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In the closing days of World War Il the Allied Ares overran Germany. German
government officials and local leaders, all Nazit?anembers, left the people remaining
in their cities and villages to deal with their neacupiers. The Allies needed to restore
services, such as power, and make sure the peoylie loe fed and sheltered. They also
needed to round up German prisoners of war ancestesppwar criminals. Securing
prisoners of war did not represent much of a problether than the sheer numbers of
prisoners. Often, however, the war criminals progieficult to locate. By the time the
war ended on May 8 1945, many suspected war crimivad been captured by the
Allies. The Allies started setting up special cartgphouse these men.

One of these camps, named ASHCAN, first began & Bplgium and later
changed locations to the Palace Hotel in Mond&Bains, Luxembourg. This prison,
known officially as Central Continental PrisoneM@ar Enclosure 32, held high value
Nazis officials, government leaders and generd#f sticers. At this camp the
interrogation team collected biographical informatas well as information regarding

how the Nazi government functioned. After about twonths the Shuster Commission, a



scholarly panel of men attempting to constructsadny of the Third Reich, arrived at the
camp, also gathered information. Neither the lou&rrogators nor the Shuster
Commission attempted to gather information impirgaany of these men in war crimes,
instead focusing more on learning background in&diom about what they did during
the war. While a tremendous opportunity presertssdfiat ASHCAN, the International
Military Tribunal did not question these men. Omleze International Military Tribunal
looked over the interrogations conducted at thep;dahey declared the information as
useless.

In this dissertation, the author investigates ASHA determine the failings of
the camp. It describes who the Americans incaredrat ASCHAN, how they lived, the
treatment they received, and the interrogationg tbeeived. Further, this dissertation
explains why the IMT did not participate more i ttamp, and why the camp is, in

general, viewed as a failure.
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Chapter One
Introduction

The end of World War 1l created a number of diffims for the Allies. The
United States became the first Allied country towgmy part of Germany in September
1944 when U.S. troops captured Roetgen. They sisoowkred most of the Nazi leaders
had fled, and no one seemed to be in charge, lgévencivilian population on its own.
Behind the advancing Allied armies came Civil Affaunits to administer the villages
and towns in occupied Germany. The Civil Affairstetoegan making sure the
population had shelter, food and the restoratioposier and water as soon as civilians
could be found capable of doing the repairs or Aangineers had the time. The
Americans were also concerned about civil unredttha fear of Nazi Werewolf units
terrorizing the towns, a concern that never ralgame an issue. Such activities in the
area around Roetgen, and later Aachen, were gteAimerican experience in controlling
a part of Germany and remained the only exampleguibe a while.

Beginning in March 1945, and reaching a flood stagearly April, the
American forces occupied large parts of westerncamdral Germany. When these areas
came under American control, the military needesieioup Civil Affairs detachments to
run the cities and deal with an increasing numlb&eman soldiers who surrendered
and needed to put in prison camps. They also dathltroads choked by German
refugees fleeing to the west to escape Russiargoiithe Americans and the British also
began looking for suspected war criminals. Manthefwar criminals tried to hide
among the refugees and surrendered as soldiecpaslof escaping at a later time.

Anglo-American forces started rounding up any ldd¢akis who may not have fled and



making sure none remained in any position of autthdCivil Affairs detachments
looked over lists provided by the Central Registryvar Criminals and Security
Suspects (CROWCASS) to see if any suspected warnais survived among the
civilian population. The Allies searched for wainainals everywhere in occupied
Germany.

Once the Americans and British began catching itje VYalue Nazis, they needed
a place to house and interrogate them. At firgiséhprisoners were placed around army
or army group headquarters. Eventually, the Aliesided to segregate these men so
they could be interrogated. The Americans set cgnap at Spa, Belgium, intended to
hold most of the leading Nazis, bureaucrats andarylleaders, which they named
ASHCAN. The British established another camp, cadeed DU.S.TBIN, in Versailles,
France. The inmates assigned to this camp werstnalists and scientists. Although
there does not appear to be a clear reason foratinéng of these camps, it appears to be
soldiers’ humor to lessen the importance of thesa.nBy mid-May the British and
Americans moved these camps. A new DU.S.TBIN beg&mnankfurt and ASHCAN
moved to Mondorf les Bains, Luxembourg.

ASCHAN opened at Mondorf on May 21, 1945. The preys from Spa came
there and many new inmates arrived as the Allietucad more suspected war criminals.
Shortly after the opening, Reichsmarshal Hermaneri@g arrived at the camp. After
him followed a procession of men caught at varjplases under different circumstances.
The largest single influx of men into the camp cameéMay 24, when the British arrested
Admiral Karl Doenitz’ government in Flensburg andved many of these men to

ASHCAN, while some military officers went to anottamp in Oberusal, Germany. At



any given time between late May and early Augugitl®he camp held approximately
fifty prisoners. In ASHCAN the American high comnabselected a great location to
interrogate these men. Mondorf was out of the wad/quiet, thereby providing, it was
hoped, optimal conditions for army interrogatoxirthe 6824 Direct Interrogation
Center (DIC) to interrogate and debrief these ri&e. Allied governments did not have
a good understanding of how the Third Reich ruded] with many of the surviving
leaders in one place, Mondorf provided a way tovangjuestions about Nazi rule. The
men of the 6824 DIC not only interrogated these ,rhenthey also acted as interpreters
and hosts as other groups with interest in theisepers came to interrogate them.
ASHCAN could have served an even more importanp@ae in that if the
International Military Tribunal (IMT) had used 1 interrogate these men in preparation
for the trials at Nuremberg. However, due to a gdeal of political foot dragging and
petty squabbles among the British, American, Sauet French officials, the IMT was
unprepared to interrogate these men until the éAdigU.S.t after they had been moved
from ASHCAN to Nuremberg. The men assigned to & tonsidered the information
gathered at Mondorf useless because the internsgatostly asked background
guestions about the men or focused on the speolés of the internees in the operation
of the Nazi government. During the summer, theeslialso uncovered the huge caches
of documents the Germans hid in mines and cavesé#ie war ended. Therefore, the
focus of the IMT trial changed from the earliermplat using a large number of withesses
to one that used documents signed by the mensomras well as a handful of key
corroborative witnesses at the trial. This ledn® MT not putting the majority of the

men interrogated at ASHCAN on the witness startdeiNuremberg Trials.



The purpose of this dissertation is to two-fold eQurpose is to understand why
the IMT interrogators did not use the informatiatteered at ASHCAN and believed it to
be worthless. Looking at the evidence, the auththrewxplain the reasons for the failure
of the camp in relation to the IMT. The reasonsrienany areas, from the staff of the
camp to the failure of the IMT to begin its workthre immediate aftermath of the war.
There are a number of things that the camp didlpooterrogations at the top of the list,
but why? The Americans held the top officials déided government that had just been
defeated in a war Hitler started nearly six yeaf®ke. ASHCAN, poorly organized and
run, had not been given a clear mission by legddaities who later prosecuted the
prisoners because the group tasked with tryingetpeisoners did not yet exist. President
Truman did not appoint Justice Robert H. Jacksdhefepresentative of the United
States and Chief of Counsel for the war crimesutréd until May 2, 1945. Due to the late
start on a war crimes tribunal, Justice Jacksomdticgut his group together quickly
enough to interrogate these prisoners while theyest at Mondorf.

Because of its perceived failure by the IMT aneérdtistorians of the Nuremberg Trials,
ASHCAN became a footnote in the history of the pastperiod.

A second purpose of this dissertation is to exphanat ASHCAN did
successfully. Interrogations at the prison provitteglAllies with significant background
information on these men. The interrogations alewided a better understanding of how
the government of the Third Reich functioned. Thanes it helped develop the historical
records from the men who actually ran the ThirdcReThe camp also succeeded in
providing a place for these men to recover, regair health, and hopefully relax to an

extent that they would cooperate with authorities. instance, Goering lost weight and



overcame his drug addiction to paracodin, and Rdlsr recovered from the wounds of
his attempted suicide. Also, perhaps the greatestess, it kept these prisoners secluded
and out of the limelight for a full two months.

