay boards with
round holes. There was room for 200 to 300 at one sitting. Latrine details
watched to see that no one stayed too long and used sticks to chase the
prisoners away. But some couldn’t move so quickly, and others weren't
through, and because of the strain a portion of the rectum would still pro-
trude. When the latrine detail hit them they would run away and then
once more get on line. There was no paper. Those who had jackets with
linings would tear off a little piece at a time to clean themselves. Or they
would steal a piece from somebody during the night to have some in re-
serve. The waste water of the washrooms was piped into the latrines to
wash away the excrement. But again and again there were major stoppages,
especially in places where the water pressure wasn't strong enough. When
that happened a terrible stench spread throughout. Then pump details—
‘shit details'—would come to pump out the mess.

“The people in the camp were so hungry that if a bit of soup spilled
over, the prisoners would come running from all sides and like a swarm of
wasps converge on the spot, dig their spoons into the mud, and stuff the
mess into their mouths. Hunger and extreme want made them into ani-
mals.”

Occasionally a “human being” came into the camp, the witness Wolken
says—for example, the medical officer Dr. Bartzel. When he ran across the
imprisoned Professor Epstein in the Gypsy compound, he asked him:
“Don’t I know you? What is your name?” Epstein, came the answer, and
the doctor said to him: “You are the children-Epstein, I studied pediatrics
under you. No, this is no place for my mother’s child.” Then he left and
was never again seen in the camp. “And we didn’t hear that he was pun-
ished, either.

“I will now describe my own arrival in Auschwitz. I first came to Ausch-
witz . Even before we got to the camp, SS men came over to us and asked:
‘Do you have money, a watch? Hand it over. In the camp you can’t keep
it anyway, and I will help you there. Above the gate through which we |
marched was written “Work makes man free.” From the left came the sound |
of waltz music; an orchestra was practicing. We didn’t think we were coming “
into hell. Everything looked so peaceful, so quiet.” |

After the prisoners handed in their things, Wolken says, they were
brought to the washroom, which was soon crammed full of naked people.

“We waited and waited for them to bring us a little food. But there was
nothing. The only thing we could do was to lick the dripping water. At
night we were chased out into the open. It was a cool May evening, the
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rain falling softly, and we stood and waited. We stood all night long. Next
morning we were shaved, if you can call it shaving. Our hair was torn out.
After that they rubbed the famous Cuprex [a delousing ointment] into us.
If the shave wasn't good we were beaten, although we weren’t the shavers
but the shaved.”

Those who passed muster with the SS men, those who had been well
shaved without soap, were given a chit, “our clothing chit,” and sent to the
tattooing station. “There it was made clear to us that we were not human
beings but only numbers.”

Wolken barely and only accidentally escaped gassing. He was standing
in the shadow of the chimneys, in front of the doors to the gas chamber,
when the group with which he had been brought to the crematory was
taken back to camp on orders of some SS man or other. Later he found out
that the bodies of members of a French transport who had been gassed dur-
ing the night had not yet been removed and thus had temporarily blocked
the murder of new victims.

“Then the hyenas of the battlefield came to our block.”

One spoke to him, an Austrian, and when he heard that he, Wolken,
was from Vienna, he said: “I'll have you taken out of here.”

“True enough, a medical officer came and asked: “Are you the doctor?
Are you a good doctor?’ I said: ‘I don’t know.” He took me along, and that’s
how I was saved. After that I became doctor in the quarantine compound,
and only there did I learn about the purpose of the camp.”

“Three things will remain etched in my memory,” the witness says, “be-
cause they concern children: There was a little boy in the dispensary, and
I asked him: ‘Well, boy, how are you? Are you afraid? He answered: ‘I
am not afraid. Everything here is so terrible it can only be better up there.’”

There is a deadly silence. One of the women jurors is crying. Everyone
sits rigidly. But it isn’t over yet.

Again children arrived, and Wolken saw and heard an SS man talking
with a nine-year-old boy across the barbed wire: “Well, my boy, you know
a lot for your age.” The boy replied: I know that I know a lot, and I also
know that I won't learn any more.”

And still another: A group of ninety children arrived and stayed in the
quarantine compound for a few days; then trucks came and they were
loaded on them to be taken to the gas chambers.

“There was one boy, a little older than the rest, who called out to them
when they resisted: ‘Climb into the car, don’t scream. You saw how your
parents and grandparents were gassed. We'll see them again up there.” And
then he turned to the SS men and shouted: ‘But don’t think you'll get
away with it. You'll perish the way you let us perish.” He was a brave boy.
In this moment he said what he had to say.”
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the camp on his bicycle, and how the prisoners left and right scattered out
of fear as he approached.”

Then Dr. Wolken, the first witness to testify in the Auschwitz trial, is
sworn.

MARCH, 1964

I feel no personal hatred toward the defendants, says the woman on the
witness stand. She had not known them personally. Upon hearing this, the
twenty-two men and their counsels undoubtedly felt relieved. There does
not seem to be any threat from this side, for if the witness did not person-
ally know any of the former SS men, she cannot tell the court anything
useful about any specific case.

Ella Lingens, MD, PhD, born in Germany, is now an Austrian citizen.
She lives in Vienna and works for the Austrian Ministry of Social Admin-
istration. She was brought to Auschwitz in 1943 as a political prisoner be-
cause she had helped Jews escape. She was the only non-Jewish woman
prisoner-doctor in the camp. She considered the “Austrian-German Coop-
erative Auschwitz” such infamy that she still has not been able to get over
1t.

The witness is talking about the chances of survival:

“Coincidence played a decisive role. The first few weeks determined life |

and death. It depended upon whether one had the chance to perform in-
side work or not.”
She says that she too owed her life to accident. “Medical officer Dr.

Rohde asked me where I had studied. When I said Marburg, he said: |

‘Then you must have known me,” and mentioned the name of a pub in
which he had downed many a glass of wine. I thought to myself, well, per-
haps this is a good thing, and said: ‘Of course, Herr Untersturmfiihrer, by
sight.” He really believed that he saved my life. I am sure he did it for sen-
timental reasons, because I reminded him of his youth. Yes, he saved my
life, but he also handed tens of thousands over to death.