In this dissertation, the author describes in na@t@il than on any previoU.S.ly
published document, the establishment of this cantphow it operated, thereby
demonstrating what the camp did successfully, amakw did poorly. The camp and its
success or failure can only be determined by ewe@novided by people who actually
spent time at the camp. These men create a cleiatere of the processes of the camp,
and how it operated. The man in charge, ColoneldBuC. Andrus, a career military
man, followed his charges from Mondorf to Nurembiergerve as their jailer there.
When he finally wrote about his experiences in 19&9concentrated mostly on the time
during the trials, with about a quarter of his baddWas the Nuremberg Jailedjscussing
his time at ASHCAN. The officer in charge of theéeltigence aspects of the camp when
it started, Lieutenant Colonel Thomas C.Van Cleser wrote publicly about his
experiences at the camp, even though he draftedagapers for his use and the
military regarding his experiences at various |mre..

Research for this project required travel to sevamehives. The first archive
researched was the United States Army EducatiomhHastorical Center in Carlisle,
Pennsylvania, which contains the Burton C. Andra#eCtion. Although, the collection
of Andrus’ papers contained his entire military grodtwar career, there is not much
documentation of his time at Mondorf. The log bdokthe camp is there and drafts that

Andrus prepared while getting his memoirs ready,not any day to day paperwork.



The National Archives in College Park, Maryland kiagous collections of
materials in different files pertaining to ASHCANere one can find a number of many
messages between the camp and its superiors, lbaswabst of the daily and weekly
rosters of the camp. Some of the day to day busiokethe camp can also be found here.
The most important find was a number of InterragatReports from ASHCAN that
show the types of questions and answers the prisgage while at Mondorf. A visit to
the nearby University of Maryland Archives lookifay information for the U.S. Provost
Marshal for the European Theater at the time of 88N, General Reckord, yielded no
results at all. Most of the information availaktethis collection dealt with figures on the
number of German prisoners held at the differeisoper of war camps on a weekly
basis.

The papers of Thomas C.Van Cleve are kept in ttle\aes at Bowdoin College
in Maine where he taught history for many yeara Zéeve kept nearly every piece of
paper with his name on it. The records includedfravders, promotions, transfers, and
papers he wrote regarding various aspects of hik imamilitary intelligence. There is,
however, no mention of his time at Mondorf. In ak@ublished about his career by a
former colleague at Bowdoin, the editor specul#tas Van Cleve did not write about
ASHCAN because he thought the information was dlads

The George Naumann Shuster Collection of papdirsdtniversity of Notre
Dame Archives includes some materials related tBi@8N. Shuster led a commission
of historians to ASHCAN in July and AugU.S.t 1945nterview the prisoners held at
Mondorf for historical purposes. His papers incladeumber of Interrogation Reports by

Shuster and his team while they were at the camp.



The papers of Oron J. Hale, a University of VirgiRirofessor of History before
and after the war, and also a member of the ShGstemmission, likewise contain a
number of interviews he did with the men held atSEAN. Another member of the
Shuster Commission, John Brown Mason, ProfessBcohomics at Stanford
University, left no record of the commission in pegpers, which are housed at the
Hoover Institute.

The information from these archives added to tfh@mation on ASHCAN, but
there remained a number of significant holes inhtiseory of the camp. Two books and
an unpublished manuscript proved essential inmyuttie material of this study together.
The first book] Was the Nuremberg Jaildoy Burton C. Andrus., former camp
commandant at ASHCAN and the Nuremberg prison,igealvdetails and about what
occurred while Mondorf was open. Generally, thekopmvides information and offers
his impressions on the various. prisoners undecdris. He tends to focus on incidents
that paint the prisoners in a bad light and doédawus on the prison in particular.

The most useful information about the camp camm fitke memoirs of John
Dolibois. Dolibois joined the U. S. Army during WoiWar I, and after training at
Camp Ritchie, served as an interrogator at ASHCIAN.book, published in 1989,
includes many details on the running of the cangplarmanizes the prisoners, unlike the
book by Andrus. Both Andrus’ book and Dolibois’ abiography are more anecdotal
rather than a historian’s attempt to tell the gtaf ACHCAN.

Probably the most interesting information about AN and analysis of the
camp came from an unpublished manuscript writteMbjor Ken Hechler. Hechler

spent three weeks at ACHCAN in late July and eAdgU.S.t 1945 as a member of the



Shuster Commission. His manuscript offers invaleahsight into how the camp
functioned from the standpoint of interrogation.tése three works, only Hechler’s
manuscript describes the camp from the perspectiaea Intelligence officer. Hechler
analyzed the intelligence gathering aspects ot#mep better than the other sources for
this study, and his insights proved indispensableriting about ASHCAN.

The rest of the information for this dissertati@me from a variety of other
sources. There were some newspaper accounts, lgsonans of books written about
the Nuremberg Trials, such as the book by Ann ah Jusa that included some
discussion about ASHCAN. These outside sourcesrgiyneffered little new
information, but usually served as sources to cmrate information. Many sources
taken together served to provide this history efdhmp and an understanding of what
occurred there in the summer of 1945, and why ASN®As previoU.S.ly been
designated as a failure by members of the IMT asiitians of the Nuremberg Trials,
and relegated to little known footnotes in thedmgtof the Nuremberg Trials.

Historiography Essay

There is a large body of work available on therimd&ional Military Tribunal at
Nuremberg. There are also a number of valuable svonkthe period jU.S.t before World
War Il ended and the Allied occupation began. Orta@® most recent works on this
period is lan Kershaw'$he End: The Defiance and Destruction of Hitlersr@any,
1944-1945" which provides a new perspective of the end ofsthein Germany and
touches on a variety of topics related to my dissien. Kershaw analyzes the final

months of the war and describes how the Nazis thejt state from disintegrating right

! lan KershawThe End: The Defiance and Destruction of Hitlersr@any, 1944-1948\ew York:
Penguin Press, 2011).



until the last minute. The book also provides infation on many of the prisoners at
ASHCAN, such as Hermann Goering, Arthur Seyss-Ingaad Albert Speer, and their
roles in the final months.

Giles MacDonogh’&\fter the Reich: The Brutal History of the Alliedcdpation
gives a different perspective of Allied occupatafter the waf- It presents the
occupation as a dark episode in U. S. — Germatioe demonstrating instances of
abuse by the Allied authorities toward both therzr military and civilian population,
but the book offers a great deal of informatiortloe people of Germany after the war,
even though it does not discuss the high valu@peis before the Allied powers moved
them to Nuremberg.

Richard Bessel Hs written a more balanced accduthiegpostwar occupation in
Germany 1945: From War to Peat@his book covers Germany’s defeat and the
beginning of the occupation by Allied troops. Ipé&dins the occupation very well, but
Bessel spends almost no time on the war crimimath,only a few pages concerning the
war crimes trials and no mention of ASHCAN.

An outstanding account of the postwar occupatiomfthe American perspective
is Earl Ziemke’sThe U. S. Army in the Occupation of Germany 194461T his work
describes the organization and implementationlohditary activities aimed at
occupying and pacifying Germany after the war. Zderoovers a wide range of topics on

the U.S. occupation area, with the focus on adit@nigg Germany after the war. While

2 Giles MacDonoghAfter the Reich: The Brutal History of the Allied@pation(New York: Basic
Books, 2007).

% Richard Besselzermany 1945: From War to Peadégw York: Harper Collins, 2009).

“ Earl ZiemkeThe U.S. Army in the Occupation of Germany 19441@&ashington, D.C: Center of
Military History United States Army, 1975).



he does not write about ASHCAN specifically, hetesiabout Allied efforts to
apprehend war criminals and describes the numeaans and organizations involved in
the apprehension of these Nazis. The book is bathrpointing out problems as well as
successes by the Allies in the initial occupatibermany. The book ends at about the
point where civilian organizations have taken daweradministration of occupied
Germany.