“I know of almost no SS man who could not claim to have saved some- |
one’s life. There were few sadists. Not more than 5 or 10 per cent were |
pathological criminals in the clinical sense. The others were all perfectly |
normal men who knew the difference between right and wrong. They all |

knew what was going on.”

And they seriously believed that—as Rohde allegedly said to the prisoner
Ella Lingens—those who escaped from that hell “could drink a glass of wine
together after the war.”

Living conditions in the camp, so the witness said, “improved a bit as
time went by, but only terribly slowly. Prisoners had to live on a maximum
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of 700 to 8o calories per day. The average prisoners did not survive for more
than four months. No prisoner who came to Auschwitz before the summer
of 1944 survived unless he held a special job.”

Dr. Lingens tells of a transport of 2,000 women which had come to
Auschwitz some time before she did:

“When I arrived, 260 of them were still alive. The others had all died.
They were not gassed, they simply died.”

Dr. Lingens never saw the “injecting” of prisoners or the gassings, but
she knows of pretexts used to pronounce these death sentences. One day,
for example, the medical officer asked for a list of all inmates suffering
from malaria; they were to be transferred to another camp with no mos-
quitoes.

“I really believed it and wrote them all down, when a Czech woman
doctor came up to me and said: ‘Please, only put down the very sick.’ I
said that transfer was the best thing that could happen to the malaria pa-
tients and that I would report all of them. ‘For God’s sake,” she said, ‘what
are you doing? They'll all be killed.” That was my first inkling about what
was happening at Auschwitz. So I crossed most of them off the list again.
Interestingly enough, these prisoners were transferred, and I was full of
self-recriminations and told myself I should have listed all of them. Only
later did I find out that they were brought to Lublin and gassed. One sim-
ply didn’t know whether one was sending them into the gas or into free—
dom.”

~Another time Dr. Mengele got the idea of removing pregnant women
from the camp. A pathologist whom Dr. Lingens reported was actually
transferred and continued to do laboratory work for Mengele in Cracow.

“Mengele then sent her flowers and congratulations upon the birth of
her son. That, too, could happen. And so one played a role without really
knowing what one was doing. The women often lapped up their food like
dogs; the only source of water was right next to the latrine, and this thin
stream also served to wash away the excrement. There the women stood
and drank or tried to take a little water with them in some container while
next to them their fellow sufferers sat on the latrines. And throughout it all
the female guards hit them with clubs. And while all this was going on the
SS walked up and down and watched.”

The winter of 1943—44 was truly horrible. “In the fall, there were 30,000
of us in the women’s camp; by spring, the number had declined to 20,000,
primarily because of malnutrition and sickness. I saw diseases which you
find only in textbooks. I never thought I'd see any of them—for example,
phemphicus, a very rare disease, in which large areas of the skin become de-
tached and the patient dies within a few days.”

The most common diseases were typhus, a stubborn diarrhea—the “camp
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disease”—typhoid fever and paratyphoid, erysipelas, and tuberculosis. As
many as 700 patients were in the hospital of Dr. Lingens, “and in this
same block with all these sick people babies also were born. We couldn’t
even wash them; we wiped them off as best we could with some tissue pa-
per. I remember once the wife of Commandant Hoss sent a pink jacket

with best wishes into this hell. I have read that in all the accounts of the |

atrocities there has been much talk also of kindergartens and similar things.
There is nothing contradictory in this; I myself have seen how a man
would feel compelled to draw charming little figures on the walls of the

children’s block because he thought it appropriate. There were humane im- |

pulses of this sort, but they were in utter contradiction to the reality.”

The witness remembers Dr. Mengele “exactly, the way he stood there
with his thumbs in his pistol belt. I also remember Dr. Konig, and to his
credit I must say that he always got very drunk beforehand, as did Dr.
Rohde. Mengele didn’t; he didn’t have to, he did it sober.”

Capesius? All she heard was that he administered the camp pharmacy.

There was one “island of peace” in the Auschwitz camp complex, the
Babice labor camp.

“That was the work of one man alone, Oberscharfithrer Flacke. How
he did it I don’t know. His camp was clean, and the food also. The women
called him ‘daddy,” and he even got eggs from the outside. Later he came
to Birkenau, and all the men in his area said, Flacke is here, everything'll
be all right.” I don’t know what happened to him. I once talked to him.
“You know, sir,’ I said, ‘everything we do is so horrible, so pointless. Be-
cause when this war ends we’ll all be murdered. No witnesses will be al-
lowed to survive.” And Flacke answered: ‘I hope therell be enough among
us to prevent that.””

“Do_you | wish to say that everyone could decide for hlmse]f to be either

good or evil in  Auschwitz?” the judge asks
" “That is exactly what I wish to say.”

Late in 1943, Dr. Lingens says, she saw for the first time how people
were driven into the gas chambers. Trucks with screaming women were
standing near the guards at the gates.

“One knew that they were going to their death and wanted to call out to
them. But one didn’t know what to say.”

Judge Hofmeyer says that children were allegedly thrown into the flames
while still alive. He asks the witness what she knows about this.

“We saw a huge fire and people walking around it throwing things in. I
saw a man carrying something that moved its head. I said, For the love of
God, Marushka, he is throwing in a live dog.” But my companion said to
me: ‘That’s no dog, that's a child.” I thought that this could not be, it could
not be a child. I should like to say at this point that I am nearsighted and
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that I was given a pair of glasses in camp, but that I didn’t dare put them
on because I did not wish to believe it and therefore did not wish to see
whether it was a child. But other inmates later confirmed it and so I had to
believe it.”

“Did you see Mulka?”

“No.”

“Do you think it possible that the adjutant of the camp commandant
knew nothing about these conditions?”

“I consider it absolutely impossible.”

Capesius makes it known that he does not wish to rule out the possibility
that witnesses are confusing him with a certain Dr. Klein, who was on the
ramp when the prisoners arriving in cattle cars were being selected. Dr.
Lingens, who knew Klein well, is asked to describe him.

“He was stocky, rather short, a pyknic type.”

“Please get up, Dr. Capesius.”

Dr. Lingens also gets up, puts on her glasses, and looks at the defendant
searchingly.

“Yes, a similar type.”

The defense makes a note.