While there are no books that deal exclusively whihimprisonment of high
value Nazis at ASHCAN, there are several that lrdnapters dedicated to this topic.
Colonel Burton C. Andrus, the commandant of theganrites about it in Was the
Nuremberg Jailerhis account of his time running ASHCAN and subsetjye¢he
Nuremberg jaif His accounts of both prisons emphasized his s&ss and correctness
in dealing with the prisoners, and he demonizes wiohe prisoners. This book, while
useful, is more about Andrus’ self-aggrandizemtran anything else. However, for
research purposes, it is the first time that anyerege an account of more than a few
pages about the ASHCAN, and his book does inclndexperiences of the officer in
charge of the camp.

Another autobiography that deals extensively wiSHCAN isPattern of
Circles: An Ambassador's Stoby John Doliboig. Dolibois served at ASHCAN as one
of the interrogators so he dealt with the prisom¢BSHCAN on a daily basis, and
certainly more than Andrus got to know some of thBilibois gives the best published

account of how the camp ran. He also provides aelknt insight into the interrogation

® Burton C. Andrus| Was the Nuremberg JailéNew York: Coward-McCann, 1969).
® John DoliboisPattern of Circles: An Ambassador’s Stgient, Ohio: Kent State University Press,
1989).
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process at the camp, including many details ofitbe¢he prisoners led while at the
camp. Although his book provided important insighit®ut the camp, the book is
anecdotal rather than analytical in its discussibtine prison.

Numerous other books provide an inside look bothejail in Nuremberg and
the prison at Spandau where seven Nazis convittddramberg served time their
sentences. Douglas Kelley?? Cells in Nurember§,written in 1947, provides an
insider’s look at the war criminals. However, Kgllkgpends his entire book talking about
being the psychiatrist and the 1Q and Rorschadh tesgave the prisoners, and he fails
to tell much about the individuals and what theig sk also does not provide much of a
look at the operation of the prison. Much like Anslrbook, this book is more about
Kelley than anything else. Other, better, insideedks about Nuremberg prison have
come out over the last twenty years, such as Lemdedsohn’sThe Nuremberg
Interview$ and G.M. Gilbert'sNuremberg Diary.Both of these books provide much
better sketches of the war criminals than doesefelGoldensohn and Gilbert both
played similar roles at Nuremberg as Kelly, busthevorks are a great deal more
insightful, concentrating more on the prisoners l@sd about IQ and Rorschach tests
performed on the men.

Other books about Allied prisons for high valuedzidahave different insight on

the high value Nazis in prison. The first booklubttype is Jack Fishmanihe Seven

" Douglas M. Kelley22 Cells In Nuremberg: A Psychiatrist Examineshtagi Criminals New York:
Greenberg, 1947).

8 Leon Goldensohithe Nuremberg Interviews: an American Psychiasi§tonversations with the
Defendants and Witness¢dew York: Vintage Books, 2005).

° G.M. Gilbert,Nuremberg Diary lew York: New American Library, 1947).
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Men of Spandatf’ Fishman, a British reporter, wrote the story f&f it Spandau Prison

for these men. His account is mildly sensationdl gromises to tell the reader what these
Nazis will do when they get out of prison. He wrtte book with the cooperation of the
prisoners’ families, but the book only tries toaghkty on these men and their families.

A much better account of Spandau Prison is Albpee8sSpandau: The Secret
Diaries, which he wrote ostensibly while in prisbh The book has an interesting
combination of various reflections on his timehe Nazi hierarchy and his day- to- day
life in the camp, including how he kept busy anthemf the petty squabbles among the
men in the prison. However, Speer continues a geoke started at Nuremberg and tries
to show himself as the repentant Nazi. In many waysch of this book is simply
propaganda promoting Speer, propaganda that sexesed later fell apart under the
scrutiny of Gitta Serent?

Another book written about Spandau takes a comnipldiferent approach.
Norman W. Goda’'Jales From Spandau: Nazi Criminals and the Cold Waows how
the seven prisoners at Spandau became pawns @otdéVar disputes between the West
and the Soviet Uniol? Perhaps the most interesting aspect of this bette decision
making process that went into the early releas®ofe of these prisoners for health
reasons. The Four Powers that ran the camp did/auatt anyone dying in the prison for

fear it would become some type of Neo-Nazi shrine.

10 Jack FishmariThe Seven Men of Spandaie{v York: Rinehart & Co., 1954).

1 Albert SpeerSpandau: the Secret Diari¢ew York: MacMillan Publishing Co., 1976).

12 Gitta SerenyAlbert Speer: His Battle with the TrufNew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1995).

13 Norman W. GodaTales from Spandau: Nazi Criminals and the Cold {@ambridge University Press,
20086).
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The final aspect of the historiography for thissgigation is within the context of
the International Military Tribunal Trial that beg&n November 1945. There are several
good accounts of the trials. Most, however, ar&igded to the trial and do not provide
much background where information on ASHCAN coutdfdund.

Tyranny on Trial: The Evidence at NurembésgWhitney R. Harris is very
specific to the trial* The book provides some background informationhenNazi
regime but moves immediately into the trial. It@sva good account of the trial and how
the prosecutors proved each of the indictmentstigtarote the book with the
cooperation of Justice Robert Jackson and RoberéystThere is a distinct bias in that
very little is made of the witness stand confrantag between Jackson and Goering.
Goering usually gets credit for outdueling Jacksorthe stand by other authors such as
Telford Taylor. However, this book makes no attetopdeal with the evidence process.

One of the best accounts of the trial is Ann arfthJbusa’sThe Nuremberg
Trial.*™This account of the Nuremberg Trials covers theriige and scope of the trial,
including information about the capture of soméhaf inmates, and even spends about
four pages on ASHCAN. This book provides a verydsoVerview of the trial. This is a
very good one volume account of the entire procegdand a very good starting point
for someone wanting to learn about the trial.

Another outstanding account of the trials is Bradte Smith’'sReaching
Judgment at Nurember§ This is the first of two outstanding books Smittote on the

trials. He provides an authoritative account ofgihecess of developing the tribunal in

1 Whitey R. HarrisTyranny on Trial: The Evidence at Nurembéxew York: Barnes and Noble, 1995).
15 Ann Tusa and John TusBhe Nuremberg TrialNew York: Skyhorse Publishing, 2010).
16 Bradley F. Smith, Reachintudgment at Nurembeftlew York: Basic Books, 1977).
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the first place. Smith spent a great deal of tix@aning how the judges reached their
verdicts on each defendant. While it contains mgjl@ibout the interrogations, the book
provides a thorough understanding of the proceskisgmberg.

Another very good account e Anatomy of the Nuremberg Trislg Telford
Taylor!Taylor, an associate prosecutor at the IMT triatame lead prosecutor of the
subsequent Trials that took place from 1947 thrdl@49. This book provides a true
insider’s account of the entire process, from thgifning of the American prosecution
team to the final verdicts in October 1946. Taygmes his evaluation of most members
of the prosecution teams of each country. He doegull many punches and is
extremely critical of Justice Jackson. For examipdepoints out the numerous problems
when the Jackson made the mistake of incorrectigtitying Gustav Krupp, but wanting
to try his son Alfried with the exact same crimesaa expedience, something the other
Allied powers would not stand for. His account déss not jU.S.t the course of the
trial, but Taylor offers a great deal of insightarthe entire process.

Eugene Davidson'$he Trial of the Germans: Nuremberg 1945-1%16nother
excellent study of the tridf. This work focuses on the defendants more thaieearl
accounts. He provides a biography of each deferatahgoes into detail regarding the
charges against each man. Davidson’s account @mewadlear understanding of each

defendant’s sentence.