The witness believes that the available space in the camp played a role
in determining how many had to go into the gas chambers. She talks about
the bodies piled up next to her block, a row as long as the block and about
3 feet high. She also knows that the bodies were gnawed by rats, as were
unconscious women. She saw how blankets were torn off women selected
for extermination with the words “You don’t need it any more.” As many
as 600 sick women and more were in the hospital barracks in 180 beds.
They were plagued with lice, the carriers of typhus, yet the delousings
were much feared; moreover, three days afterward there were as many lice
as before.

“Then Mengele came. He was the first one to rid the entire women’s
camp of lice. He simply had an entire block gassed. Then he disinfected
that block, put in a bathtub, and let the inmates of the adjoining block
bathe there. And it went on like that. After this procedure the A Com-
pound was free of lice. But it began with the gassing of the 750 women in
the first block.”

Prosecuting Attorney Kiigler wants the witness to look at Capesius from
close up. Defense Attorney Laternser objects, saying that the resemblance
has already been established. The witness says that although there was a
certain resemblance in height and shape of head, there was none in fea-
tures.

Kiigler: “I would like to propose that the defendant Capesius be asked
to speak a sentence.” The purpose of this suggestion is to invalidate Dr.




MARCH, 1964 95

Capesius’ claim that he might have been confused with Dr. Klein because
of a similarity in inflection and voice.

Laternser: “I can assure you that Dr. Capesius will not do so. That is his
decision.”

Judge Hofmeyer wants to know how Laternser knows that it is. The at-
torney answers he has advised his client to that effect. Well, that is an-
other matter, to give advice or to listen to his decision—and that is exactly

what the defense is not allowed to do. Laternser takes exception to this in-

terpretation of the penal code; the judge asks the defendant whether he
would say a complete sentence. That which no one expected now happens,
to the amusement of all present. The defendant Capesius says:
€« . 3 . . ”
No, I will not do it, because the German language is not at issue.
The witness Lingens states laconically: “There is no similarity in the

speech. Klein spoke a pure High German.”

The former SS medical officer Dr. Wilhelm Miinch is on the witness
stand. At one time a bacteriologist, he now is a general practitioner in Ba-
varia. In the early days of the war he had been classified as unfit for active
service. He was subsequently taken into the Waffen SS and sent to the
Auschwitz section of the Hygienic Institute of the Waffen SS. According
to him, it was a question of character whether an SS doctor carried out the
orders for mass murder.

After the war, Miinch was tried by a Polish court in Cracow, together
with forty other former SS members, including Auschwitz Commandant
Liebehenschel, who was sentenced to death. Miinch was acquitted because
former camp inmates testified on his behalf.

The witness came to Auschwitz in mid-1943. Over a bottle of alcohol
the head of the laboratory, Dr. Weber, told him what was going on in
camp: “That is all new to you, but it's not half so bad. We have nothing
to do with people being killed here. That is none of our business. If after
two weeks you don’t want to stay here you can leave,” Weber told him, but
asked him to stay at least that long because he, Weber, had to go on leave
for urgent personal reasons.

Miinch says he agreed and firmly intended to leave Auschwitz after two
weeks.

Then, after a few days, Dr. Wirths, the chief medical officer, ordered
him to the ramp to select victims for the gas chambers from an incoming
transport. He told Wirths that he would have no part in it, but Wirths told
him he wouldn’t have much work on the ramp.

Deeply troubled, Miinch immediately went to Berlin and asked to see
the head of the Hygienic Institute.

“One could react like a normal human being in Auschwitz only for the
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first few hours. Once one had spent some time there it was impossible to
react normally. In that setup everyone was sullied. You were caught and
had to go along.”

The chief of the Institute said he could well understand Miinch’s refusal
to participate in the murders in Auschwitz. He then sent a teletype to the
commandant of Auschwitz, and consequently Miinch was not assigned
either to the selections or to the gassings.

The witness now being heard is Joachim Cisar, doctor of natural sciences
and agricultural expert. In earlier, different times he was SS Oberfiihrer,
head of the SS training school, and, finally, beginning in March, 1942, also
head of the agricultural plant of the Auschwitz concentration camp. Casar
devoted himself to the planting of rubber trees. “The agricultural plant had
no direct connection with Auschwitz; it was under the jurisdiction of the
Administrative and Economic Head Office of the SS in Berlin-Oranien-
burg. It was an enterprise vital to the war effort, and it served mainly sci-
entific purposes.” Today the witness runs a laundry.

“We are particularly interested in finding out,” the judge states, “if you
know whether or not the witnesses committed the crimes with which they
are charged.”

The witness Ciasar begins with a sort of extenuating statement in his
own behalf: “I would like to stress one thing: The fact that I came to
Auschwitz under these circumstances has troubled me for twenty years,
particularly the question of whether it would have been possible for us to
do something for the prisoners beyond what we were able to do.”

When he came to Auschwitz, Cisar says, he found fallow land. “The
entire area consisted of land, with a few wooden barracks for horses and
cows.” The total area was about 8,000 acres. Cisar's domain was about
7,200; the remainder was given over to the various compounds and the
munitions plants. The distances between the two main camps, Auschwitz [
and II, were “vast,” sometimes extending for “miles,” which the prisoners
generally covered on foot, but sometimes on trucks. “That was a terrible
burden for us as well; but the worst part was the roll call after the day’s
work.”

In the course of time, Cisar says, he tried more and more to get prison-
ers out of the camp and have them assigned to the various labor camps.
Those so assigned were then “settled” there. But this required “great pres-
sure.”

“I wish to be honest and say that in exerting this pressure I frequently
resorted to the use of Himmler's name. We had highest priority, and I
could point to that. And also, I couldn’t have a constant turnover.”

Cisar calls the Birkenau camp “an impossible situation.” “It began like
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and so forth, and that in this connection the general conditions prevalent
in the Auschwitz camp were naturally of interest. The witness now is al-
lowed to proceed.

He had come to Auschwitz with seventeen prisoners and was assigned
to work in the prisoner hospital.

“In Dachau T had also worked as a clerk and been in charge of the daily
| death register. A day in which we had ten deaths was considered a very bad
r day. In Auschwitz, on the other hand, we worked day and night in shifts

at seven typewriters making out death reports. The SS called this ‘depos-
[ ing’ [absetzen].”