7 Telford Taylor,The Anatomy of the Nuremberg Triale(v York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1992).
18 Eugene DavidsorThe Trial of the Germans: Nuremberg: 1945-198éw York: MacMillan Company,
1966).
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The final book that deserves mention is Richardr@@sénterrogations: The Nazi
Elite in Allied Hands, 1945° Overy does not discuss the actual trials but rathe
focU.S.es on the interrogations of the prisoneespkbvides an overview of the
imprisonment of these men before they went to, toliéring information about the
various prisons where the defendants stayed b#fexearrived at Nuremberg and after.
However, Overy concentrates almost exclusivelynderrogations performed by the
Office of U.S. Counsel for the Prosecution of Aisminality at Nuremberg. The book
contains several very long passages from intertagaat Nuremberg, but it pays almost
no attention to interrogations performed anywhdse,esuch as ASHCAN. The book
yields interesting information, but Overy concetdgsaon a handful of the war criminals
and spends no time on other Nazis. The book isilbat seems incomplete.

The Nuremberg Trials is the focus of many of the@eeks. Most studies of
postwar internees and trials do not mention ASHCYANen the camp is mentioned, it is
authors or historians describing the failure of¢henp because it did not provide
prosecutable evidence for the IMT trials. This wdiffers because it acknowledges that
ASHCN did not provide evidence for the trials, petformed another mission.
ASHCAN provided information on the background df tfefendants and their roles in
the government of the Third Reich. It also prepdahsse men for the trials by giving
them an opportunity to regain their health whiléting them in a relaxed and cooperative
mood that would later help the prosecution prefareases. The sheer amount of time
these men spent being interrogated made them mopecative by the time they did face

tougher questioning by the IMT. ASHCAN has not reed much scholarly attention.

9 Richard Overy|nterrogations: The Nazi Elite in Allied Hands, BoNew York: Viking, 2001).
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For example, neither of the excellent works by BrgdF. Smith mention ASHCAN or
Mondorf in their indexes. The camp became a foetmomost histories on the postwar
period and IMT trials. This dissertation will shexbre light on the time spent in custody
by top Nazis leaders before some of them appeartebidocket at the International
Military Tribunal in Nuremberg.
Outline

The following outline of the chapters and appensijp®vides the framework on
which the thesis is defended. Each chapter provitisrial important to understanding
the operation of the camp and the successes dacefathat occurred while explaining
why some aspects of the camp worked and othemsalidChapter Two is devoted to the
conditions prevailing in Germany at the end ofwa and into the beginnings of the
American occupation. This chapter deals with tliegee issues, Displaced Persons,
concentration camp survivors, former Allied prisenef war and German prisoners of
war. It also deals with the creation of Americariitany government, attempts at De-
Nazification, the capture of high value prisonarsd the creation of the International
Military Tribunal. This chapter sets up the broadtext in which ASHCAN is located.
The chapter demonstrates how the Allies reactéldetsever strains put on their
manpower and resources in the hectic atmosphehe gfostwar period, while showing
the lack of preparation for postwar justice whemfighting ended. ASHCAN’s
successes and failures can only be assessed thptagyhg it within this broader context
of postwar Europe.

The next chapter, Chapter Three, describes lifgsSRICAN, providing a look at

how the Americans prepared ASHCAN for its prisonererms of the modifications to
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the hotel and the regulations governing the catmgdso provides information on the
American staff at the camp and their qualificatiolis important aspect of this chapter is
the relationships and antagonisms that developidelee all factions, guards,
interrogators, prisoners, Nazis, military leadarsd German bureaucrats. At the
beginning of the camp, the Americans seemed td tiie Germans represented a single
block who got along and had the same beliefs; hewdhey shortly found out that many
factions existed between the various groups of @aenAlso, disagreements in
procedures and purposes led to problems betweegutrds and the interrogators.

Chapter Four describes the camp after it becamteopbk S.FET (United States
Forces European Theater), and the routine the cewgloped over two months. Also,
the author explains the arrival and work of the S&uCommission, which is the first
serious attempt by the U.S. Army Historical Divisim compile detailed histories of the
Nazi era using military and civilian professiongithered together because of their
expertise on Germany. A very important aspect gf¢hapter is the discovery of the
prison by media outlets, destroying the quiet dmltering aspects of the camp and
eventually helping bring about its demise as th& vially appeared ready to begin the
prosecution of the inmates.

The fifth chapter looks at the interrogation methoded by various groups and
the types of information they tried to collect. $inanges from the largely biographical
information and understanding of the Nazi governinbgrthe interrogators assigned to
ASHCAN, to the Shuster Commission, which sought imaicthe same information, but

in a much more detailed form, and finally, the rndgators for the IMT, who tried to
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gather evidence with which to prosecute these peiso The contrast of the different
type of interviews helps to explain the common emtion of Mondorf as a failure.

Chapter Seven provides conclusions derived fronetidence gathered in the
previous chapters. In it, the author reiteratesdweepurposes of this dissertation. It
provides conclusions about why the IMT thought ASNOwas a failure. It also explains
why ASHCAN was not a complete failure, highlightig successes in some of its
missions.

Two appendices follow the main text. Appendix Apdes biographical outlines
of all of the high value prisoners at ASHCAN. Indéd in these outlines are the
impressions of the prisoners provided by the Mohihderrogators which provide
interesting views of the Nazi and German elite. &ix B describes the fate of the
prisoners at Mondorf who faced Allied justice. imbéd are the charges brought against

them and their sentences.
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Chapter Two
The End of the War and its Aftermath

The spring of 1945 was a heady time for the Albeahies with the end of the war
in sight. In early March the United States Army ag&d to seize a bridge across the
Rhine River at Remagen that opened the floodgatehé armies in the west to pour into
Germany. On April 16 the armies of the Soviet Unlewmmched a three-pronged assault
centered on Berlin, under the leadership of Massdlaukov in the center, Rokossovsky
in the north and Konev in the south, that ultimated to the capture of Berlin. On May 1
came the announcement (on German radio) that Hiiddldrdied “at the head of the heroic
defenders of the Reich capitdl Grand Admiral Karl Doenitz, Hitler's designated
successor, was unable to reach Berlin. Doenitzectmstart his new government in the
northern naval base at Flensburg. By May 8 the @esillies forced this new
Government to sign a surrender in Rheims, FranberevGeneral Eisenhower had his
headquarters. The next day a similar event tookeplia Berlin where the Germans
formally surrendered to Soviet forces. About tweekeelater, British soldiers arrested
everyone at Doenitz’ headquarters and broughstbrial end Hitler's Thousand Year
Reich.

All decisions made on U.S., British and French @gotame through the
headquarters of the Supreme Headquarters Alliee@dikpnary Force (SHAEF). SHAEF
implemented all of the decisions on postwar ocaopabften taking its lead from
civilian governmental decisions. Once SHAEF isstnese orders, the individual armies

often implemented the decisions in different wdogd, achieving essentially the same

2 Quoted in lan Kershahe End: The Defiance and Destruction of Hitlersrany, 1944-1948New
York: Penguin Press, 2011), 346.
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result. “While SHAEF existed the British and Ameamcefforts in military government
were combined. The British established a trainetgpsl in England similar to ours in
Charlottesville, Virginia. The latter school hadealdy furnished the American contingent

21 Before the end of the war

of the military government organizations in Sicliyd Italy.
the Allies drew up plans for the occupation of Gany, but they did not know how long
Germany could hold out. No one knew whether theansnof a National Redoubt in
Bavaria were true or not. Would German citizenspevate with Allied soldiers as
essentially a replacement for their now defeatede@onent? All of the countries
liberated by the Allies since the invasion of Nondg on June 6, 1944 resisted Hitler,
and the Allies did not have a difficult time findjocal civilians capable of running the
cities. However, Germany was different. The Alldesided to pursue a course of
“denazification,” refusing at first to use anyonghna Nazi past. The Allies did not have
enough of their own Civil Affairs units available tun all of the villages, towns, and
cities they occupied. While both the United Statied England trained personnel
specifically to serve as administrators, the needHese men outweighed their
availability. The U.S. estimated in it needed tortr12,000 officers and men for Civil
Affairs duty and in the end this still did not peto be enough men. This often left the
duty to combat officers untrained for the positmrat best holding an Army Field
Manual (FM 27) describing how to administer an area

Although the Western Allies knew about the conciin camps, they did not

really see one for themselves until April 11, 194%en US forces reached Buchenwald.

Close to the same time the British forces liberd&ethen-Belsen, a concentration camp

2 Dwight D. EisenhowelCrusade in EuropgNew York: Doubleday and Co., 1948), 433.
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near Celle, in northwestern Germany. A typhus epideaged in this camp, and many of
the survivors left died within a few weeks of thidieration. Other liberated people in
poor condition included millions of slave laborérsught to Germany to work in
factories during the war, who suffered from poacaltiteand malnutrition.

The refugee crisis included more than the plightafcentration camp survivors
and foreign slave labor. This issue came in twanfrcivilians left homeless by the
incessant Allied bombings and those Germans fletinige west to escape the advancing
Soviet armies. Many of these refugees were wonteldren and old people, who fled
toward western German cities already without enadoegim for their own civilian
populations, which exacerbated the shelter and éoigds facing the western Allies.

Large numbers of prisoners of war presented ang#t@us issue, not just a
problem regarding the millions of Germans soldad SS troops surrendering, but also
the thousands of Allied soldiers in German custmlyl the end of the war. In the case of
western Allied prisoners, repatriation of other tees Allied prisoners merely involved
turning them over to the appropriate country. Hosveliberating soldiers from the
Soviet Union proved a major problem. No immediagxhanism existed to return them
to the Soviet Union, and many simply did not wango back. Additionally, the Allies
had the problem that while Soviet prisoners of e@uld still be housed in the prison
until their return, they could not be locked up dese they were no longer prisoners.
Many refused to follow the orders of the Allies atdight would sometimes travel in
gangs attacking German civilians, stealing, rapamgl, in some cases, killing them.

The other side of the coin was German prisonevganf As the war ended, Allied

armies rounded up millions of Germans in uniforreef@rowding became a problem,
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and this resulted in many prisoners imprisonedifys in open fields with guards and a
couple of strands of barb wire to keep them in@la€o save on rations, General Dwight
Eisenhower requested a redesignation of German POWsarmed enemy forces.’

This would allow the Allies to provide a smallerilgaation to these prisoners than
required by the Geneva Convention. The Combine@f€laf Staff permitted this change
in March 1945, before the vast number of Germasopers overwhelmed Allied
resources. The Allies compiled lists of tens ofugends of Germans wanted for war
crimes and checked all POWSs very closely, with gppéacus on SS soldiers and police.
Anyone in a Waffen SS uniform immediately came ursiespicion, but the Allies
screened all captured soldiers looking for these.rmd#ied forces also looked for leading
Nazi officials, including Hitler, in spite of radi@ports of his death, and those implicated
in specific war crimes, such as the Malmedy Massaghich left many American

officials with a thirst for revenge. The Allies wiad to capture as many high value Nazis,
those who played important roles in the Third Reashpossible. As the Allied armies
rolled into Germany, the lists of suspected wamarals grew into the hundreds of
thousands.

Some of the high value Nazis proved easy to capkmeinstance, Goering did
not present much of a challenge. Almost happy tagay from the SS, he made a quick
agreement for his surrender with the Americans. Acaa troops arrested Franz von
Papen on his estate. Hjalmar Schacht would bedibdrfrom a concentration camp and
then imprisoned. At first, these men stayed ah#msdquarters of the unit or Army Group
that captured them. By the middle of May SHAEF@i®@me Headquarters Allied

Expeditionary Force) decided that they should bstipdoused in one central location.
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At first, the Allies held some of them at Spa, Betg. Shortly thereafter, SHAEF G-2
(military Intelligence) decided they should be mave a larger facility, the Palace Hotel
and Casino at Mondorf les Bains, Luxembourg. Apprately fifty high value Nazi
officers and government officials were internedehentil they were transferred to
Nuremberg, Germany in August 1945 for the Inteoradl Military Tribunal (IMT) trial.

These high value Nazis posed another problem @Athes in the spring of
1945; Allied leaders had not yet agreed about whdb with them. In the fall of 1944,
US leaders had begun to discuss how to try thesNazithe crimes they committed.
However, since at first President Roosevelt agragd Churchill’'s idea of “executive
justice” for the Nazi leaders that also found fawath both Joseph Stalin and Winston
Churchill, it was an uphill struggle. Churchill usthe term, “executive justice” as a
euphemism for summary executions. When the warceimd®lay, the Allied powers had
not made a final decision regarding these prisortengas the middle of summer before
the formation of the U.S. team for the Internatiavditary Tribunal. The British were
slightly behind the Americans with the Soviets &neinch even further behind. This
proved costly in terms of both time and opportuasythe victorious powers started to
prepare for the first of the Nuremberg Trials.

Creation of Military Government in Germany

At the end of the First World War, the United Ssafemy occupying Germany
did not receive proper training for occupation duitythe years between the wars, the
army did very little to change this situation besamost in the military could not
imagine U.S. involvement in another European wanveler, in 1940, the Army War

College produced two documents, FM 27-IBe Rules of Land Warfarand FM 27-5,
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Military Governmenin an attempt to provide American forces with sdyasic rules
should this event occur again. These manuals “wewdshtually be regarded as the Old
and New Testaments of American military governniéhtWhen war seemed imminent,
the idea of creating a unit within the militarydeal with issues of military government
“seemed to them too remote and too vague to jugifgrting officers who were needed
to train the expanding army®

In February 1944, the Civil Affairs units becamdiasion, the European Civil
Affairs Division, with a force of about eight tharsd men. The first company was put
under the control of the U.S. First Army to asidErance. Civil Affairs trained units to
help in any of the liberated countries, althoughrny presented the biggest possible
challenge. In the liberated countries, the Amersceould rely on help from local
officials to run various aspects of administratibat in Germany, since most of the
officials had ties to the Nazis, these officialsiicbnot be used to help run operations. In
early September 1944, the first units actuallyadiin Germany, first in Roetgen outside
of Aachen, and then Aachen itself.

Putting a military government in territories madgfpct sense as units captured
territory, but military authorities had not detenad how soon American civilian
authorities would replace the military units. Gedétisenhower did not wish to
administer Germany any longer than necessary dffiahof 1944 a few more issues
came up including, 1: a revised handbook for mijfifgersonnel about governing

Germany and 2) Henry Morganthau, the Secretargefteasury, and his desire for

22 Earl Ziemke The US Army in the Occupation of Germany, 1944-19#shington, D.C: Center of
Military History United Sates Army, 1975), 4.
% bid, 5.
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severe economic sanctions against Germany to préwecountry from becoming a
strong industrial power again. The military mantinat came out was not harsh enough
on the Germans during occupation, at least in timelsnof Morgenthau and Roosevelt. At
almost the same time, Morganthau began to insersdif into postwar planning with his
demand to reduce Germany to farmland that onlywatbfor subsistence living by the
German people. This plan carried the day for & hbinee with Roosevelt and even got
approval from Winston Churchill at the Quebec Cosfiee in August 1943. However,
eventually Roosevelt, while still wanting tough tmhin Germany, came to realize that
Morgenthau had “pulled a boner” with his plansBmstwar German$ The squabble
over how to administer Germany would not be onlyAamerican issue, but also of great
concern for Great Britain, and, to a lesser extietSoviet Union.

A working policy for the units in military governmecame by cable from
SHAEF on November 9, 1944. This document gave umitise field seven missions to
fulfill:

1. Imposition of the will of the Allies upon occupiégkermany.

2. Care, control, and repatriation of displaced Unitiadions nationals and
minimum care necessary to control enemy refugegasplaced Persons.

3. Apprehension of war criminals.

4. Elimination of Nazism-fascism, German militarisine tNazi hierarchy, and their
collaborators.

5. Restoration and maintenance of law and order,raasféhe military situation
permits.

6. Protection of United Nations property, control eftain properties, and
conservation of German foreign exchange assets.

7. Preservation and establishment of suitable admatigh to the extent required to
accomplish the above directives.

24 1bid, 105-106.
% bid,108.
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These objectives did not include any attempt torowe the lot of the local population.
Roosevelt clearly believed that all of Germany stidne punished, which explains his
initial embrace of Morganthau’s plan for postwar@any.