The day and hour of death was entered on the file card.

“The way it was entered, no two persons died at exactly the same time—
on paper, that is. There was one rule: No infectious diseases could ap-
pear as the cause of death, and the death had to have some relation to age.
A twenty-year-old, for example, could not die of a heart condition.”

There were two tables with file cards. One held the cabinets with the
numbers of those alive; the other those with the numbers of the dead.

“Thus one could tell how many of a recently arrived transport were still
living. Hundreds came and only a handful survived.”

And lest there be a mistake: “The £le contained only the names of those
who had been classified as able to work. We prisoners died at breakneck
speed.”

No file cards were made out for the others, those who were “specially
treated” right away, who “went on transport” although they had just ar-
rived.

“Once 1 was in Auschwitz, Dachau seemed almost idyllic in retrospect.
But please don’t take that literally, because at Dachau, too, I witnessed
horrible things.

“One very great difference was the camp hierarchy, the big shots.”

On the one hand there were the SS men and the prisoners responsible to
the SS, the “band wearers,” so called because of their armbands. These
were primarily criminal prisoners “who were to keep the camp on its toes,
as the SS put it.”

There were exceptions among these, men who sympathized with the
prisoners. However, “That was not the rule. The rule was that these pris-
oners reigned brutally.”

The first, ineradicable impression Langbein had of Auschwitz derived
from the march into the camp accompanied by the eerie sounds of martial
music played by the camp orchestra next to the gate.

“On Sundays they serenaded the commandant.”

Langbein remembers August 29, 1942, only “too clearly.” He was hos-
pitalized and heard the windows being closed. Regulations, he was told.

_
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What peculiar regulations, he thought to himself, and then he saw how
the yard suddenly filled up with prisoners, both bedridden patients and
convalescents.

“They held their fever charts in their hands. Many had to lie down be-
cause they couldn’t stand any longer.”

; Suddenly there was movement among the prisoners. Dr. Entress, the
medical officer, and the medic Klehr came to select.

“All the prisoners had to do was to go from one side to the other, and
Dr. Entress knew what therapy to prescribe. Mostly it was the gas-chamber
treatment. He looked at them from a distance. Then he left. Klehr had a
chair brought to him, sat down, and watched like a hawk to see that none
of the selected went back through the door.”

Later on trucks came and transported the selectees to their death: “All
this was done under the pretext of fighting typhus.”

) The witness recalls another incident: “I saw the empty yard with only
one person lying there. His eyes were open, his mouth was open, and his ‘
teeth were showing, as if he was about to laugh. He was dead.”

But the medical officer could not have conducted this selection without
the knowledge of the then chief medical officer, Dr. Kurt Uhlenbroock,
now living in Hamburg and not yet indicted.

Dr. Wirths—in whose office Langbein had already worked in Dachau—
succeeded Uhlenbroock, and he saw to it that Langbein got the same job
in Auschwitz. Before Langbein took up his duties, he was told by the
chief: “‘Here you will see and hear more than an Auschwitz prisoner
should. Look out the window.” And I saw the crematory. ‘If you talk about
what you can see from here you'll go through the chimney."”

Langbein was introduced to the “secret of the file symbols” and was
soon entrusted with the “secret correspondence.” There were two monthly
reports, an official one giving a general picture and a secret report without
any embellishments, which even mentioned the big “special campaigns.”
Langbein took advantage of Wirth's weakness for statistics to set up daily
camp lists, and these figures on the camp population, deaths, and sick calls
gave him an exact picture of what was going on in the camp. In early
1943, two schools of thought on the treatment of prisoners became appar-
ent. One believed in liquidating as many as possible; the other in letting
more prisoners work, thereby reducing the death rate.

Because of “these two trends, which also existed in Oranienburg, SS
men could preserve some remnant of humanity. It also made it possible
for us to play one against the other. But in Auschwitz there were many
ways of dying.”

Prisoners reporting sick were given a preliminary examination by a pris-
oner-doctor, who made a diagnosis and wrote it down. “Then the medical
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officer arrived after some time. The unclothed prisoners had to go out in
the hall so that the air in the room in which the SS doctor performed his
job wouldn’t be so bad.”

There were two methods of treatment: admission to the prisoner hospi-
tal or “injections.”

“Then regularly there were injections in Block 20. I could tell very
clearly from my lists. As it was, the daily murders in the hospital barracks
could not remain a secret. The prisoners were mortally afraid of the hos-
pital. I well remember that even the sick dragged themselves off to work
out of fear.”

Langbein said that he called the attention of the chief medical officer
to these “Injections when the typhus epidemic spread to the SS personnel
and could not be controlled, at least not with the available means, among
them a poster that had a certain degree of humor in view of the camp at-
mosphere. It had been put up by order of Wirths and read: ‘One louse can
mean your death.

“I told Wirths that as long as the prisoners were afraid of the hospital
the epidemic would continue. He asked: ‘Why are the prisoners afraid?’ I
said: ‘May I speak freely to you about something which the prisoners really
aren’t supposed to know? Then I told him that the prisoners were being
killed by injections.”

Wirths was of the opinion that only the incurably sick were thus dis-
posed of, but he was shown proof of the murder of persons who were not
mortally ill.

The witness seriously incriminates the defendant Klehr: “‘As long as
Klehr remains SDG in the base camp,” Wirths once said, ‘it is impossible
for the prisoners not to be afraid.

“After the selections, he [Klehr] would go through the hospital and pick
out prisoners.”

Once he stood before him in the hospital and said: “‘Ah, Langbein, high
time that you got well again.’ I then found out from the attendants that he
walked on and selected victims for the injections.”

Later Klehr was transferred, having gotten a new medal and a promo-
tion. Then in spring, 1943, he became chief of the disinfectors, who threw
the poison gas into the crematories.

“Life had no value. To kill a man was nothing, not worth talking about.
SS men wielded incredible power. Only from that vantage point can the
happenings in Auschwitz be explained. There were many who weren’t
fanatical nationalists or anti-Semites. Dr. Vetter, for example, was a man
with exquisite manners, also toward us prisoners. Dr. Schatz and Dr. Frank
also never did anything terrible to us prisoners. But in the atmosphere of
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Auschwitz they obviously felt no compulsion about sending people into the |

gas.”
According to Langbein’s testimony, the Gypsy compound had the high-

est mortality rate.
“Conditions there were indescribable. The children looked worst, but
perhaps one only got that impression because children are so moving. In

the barracks there were also women who had just given birth. I saw a lot |

in Auschwitz, but what I saw there was the worst. The only concern was
that the newborn infants should have the prisoner number tattooed on
their thighs right away, because the arm of an infant was too small for a
number.”

And when the Gypsy children, who got almost nothing to eat, died of
malnutrition, they were thrown on a heap:

“l saw a mountain of corpses, children’s corpses. And scurrying among
them the rats.”

Langbein remembers “Boger above all. He always gave me the feeling
that he hunted down prisoners with real passion. Most of the time he rode
around on a bicycle.”

In the bunker where Langbein was detained for a while he shared a
cell with another prisoner. “I saw him being called to Boger and I saw
him after he returned.”

The prisoners twice went through the ordeal of the “Boger swing,” and
both times emerged in terrible shape. (Boger is charged with “inventing” a
torture instrument resembling a rack. The prisoner being interrogated had
to put his bound hands on his bent knees, a pole was inserted between
his bent knees and his arms, and the prisoner suspended, head down. He
was then beaten with a stick on his buttocks and genitals until he “con-
fessed” or passed out.) A few days later, Boger came with a commission
that was rounding up prisoners for execution at the Black Wall “and said
with a certain amount of pride when the people were led out of the
bunker, ‘Six are mine."”

A partial confession by the defendant Oswald Kaduk at his pretrial ex-
amination in September, 1961, at Frankfurt is read to the court. The for-
mer roll-call officer listens with bowed head to what he had said about his
role in the mass murders.

Kaduk admitted to having been present at the selections on the ramp.
However, he claimed never to have selected victims for the gas chambers
from the incoming transports. That had been done by the doctors and
higherranking SS officers. He only carried out orders to “watch like a
hawk” that none of the chosen victims went over to the group selected for




104 Testimony of the Witnesses

| labor service. According to Kaduk’s testimony, children, unless selected for
experiments by SS doctors, were immediately gassed The same was true

" for mothers who refused to part from their children even when selected for
work.

“The transports kept on coming in one after the other,” Kaduk had
told Dr. Dux, the examining judge, and described how he together with
other SS men drove the people to the gas chambers. He denied having
whipped these miserable wretches and voiced surprise to the examining
judge that the victims had accepted everything “with such equanimity.
They did not defend themselves because they realized that there was no
point to it.” The defendant had denied the murders with which he is
charged. “I never consciously killed anybody; sometimes I might have hit
someone if he tried to get out of working.”

Kaduk had also denied having had any part in the shooting at the
Black Wall. These had been carried out by members of the camp Gestapo,
he said. His co-defendants Boger, Frank, and Broad had gone to the
Black Wall with pistols. Adjutant Mulka, like other SS officers, had su-
pervised the selections at the ramp and as motor-pool officer had made the
trucks for the transports to the gas chambers available. “I was really only
a minor figure and I cannot understand why I am being treated like this.
The reaily guilty ones—like Globke and Oberlinder—are running around
free. I've already had one nervous breakdown in jail. Why are two yard-
sticks used?” Kaduk had become so upset that the questioning had to be
interrupted.

Before this, however, he did let it be known to an examining judge that
he had been “a sharp cookie. A concentration camp taxed the nerves, but
I am not the type to break down.”

He voiced regret ‘that he had not killed the one-time Auschwitz prisoner
and now Polish President Cyrankiewicz; he had only beaten him. “If I
had had the chance at the time, I would have gotten rid of him,” the record
reads.

The next witness called is the SS Judge Dr. Konrad Morgen, whose
. job it was to combat corruption in the concentration camps. (Morgen, now
a lawyer in Frankfurt, had arrested and indicted Koch, the commandant of
the Buchenwald concentration camp, and Koch’s wife, because they had
helped themselves to the property of prisoners. During the trial Koch was
also found guilty of the murder of an SS man. He was sentenced to death
and executed during the war.)

Morgen investigated cases of corruption in Auschwitz after a package
containing gold was sent by an SS man in Auschwitz to his wife. At that
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time he learned to his horror that people were being murdered in Ausch-
witz. The gold was melted-down dental gold.

In the yard of the crematories, Morgen says, Jewish prisoners circled
him like dogs, eager to read his least wish from his face, hoping that they
might escape being gassed. The gas chambers and crematories were set up
so diabolically that the victims really did not become aware of their fate
until the last minute. Everything was sparkling clean in the huge crema-

tory. Nothing pointed to the fact that only the day before thousands had |

been gassed and cremated there.

“Nothing was left of them, not even a speck of dust on the armatures.”

He then saw the SS men who had carried out the mass murders the

night before lying around in the guard rooms half-drunk. In the middle |

stood a huge hotel stove at which specially selected attractive Jewish
women prisoners made potato pancakes for their executioners, “who were
being waited on like pashas.” According to his testimony he found that
the lockers of the SS men contained a fortune in jewelry, the property of
the murdered victims.

He decided to bring charges of murder in addition to prosecuting the |

corrupt practices. Consequently, he charged the chief of the camp Ges-
tapo, Grabner, with mass murder and also accused other Gestapo members
of murder before an SS court. The trial against Grabner was begun but
was not completed, because Grabner was brought to Berlin to prison on
orders of the chief of the Gestapo, Obergruppenfithrer Miiller; he later
died in the battle of Berlin. At least, Morgen says, his investigations and
charges publicized the mass murders of Auschwitz—kept secret until then
—in SS leadership circles and created a certain degree of unease.

Prosecuting Attorney Kiigler wants to know what happened to the SS
man who had sent the gold to his wife. Morgen says that he received a
twelve-year prison sentence.

One of the defendants is not present on March 13, the twenty-fifth day
of the trial. It is the fifty-nine-year-old Heinrich Bischoff, who is free on
bail. His attorney tells the court that his client has suffered a heart attack
and will be bedridden for a few days. He thinks Bischoff will be able to
appear again in court on March 16. Bischoff’s case is severed temporarily
and the court orders an immediate medical exemination of the defendant.