Once Civil Affairs Division (CAD) personnel arrigen German cities and
villages, their functions included anything necegs$a keep the village or city viable.
They had to register all German civilians and maéeisions about whom they could put
in various jobs. This was a complicated processitivalved determining the degree
someone had been involved in the Nazi governmeki @ersonnel needed to discern
whether they were ardent Nazis or just someonemneeded party membership to remain
in his job. They tried to sort this out, often witle help of the local clergy, which the
CAD considered to be above politics.

De-Nazification

A primary concern of Americans as they entered Gaegrand occupied towns
would be “De-Nazification.” Simply put, the Amerimawanted no Germans with links to
the Nazi Party in any governmental position. Howerearly every member of German
society who worked in any government job belongethé Nazi Party. Certainly,
community leaders and officials all had Nazi affions, although many protested they
became party members simply to obtain employmethiagivance in their careers. While
viewed by the Nazis as a method to incorporateénty into all facets of German
society, as W. Friedmann statesTime Allied Military Government of Germarifi]f the

Nazi regime had intended to make things as contplicas possible for the allies, it
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could not have chosen a better methdrhe Nazi government allowed some political
dissenters to stay in plain sight with restrictiemstheir behavior, while others were sent
to concentration camps. There were few bureausratiages, towns and cities who had
no party affiliation, and these individuals usuallg not have the qualifications
necessary for the important jobs.

The Americans sought to determine the degree ¢y pé#iliation among
Germans through the use of thegeboger(questionnaires). “A deceptively simple-
looking questionnaire, thieragebogerrequired the respondent to list all his memberships
in National Socialist and military organizationsdao supply a variety of other
information concerning his salary, associations, @amployment back to the pre-Hitler

period.”?’

Through a series of routine questions, the Aliie=l to figure out who had
party affiliations and each respondent’s degreiewadlvement with the Nazi Party..
Anyone seeking employment in occupied areas hét tut one of these questionnaires.
Even most of the prisoners held at “ASHCAN” werquieed to fill out this deceptively
simple questionnaire.

Since Allied bombing devastated many German cérestowns, infrastructure
such as waterlines and power plants were not apeedt Plant managers and city
officials frequently fled when the allied forcestemd a town for fear of arrest or death.
In some cases, local military officials ordered ¢vacuation of the town. In such cases,

there was no one able to fix damaged infrastructdeambers of CAD often found

themselves in situations requiring improvisatiofliedl planning had counted on towns

% W. FriedmannThe Allied Military Government of Germafiyondon: Stevens & Sons Limited, 1974),
112,
?7 Ziemke,147.
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being able to take care of themselves. Howeverdévastation of the Allied bombing of
many German towns left them with few working faei, often many fewer buildings
than needed to house what remained of the locallptipn and, of those buildings,
American military personnel regularly took the blegiidings. The CAD did not expect
food to be a problem for the civilian populationt expected to be a problem, quickly
became one because in many cases local civiliamditdry stores of food had been
looted, and there was not enough food to get pabpbeigh the coming winter of 1945-
46. The harvest of 1945 was poor due to a lacleopfe available to tend and harvest
crops, which put a great strain on the Allies mvstg off starvation among Germany’s
civilian population. In the aftermath of the suden SHAEF set the maximum daily
food ration at 1550 calories for most people, ltibns of around 1,000 calories were
more the norm. Indispensable people, such as adimmrkers and miners, were entitled
to as much as 2,000 calories a day although titliseditwell below what they needed to
maintain their healtf®

Initial steps in the De-Nazification process invedvgrouping people into one of
five categories: 1) Major offenders, 2) Offend&@sl.esser Offenders, 4) Followers, and
5) Persons exonerated. Occupation authorities aitoafly arrested persons in the first
group and sent them to detention camps. Thoseeisgbond category were generally
used as common laborers. It was continually a grag to determine who fell into what
category. As time went on and CAD found a reliapleup of German civilian for local
administration and the De-Nazification courts, freericans delegated the entire process

to the Germans. De-Nazification troubled militagvgrnment personnel and many

Bpid, 273-274.
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thought that “if they made a completely clean swefjhe party members, they were
going to have to run the country with old men uthté next generation grew up’’Part
of the distinction issues would be cleared up withenAmericans introduced the
FragebogenPeople who were party members before 1933 would tiee major
offenders group, party members who joined betw&38kand 1937 generally became
part of the second, but, in 1937, the Nazis matéatthat all civil servants had to
become members of the party. Party membershitgdan after 1937 often did not
preclude someone from a position in the occupiednaanities because it had been
necessary for employment during the years of thedTReich.

During the initial stages of occupation, the Allfeared that the Germans would
create some type of National Redoubt in the monstand keep fighting the Allied
armies as guerillas for years to come. This didnagpen, but the Allies also feared
resistance by the local population and the Gernsanofi“Werwolf, allegedly
spontaneous, Nazi-sponsored, German Guerilla adéerground resistance
organization® started by Himmler late in the war. The one anly &nown success of
these groups came with the assassination of Fraperhof, the American installed
Oberbuergermeister of Aachen. This single inciderfficed to keep the Allies more
vigilant and suspicious of the local population.

While the Allies were not sure exactly what to extpef the German population in
occupied areas, the reality turned out to be magtlgt and orderly people doing the
work the Allies told them to perform. The westeriiegs did not have many problems

with the German population. German civilians gelem@esented no difficulty for the

2 bid, 380-381.
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victors. During the initial occupation phase in amdund Aachen, almost no disturbances
involving the German population occurred. Any peshs that existed, such as occasional
sniping, could easily be explained away as the wodi®erman soldiers still in the

vicinity.®*

Displaced Persons (DPs)

One situation that the Allies knew would createiessand tax the resources of the
armies was that of Displaced Persons (DPs). Timeteled the remnants of foreign
workers brought into Germany, mostly involuntaritpm the occupied countries to
work in factories and farms during the war. Thei@dlestimated over five million DPs
from throughout Germany, but they were not surenmthes would happen. According to
Ziemke's research, in January 1945 the Americahsltad 29 DPs on hand, Poles who
at this point still had no way to get home. Germhag done an excellent job of keeping
foreign workers, a terrible but invaluable assat® German war effort, out of Allied
hands, by moving them with the German armies asriteeated, not unlike the way in
which the Nazis tried to remove the able bodiedhfemncentration camps in the east
when the Soviets marched into Germany beginninkaimuaryl945. However, in March
1945, once the western forces crossed the Rhieg afcountered more and more
displaced foreign nationals. By the end of Marble,number of DPs swelled to 145,000
within the Allied bridgehead across the Rhine. lispd Persons strained the Allies’
resources, because they had to be fed, housedatrdlted, and kept out of harm’s way

as much as possible once in Allied hands.

3lbid, 142-144.
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In planning for DPs, the Displaced Persons ExeelfdPX) was in a gray area
because the armies were not in a position to dhidse people around but the Allied
armies were the first to encounter them. The Alieped that, at the very least, the
foreign nationals working on German farms would sthere they found enjoyed access
to both food and shelter. Unfortunately for theidd| when liberated Displaced Persons
often merely packed up and headed for home, cgeatian more transportation
problems, because they joined the refugees flegesy to avoid the Russians as the
Allied armies continued to drive east.

Housing for Displaced Persons generally came ieetlaistinct types. The first of
these was the casern camp, usually a former nyildampound with large buildings
available for multiple uses. The second type, lsks@amps, had previously held foreign
workers or former concentration camp prisonershifdttype, dwelling-house, often
involved occupying an entire village and forcing the former residents. Of course,
being housed in a building did not necessarily ntearbuilding was intact. Often
partially destroyed buildings would be used to leoD®&s and the structures often without
running water and electricity. Although the Amensgrovided most DP housing in one
of the above types, nearly any space available typen fields to old castles could hold
Displaced Persons on at least a temporary BaSisme army or UNRRA personnel
simply used entire villages or parts of a largertar city to house Displaced Persdns.
This created a temporary solution to housing DReeaexpense of the local German

population.