The defense agrees to the reading of the verdict of a Soviet military
tribunal which met in Bautzen on August 25, 1947, and sentenced Oswald
Kaduk to twenty-five years of hard labor. The record shows that only one
witness testified in person, and that the testimony of another witness was
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read. At the beginning of the present trial Kaduk demanded that his case
be discontinued because, so he claimed, he had been sentenced to death
for crimes committed in Auschwitz by a military court in a trial in which
150 witnesses had testified. This alleged sentence was later commuted.
According to the record, Kaduk was found guilty of mistreating prisoners,
of participation in mass gassings and executions, of hanging 6 prisoners,
of responsibility for the fatal shooting of 8,000 prisoners during the evac-
uation of the camp in January, 1945. The present indictment charges
Kaduk with innumerable additional murders.

The next witness is the fifty-ive-year-old Maryla Rosenthal, now a resi-
dent of Zurich. Mrs. Rosenthal was taken to Auschwitz from Cracow in
1942—five days before she was to have been married—together with her
non-Jewish fiancé, her mother, and a number of relatives. Because of her
knowledge of languages, she was assigned as interpreter and clerk to the
office of former Gestapo man Boger and thus survived. Her mother, her
fiancé, and many of her relatives all were killed.

Mrs. Rosenthal testifies that she herself was treated humanely by Boger.
He gave her food and even saved her life when a female capo denounced
her for sloppy dusting, an offense for which she was to have been trans-
ferred to the penal company, which would have meant certain death. But
she also tells the court that Boger struck and trampled on prisoners during
interrogations and that she remembers two or three instances when he had
people suspended from the Boger swing. If prisoners refused to testify,
she recalls, Boger would say: “My talking machine will make you talk.”
Then he took them into the adjoining room and terrible cries could be
heard. After an hour or more the victims would be carried out on a
stretcher. They no longer looked human. I could not recognize them.”

If she cried, Boger would tell her: “You must turn off all personal feel-
ings here.”

The defendant Wilhelm Boger is also incriminated by the Frankfurt
businessman Diamanski. Boger continues to deny ever having fired a
shot in the camp. The witness testifies under oath that he saw from a
distance of about 15 feet or so how the defendant shot the Czech woman
journalist Novotny during the loading of a prisoner transport.

Diamanski was standing on the camp street when Mrs. Novotny was
being taken away. “She walked up to Mr. Boger’—the witness always
' refers to him as Mr. Boger—“and she spat out her contempt of him. At
that Mr. Boger reached for his pistol and killed the woman who in an-
other twenty minutes would have been gassed anyway.”

The judge wants to know whether the defendant could have felt per-
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sonally threatened by Mrs. Novotny. “How can one feel threatened,” he
answers, “with so many SS men standing about?”

The witness Paul Leo Scheidel, a Munich businessman, reports having
seen the defendant Boger shoot at least three prisoners at the Black Wall.

Scheidel joined the German counterespionage service of Admiral Canaris
in 1936, was captured in Czechoslovakia and condemned to death, later
was exchanged against three Czechs, and then was welcomed back by
Canaris himself. His refusal to work for the Gestapo led to his arrest in
Prague. Scheidel says that in Prague he was interrogated in Department
II GH, the “murder department,” by Untersturmfithrer Fritz Wilhelm
Fiedler, now is an administrative assistant at the Hamburg Senate. Fiedler
ordered a “change of air” for Scheidel.

That was how Scheidel got to Auschwitz. He describes the arrival pro-
cedure in detail. Whoever looked tired or ill was sorted out on the spot.
Trustees took valuables from the new arrivals (“and then they made deals
with them”). The new prisoners didn't get to their barracks for eighteen
hours. Then they had to strip before being issued the camp uniform,
stand for hours in the cold, be disinfected, and go through the steam room.
At the end there was, “for those who managed to get hold of it, a pair of
pants and a cap, and a number for everyone; nothing else.”

Scheidel was assigned to a 30o0-man transportation detail, which had to
bring bricks to the crematories. He was responsible for 100 men. The
prisoners formed a chain and passed bricks along. He had a count made
every half-hour. But “suddenly three men were gone, dead.” Scheidel had
to report this to the guards. “Three men are missing,” he told them. No
sooner had he said this when one of his teeth was knocked out. “What do
you mean, ‘men’? Prisoners!”

The next morning Scheidel was called to the Political Section at Ausch-
witz I. Scharfithrer Hoyer accompanied him. While talking to him he
found out that relatives of Hoyer were working in one of Scheidel’s fac-
tories. In this way he established “some human contact with him.”

In camp Scheidel made the acquaintance of a prisoner from Munich,
Gustl Berger. One day, Berger and another prisoner, Rohmann, were
locked up because they supposedly had gotten some alcohol from the SS
canteen. “Rohmann was put into the bunker; after nineteen days there he
starved to death, finis, gone,” the witness reports.

Berger, on the other hand, was brought before Boger at the Political
Section, who strung him up on the Boger swing. (The witness has brought
with him a replica of this torture instrument.) Berger came back to the
block after three-quarters of an hour. “The skin on his hands was gone, his
buttocks were ripped open, his face was smeared with blood.”
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Now Schlage admits for the first time that standing cells existed in the
prison bunker. But he immediately attempts to modify his admission, claim-
ing that the cells were big enough for two to three prisoners.

“As prison guard you ought to know that people starved to death there.”

“I didn’t pay any attention to it.”

“One can also murder by omission, by not giving the prisoners any
food. Did you give them anything to eat? Couldn’t you have given them
something? Did you have orders not to?”

“I can’t give a proper answer to that.”

“That is also my impression,” says the judge.

There were SS men in the camp—the witness Breiden continues his
testimony—who did not mistreat and torture prisoners. The witness re-
members that one day a troop of SS men came to Auschwitz from the
front. They treated the prisoners decently. When they were reprimanded
for this by an SS officer, the work-detail leader of the camp, these SS men
reached for their pistols and chased him away, saying that he ought to
prove his courage at the front. The next night shots were heard and it was
rumored in the camp that these SS men had attacked the commandant’s
villa. After that they were not seen in the camp.

There is a sudden interruption in the studied monotony of the roll call.
Where is Dylewski? Defense Attorney Steinacker does not know; he as-
sumes that he is coming. But then word is received that Dylewski had
suffered a heart attack and was in the office of Dr. Laternser. Prosecuting
Attorney Vogel moves that Dylewski’s case be severed. Steinacker in-
forms the court that Mrs. Dylewski thinks his client will be all right in
half an hour and is opposed to the severing—that is, not he, but perhaps
there might be objections from other quarters.

The decision is made to sever the case “with the agreement of all
interested parties,” as Judge Hofmeyer carefully has it recorded. He ob-
viously wants to keep the trial moving, and moreover, the testimony of
the next witness has no bearing on Dylewski’s case.

The name of the next witness is Curt Posener. The sixty-one-year-old
archivist grew up in Hohensalza, attended school at Frankfurt/Oder, and,
in 1933, was arrested by the Gestapo and charged with having distributed
illegal pamphlets. He was not detained too long, but he also did not re-
main free too long after his release either. In 1935 he was again arrested,
and in 1942 he was transferred to Auschwitz from Buchenwald.

“During that time did you have any contact with the Political Section?”

“Yes. One day Unterscharfiithrer Boger appeared in the camp, put me
in a prison van, and took me to the bunker. I was put into a cell in the
basement with two others. I had to lie on the floor because the others had
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And, if one is to believe the defendant’s account, no doctor was neces-
sary. At the moment blood began to flow, “I stopped; it was over.”

“The purpose of the ‘rigorous interrogation’ was fulfilled when the
blood ran out of the trouser legs.”

Gasps of horror come from the auditorium. The defendant looks at the
audience disdainfully and threateningly.

Judge Hummerich says he can imagine that a man who is tortured will
say anything one wishes to hear to stop the torture, but Boger, excited,
reproves him sharply:

“I am of a different opinion, particularly with regard to Auschwitz. I
believe that in some cases corporal punishment is stii: desirable, for exam-
ple in the case of juvenile offenders.”

And now Boger really gets going. No, he says, rigorous interrogation
“could not be carried out without bodily injury.” He knew nothing about
any regulation to the effect that “rigorous interrogation was not to be used
to extract confessions.”

“I did not kill; I carried out orders.”

They should go after the big shots, not the little guys. And there were
also other regulations he knew nothing about.

“You up there may laugh, you weren't there,” he shouts at the spectators.

Yes, he would like to get the record straight. He would like to see the
tortures and the murders weighed against his own helpless situation. He
does not plead, he demands. He is cold and detached about others and an
exhibitionist braggart as far as he himself is concerned. And furthermore,
he says, Grabner was much worse than he, so bad that he doesn’t even
want to talk about what Grabner had done. Supercilious and arrogant, he
still seems very much a part of Auschwitz.

Had they had the right to pass these countless death sentences?

“Naturally.”

The testimony of Walter Petzold incriminates Breitwieser. Petzold tells
the court that Breitwieser together with another SS man put the lethal
Zyklon B pellets into the basement windows of Block 11 for the first mass
gassing in Auschwitz I, in which around 1,000 persons were killed. The
bodies were left lying in the bunker for days to permit the poisonous fumes
to dissipate. Then the recovery detail was sent in, to look for whatever
clothing was still usable. “But the clothing could not be stripped from
them, because their flesh had turned into a gelatinous mass and literally
stuck to the clothes.”

Afterward, in front of the Frankfurt Town Hall, two of the defendants
wish the uniformed guard “Happy holidays.” He puts his hand to his
cap and returns the greeting: “Happy Easter.”
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that time that it all would come to an end, one would have made notes.”

But Sternol says that he well remembers Boger's actions during the
liquidation of the so-called family compound, the Theresienstadt com-
pound, “in retaliation for Heydrich’s assassination.”

“There were 2,359. I will not forget that figure as long as I live.”

Some refused to leave their barracks.

“Boger heard of that; he had them dragged out, and all of them were
killed. Beaten down and killed. The corpses were dumped on trucks—
together with those just barely alive.”

“Baretzki was also there. He was always around. He had a way of hit-
ting that could kill a prisoner with one blow. How did he do it? He hit
the main artery with the edge of his hand and the man would collapse.
Dead. Finished.”

The witness hits the air with an open palm. Baretzki stares at the table
in front of him.

“And I also remember one night distinctly, the night of July 31-August
1, 1944. It was the liquidation of the Gypsy compound. Terrible scenes
took place. Women and children were on their knees in front of Mengele
and Boger crying, “Take pity, take pity on us.” Nothing helped. They were
beaten down brutally, trampled on, and pushed on the trucks. It was a
terrible, gruesome night.”

“Did Boger also hit them?”

“Yes, he killed them. They collapsed and died and were thrown on the
trucks. The entire Political Section was there. Yes, I saw Baretzki and

Broad.”

The fifty-eight-year-old Munich grocer Ludwig Worl, a stocky, power-
ful Bavarian, now takes the witness stand.

In the summer of 1943—the witness, a former senior camp inmate, testi-
fies—a ghetto not far from Auschwitz was cleaned out and 30,000-40,000
people gassed and cremated in the huge crematories of Birkenau. An SS
officer “for some reason or other” put the children into his, Wérl’s, care.
Warl thought they were saved, because at the end of 1943 a new camp
| commandant came to Auschwitz. Hoss was succeeded by Liebehenschel,
'\ whom the SS later on replaced because he was too soft. He stopped the
| selections and had the notorious standing cells demolished.

But one day in January, 1944, there was another selection: 6oo sick
prisoners unable to work were sorted out and sent to the gas chambers.
Weérl thought that a transport to another camp was being assembled in
front of the laundry, when suddenly he was surrounded by the children
in his care. They clutched at his legs imploringly and told him that they
were to be gassed with the others.
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“Even the four- and five-year-olds knew it. They rolled up their shirts
and showed me their little arms: ‘Look how strong we are.””

Worl, appalled, rushed over to Dr. Rohde and asked him to notify Lie-
behenschel immediately. The medical officer called headquarters and re-
ceived the devastating information that the selection had been ordered by
Berlin. There was nothing to be done.