32 bid, 46.
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Supplying these impromptu camps proved to be atmigie. Provisions such as
bedding, blankets, clothes, food, medical carearydservice which the DPs might need
had to be organized. Securing these provisionssatchme at the expense of the local
German population. Once the Americans exhausted tesources, the military stepped
in to close the gap and provide these essentiaksnilitary received help from groups
such as the Red Cross to provide items for the Blrgesources remained strained from
the beginning and it took over a year before thiteywe under firm control. Many of
these problems ended when DPs returned their hoorgrges. The reduction in numbers
alleviated the situation and by the time the fyesir ended, the challenge that remained
involved mostly concentration camp survivors whaldaot be easily repatriated and the
German civilian population rather than DPs.

In the camps the “reception process began wittstiegion, then shifted
immediately to delousing, medical inspection, tingt imeal, and finally giving out soap,
blankets, and cooking and eating utenslifsThe Americans expected Germans to
provide food. Priorities in food dispersal placbd DPs above the German population.
This supported the American idea that if anyonaikhbe made to suffer in the postwar
climate, it should be the Germans. The amountad feach DP received varied from
place to place. The meals themselves came stdntiye basis of availability. The same
thing was often served at each meal. Staples indret at this time included split-pea
soup, as well as cabbage sodp.

The sheer number of DPs encountered in April angl M85 meant that not

nearly enough trained people, either soldiers filoenCAD or workers from UNRRA,
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could be found to handle the volume of people. Alied armies reassigned many
soldiers and some more specialized individuals sisathoctors to special units to deal
immediately with the influx of DPs. Soldiers taudgifttm the lessons learned in Italy,
found crowd control as their first responsibiliBllied soldiers rounded up Displaced
Persons into camps and then, ideally using miliegiyipment or trains, sent on their way
home.

Although the camps segregated males and femakas, were still some
problems. Mark Wyman quotes Bernard Warrach, UNRRAM | welfare officer:
“There was a tremendous disorder. It was a shamblesy had defecated all over. There
were incredible scenes of people fornicating indbems... At the start we just and
dished out C rations, talking with the peopt&.”

As Oliver J. Frederickson points out:

The maintenance of law and order among DisplacesbRe was a
difficult task. Many of the DPs expressed their @yiberation by

indulging in wild and unauthorized shooting, olinmmediate and

widespread looting of German homes, stores, andhwaises. Numerous

armed robberies and other felonies were attribtdg¢dem. Stringent

control measures were instituted, but outbreakawliessness continued

to be a recurring cause of concern to the militarthorities for a long

time to come. Tactical troops were occasionallyduserestore order. It is

probable that wartime Allied propaganda inciting DPs to commit acts

of sabotage against the Germans was partly instrtahie creating an

atmosphere of lawlessness after their liberatiawéier, the expected
acts of revenge on a large scale against the Gerdidmot materializé’

3 Mark Wyman,DPs: Europe’s Displaced Persons, 1945¢Blew York: Cornell University Press, 1998),
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The DP issue created “an avalanche of problemth&war-weakened liberated
countries and spreading disease, typhus in paaticatross Europé®The Allies
successfully curbed the spread of typhus with theeibpment and use of DDT. DDT
‘dustings’ became a constant source of irritatimnDPs. “Dusting greeted them upon
their arrival, was repeated in succeeding monthg,cantinued until every nook and

cranny of their living areas, clothing, and bodie=e very familiar with DDT powder*®

Since the Americans knew DPs would need a greaiodéaIp to recover and
return home, they formed the Displaced Personsixec(DPX). “In creating the DPX,
SHAEF conferred on Displaced Persons a distingigtus in the occupation and
established an administration that was separatertee extent from both military
government and the tactical comman@fsit’also went a long way to work on the second
commitment of military government as outlined in5d%f the “care, control and
repatriation” of Displaced Persons. SHAEF creategtall policy for the American,

British and French in the handling of DPs, althougplementation varied from ally to

ally.

The Allies knew they had to address what would &ty become a huge
number of refugees, but the Allies also did nothwistie up military personnel and

resources while still fighting a war. They expedbetp from the United Nations Relief
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and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA&)to develop camps for DPs until they could
be repatriated.

The Allies made an agreement with UNRRA in Novembéd4 that all of the
material needs of DPs would be the responsibiit$l8AEF including food, shelter,
clothing, healthcare and sanitation. Another aspeder the auspices of SHAEF would
be maintaining control over the DPs. Once the arfisecured and organized DP camps
after the war, personnel of UNRRA and ession Militaire de Liaison Administrative
(MMLA), groups of women from the London area orgaal by the Free French, carried
out the staffing and administration of the DP camps

It cost money to take care of Displaced Persongirgttthe chief military officer
in the area approved all costs, and the Americditanyi paid these costs. As time went
on and local German administrators were placeasition, the cost of taking care of the
DPs transferred to the Germans, although still witérsight from the local Allied
military authorities. An odd aspect of the problemi®isplaced Persons was that it
strengthened early contact between the militarii@ities and the German people. This
early need for some degree of cooperation betweeGermans and their Allied
occupiers began the process of creating a degrieesbbetween the two groups. As DPs
came into camps, the Allies needed to search fesiple war criminals. Coordination
between military and German civilian officials,set up by the Americans, actually
helped ease tensions between the two groups. Thenilitary quickly developed a

working relationship with German civilians.
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Showing forethought, some charitable groups irethed countries held clothing
drives to provide clothing for the DPs. Another euof clothing, Allied military
uniforms would be dyed blue to differentiate theont clothing for military and civilian
use. As Mark Wyman points out, many DPs wore gyeatsmatched clothes in the
immediate postwar periotf

The DPX repatriated as many Displaced Personsssie using the resources
of SHAEF. In this the DPX relied on military coranders with the use of military
equipment, such as trucks returning from forwamharafter dropping off supplies that
then filled up with DPs and stopped at designass@mmbly points. Once assembled, they
were given help to find their way home. Some haddtk although the Allies did try to
find transportation, or at least set up fixed peiwhere ship or rail transportation was
available. Through May and June 1945, a quick reolmoccurred as most DPs from
western European countries returned home. By tHet@ctober, the DPX'’s efforts
reduced the majority of the 2,230,000 DPs helcheydS 13' and 8" Army Groups to
474,000. Of these, 224,000 could not be returneldizerefore considered
unrepatriatable, such as Yugoslavians who hadteotion of returning to their countries
under Communist domination. Other nationalitiesrfrihe east, such as Poles, slowly
returned home, but the trips home to areas coattdiy the Soviets were a slow
process?

Concentration Camp Survivors
The Soviets found the first concentration camphéeast. The Russians allowed

the publication of pictures in 1944 a month aftexytliberated Majdanek, near Lublin in
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southeastern Poland. However, the Soviets didmotm their Allies of an even larger
camp at Auschwitz until after V-E DdJAs the Soviets pushed further west into
Germany, the Nazis started a new tactic with comagan camp victims: they would
shoot as many as they could, leave the dead and tghind, and move the rest of the
camp population west with them. In rare cases, theyed by rail, but for the most part
these victims of Hitler's savage regime had to walkey walked as long as they could,
with some dropping dead during the walk. Others,exhausted to move, were killed by
the guards at the end of the line. Gregor Dallasarked that: “There was a constant
sound of rifle shots at the back of the columh<dJallas estimates the total number of
camp inmates sent on these marches at around T5@)8@ the estimate of deaths on
these marches is between 250,000 and 375,000. Wiassurvived the march found
themselves at new concentration camps so thatelseewn Allies discovered a mixed
population of inmates at the camps when they lieeran the spring of 1945.