Woérl ran out to the camp street and saw the defendant Kaduk, pistol
in hand, driving the pleading children toward the gas chambers.

Wérl jumps up from the witness chair and shouts: “Where is Kaduk?
You shoved a pistol against their backs, like this . . . and this,” and he
demonstrates how Kaduk drove the children on.

Kaduk also jumps up, and in a high-pitched voice he shouts at the wit-
ness. His words are indistinguishable. It looks as if he wants to grab the
witness. Policemen rush forward.

“Sit down! Don’t shout at the witness!” Judge Hofmeyer tells Kaduk.

Kaduk continues to shout. The police push him back into his seat. He
jumps up again. The audience becomes restless. Indignant voices are
heard: “Why don’t you kill him?” Kaduk is held down in his seat by the
police. Gradually the waves of excitement subside. Kaduk sits crouched
forward, his facial muscles working feverishly.

“I got to know Kaduk as roll-call officer—and as a vicious man. He was
always ready to shoot. Kaduk was known to be more trigger-happy than
any other SS man. Let him not tell us today that he was drunk. He al-
most always was. But liquor wasn’t enough for him.”

Worl was the first political prisoner to get an important position in the
so-called camp self-government at Auschwitz. At first he became senior
inmate of the prisoner hospitals and ultimately camp senior inmate. Be-
fore that, these jobs were given only to criminal prisoners. Worl explains
his special position by the fact that, as a long-time Dachau inmate, he had
been transferred to Auschwitz on August 19, 1942, together with sixteen
others, to work as hospital aide and help to fight the typhus epidemic.
“That was the time they were starting the camp at Monowitz, and because
of my experience in Dachau—I was capo at the hospital—I was to take over
the hospital barracks as senior inmate.”

In August, 1943, the camp Gestapo had Waorl sent to the notorious
prison bunker; he was confined there for about three months. He tried to
fight the squealers in Monowitz: “That cost me my neck.” The camp Ge-
stapo accused him of having blocked gassings and of other acts of resistance,
and during the interrogations he was beaten quite badly with a leather
strap.

“Jews were simply shot. But in my case, as a German, they first had to
get permission from Berlin.” So Wér. explains the fact that he survived the
incarceration.
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“The Jews had to die, the Poles were supposed to die, and the Germans
were allowed to die.”

In reply to Judge Hofmeyer's question as to why Boger shot the inmates
of the prison cells, the witness says that it usually was for some minor rea-
son—a stolen bit of bread—or for no reason at all, because of a denuncia-
tion.

“There was the so-called stool-pigeon box in Block 5, and all that was
needed was for a prisoner to put a piece of paper [with somebody’s name]
in it.”

Werl testifies that Boger shot Lili Tofler, and at that point Boger sud-
denly remembers the Tofler case in detail. He admits that she was shot
because as clerk in the camp Gestapo she was a “carrier of secrets” and was
not supposed to have any contact with other prisoners. But according to
Boger’s version Lili Tofler was shot by SS man Gering. Boger claims that
he was as upset about it as “Bunker Jakob,” who broke into tears.

But Worl insists that Boger went into the washroom with the girl and
. shot her.

“That’s defamation! What a story!” shouts former SS medic Klehr in-
dignantly when Wérl accuses him of having murdered thousands of pris-
oners by injecting phenolic acid into their hearts. Klehr has admitted to
250-300 “injections,” but insists that he had administered them reluctantly
and never on his own authority but only on orders of prisoner-doctors.

“Just in the two weeks I spent at the X-ray station there were hundreds.
There were at least thirty a day, and sometimes as many as two hundred.”

Defense Attorney Dr. Laternser asks Wérl whether, in his lectures in
Munich, in which he also talked about Auschwitz, he used information
furnished by others, since he had delivered forty such lectures.

The witness: “The knowledge of a single person can furnish enough
material for a year of talking.”

The witness Barcz, forty-nine years of age, a journalist living in Warsaw,
is called up, but there is no response. The prosecution thinks that he may
have gotten lost in the big, foreign city, this being his first visit to Frank-
furt, and asks that inquiries be made. But suddenly the witness shows up:
tall and straight, wearing glasses, looking older than his years.

“Yes, I speak German, but I would like to testify in Polish for the sake
of accuracy.”

Barcz was a political prisoner in Auschwitz from 1940 until 1945. He
left the concentration camp with the last group of evacuees.

“Which of the defendants do you know from that time?”

“Personally I knew—I talked to them daily since I was in the hospital
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barracks—Dr. Lucas, Klehr, Scherpe, and Hantl. I knew Boger, Broad, and
Dylewski by sight. That is to say, I saw them daily in the camp and also in
the Gypsy compound.”

“Would the witness tell us what he knows about each prisoner. Let us
begin with Boger.” (The questioning is in the third person because it is
being conducted via an interpreter.)

“I knew the defendant Boger from reports of my fellow prisoners.”

“Did the witness see the defendant mistreat any prisoners with his own
eyes?”

“No.”

“Did he see him beat or shoot anyone?”

“No.”

“Had he heard that he [Boger] had done so?”

“Yes.”

“The witness should tell what he heard.”

“I can remember no particular case.” Barcz can only remember “cases in
which prisoners were badly mauled during interrogations.”

Broad?

“It was generally known that the defendant Broad was very dangerous
for the camp inmates. I cannot remember any particular cases.”

Dylewski?

“I know nothing specific about him. My knowledge is of a general na-
ture.”

“Who participated in the liquidation of the Gypsy compound?”

“Mengele, the personnel of the Political Section, and the camp adminis-
tration.”

“What did you see?”

The witness cannot remember exactly. Yes, Boger and Lachmann prob-
ably. How about Broad and Dylewski?

“At any rate, some of these four were certainly there.”

The witness does not know from firsthand observation what went on
during the rounding-up of the Gypsies.

“Prisoner-doctors told me about it, how the people were rounded up,
mostly the children, because they knew that everyone was going to be
gassed. They were dragged out from under the beds and taken away.” 1‘

Later on Barcz explains how the children always watched the trainloads
of those earmarked for gassing because the train went right past their bar-
racks. 