The Allies knew that they would encounter Nazi atcation camps, but until
April 1945 the British and Americans did not findyacamps. The Soviets had already
liberated several camps, but the full horror obtheamps had not yet been seen in the
west. The Allies in the west encountered a widéetyaof situations when they liberated
concentration camps. In some cases, the Alliesavooine upon a camp just after the
guards fled. Sometimes the guards just ran off smmdetimes they tried to kill as many
people as possible before they left. The westelieAéncountered a number of unique
situations. The United States Fourth Armored Dondiberated Buchenwald on April

11, 1945. As they approached the camp, they sam@mers marching in formation with

* Gregor Dallas1945: The War that Never End@dew Haven: Yale University Press, 2005), 255-256.
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whatever weapons they could find. They marchedationality groups heading east. The
division turned these survivors back to the cangpugon arrival in the camp found
former Communist inmates carrying weapons, guarthegcamp, protecting those inside
from any harm from the outside. Even in this cahgwever, the Jews in the ‘little camp’
were kept at arm’s length by the guaf8s.

At Buchenwald, the camp commander, SS Standartesfiifermann Pister,
insisted that he had done nothing wrong. He brotagether some of the more
significant prisoners and told them:

Since | have been in command of this camp the tionddf the
prisoners has been better, and | did what | caulgkt decent food; |
forbade ill treatment. If there have been executidnwvas only on orders

from Berlin. | have nothing to fear from the Amenccommand to whom
| shall present this camp in its present state.

Here we see an early example of the German officeastra that they were just
following orders.

Dachau proved a much different experience. WhigeSB guards started
preparations to move the inmates, they had natHfed when the U.S. #8nfantry
Division arrived on April 29, 1945. Any guard whwought of fighting was either killed
or forced to surrender. The next day, three triidiesl with food and medical equipment
arrived at the camp. An American military governmenit took control of the camp.
With a couple of days two evacuation hospitals ndawe These soldiers learned from
earlier mistakes about giving the survivors too mtand, which often killed them

because their bodies could not handle the shoaksdldiers gradually raised the calorie
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intake of the former prisoners, first doubling 8@ calories they received as inmates to
1200 and within a couple of weeks doubling thaimga 2400 calorie&®

Another example of a completely different circums&involved the small camp
found at Thecla, liberated by elements of the 8. Infantry Division on April 19,
1945. The day before this, the German guards atahm tried to eliminate as many of
those remaining in the camp as possible. They fbttweee hundred people into a wooden
barracks, then set it on fire, the guards shot aayanning away from the barracks. The
division used the local townspeople to bury theddeat outside of Leipzig’s most
exclusive cemetery, with survivors and even somer@aas laying flowers on the coffins
during service§?

Perhaps the worst situation of all occurred at BetBelsen, liberated by the
British army. Taking Bergen-Belsen came as a refldh agreement between the British
and Heinrich Himmler, which allowed most of the @#rds to leave. The British
entered the camp on April 15, 1945. They found Q3 @nburied bodies among 60,000
inmates, all in terrible condition. The first Bski medical help arrived “with only aspirin
and opium, and no surgical instruments and anéssti&? The mishandled response to
conditions in this camp resulted in the deaths ahyrmore prisoners, some of whom
might have been saved. Due to the conditions oténep, the British burned it to the
ground using flame throwing tanks. The British oalted those still alive to a DP camp at

Belsen.
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The Jews who survived concentration camps preseibed issues for the Allies
as the war ended. There were many sub groups atherdgws based on nationality and
economic concerns. The Allies thought of the Jesva single group but there were many
differences between the Jews. Most of the Jewsné&iermany had been camp survivors
from eastern European countries such as Polandyafynor among the 15,000 or so
German Jews who survived the war, mostly becawseltad non-Jewish spouses. These
groups often found themselves squabbling over attens. German Jews often looked
down on the eastern European Jews as uneducatetde ©ther hand, eastern European
Jews did not like the German Jews, “who spoke L#tneguage of the murderers*”

Nearly all of the eastern European Jew survivoesiad special medical attention. Other
issues of this sort appeared from time to timefir&t, the Allies categorized all Jews in
the camps as DPs. However, this posed problemsibedaws often ended up in quarters
with nationalities that had no love for the Jewhjch often included groups that had
assisted the Germans in their persecution of tivesBepeople in Europe. “Incidents
between Jews and other eastern Europeans occrgrpeehtly. There was violence
against the Jews, often designed to break up oekgtelebrations and, in one example,
Polish DPs demolished the Jewish prayer houseeicdmp, destroyed the Torah, and
shot at the rabbi>

Bavaria contained the largest single concentragf®urviving Jews in Germany
after the war, many eastern Europeans Jews whorlgeicerolved in the black market.
This occurred because they had no source of in@mddad to rely on Jewish relief

organizations that often sent them items that hiaiglavalue on the black market. In
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reality, probably no more Jews operated in thekohaarket than any other group of
displaced people, but their involvement fed inte ¢tid stereotypes spread by Nazi
propagandad’

Non-German Jews often faced the reality of havioglace left to call home. In
many cases Poland and other Eastern European iesutitt not want them back. Most
of these became fixtures in the DP camps as thedResk and several Jewish
organizations looked for a place to settle sungvdtany of them ultimately chose the
United States, Canada or Palestine to settle ie calatives or sponsorship could be
found. As Richard Bessel writes: “Sheltering in mvewded, often unsanitary camps,
their movements restricted, determined to leaver@ay but unable or unwilling to
return to eastern Europe, the Jewish DPs were athengost profoundly uprooted and
traumatized people in a continent full of uprocsed traumatized human being8.”

Surprisingly, some Jews in Germany began to re-lmymmunities. Even before
the war ended, British authorities allowed Jew€ahogne to hold services at the end of
April. By summer, several other communities alsgareholding services again. The
Jews of Germany proved a resilient group, comirtgobhiding, from concentration
camps or those who dealt with the public humiliatamd ridicule of being German Jews
because they had non-Jewish spouses. They rebotaidgdast from the ordeal,
although the emotional scars never went away.

A quick solution to getting Jews out of the DP camapd on to their new lives

might have been letting them go to Palestine. Tdwemment of Great Britain realized
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they could no longer support a vast colonial empitee British controlled mandate of
Palestine already had serious problems, and setiubugands of European Jews
promised to make matters worse. Therefore, Brifibials opposed moving Jews from
the DP camps to Palestine.

Recover Allied Military Personnel (RAMPS)

RAMP’s, Recovered Allied Military Personnel, refedrto Allied prisoners of war
liberated from German POW camps. Although the nusaee hard to determine, most
such POW'’s remained in Germany until the Germaresder, including citizens of
Allied countries who had served in the German Areither by choice or coercion. In
many cases, these soldiers came from nations ddfeatly in the war who the Germans
kept as laborers. As the Americans liberated th&IR8, they wanted to send them home
as soon as possible. As much as anything elsesthayped the resources of the
American armies because as Allied military persotimey received the same ration as a
U. S. Army private, 3,000 calories a day. Of couesein all matters, the Allies expected
the German civilian population to shoulder the leardf feeding all other people
displaced by the war. “Local German officials weskl how much food was needed and
that if they did not provide it, the military woutdep in and take what was needed from
stores, warehouses, or any place else it couldtmedf™®

Near the end of the war, as Germany found itsedf tighter and tighter vise
between the British and Americans to the West hedSbviets to the East, Germany
moved Allied prisoners with them lest they turnward and fight against them again.

Negotiations between the United States and GrettiBand Germany led to a standfast
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order. On April 22 the German government “agreel@ave all prisoners in camps upon
retreat of the German forces, and the United StatdBritish Governments guaranteed
that no prisoners recovered under the agreemenitibewreturned to active duty”This
greatly accelerated the recovery of RAMPs by thest&fa Allies. Within a week of this
order, the U.S. Third Army recovered over 15,000ehican prisoners, and even
liberated a camp containing over 100,000 prisoaknse on April 29, 1948

Removing these soldiers from the frontlines wasanptiority for the Americans,
and usually only empty supply trucks heading backatmp moved them to the rear.
Once the war ended, moving these men to the reanitea higher priority, and they
were flown out on planes heading to the rear, asyraa 30,000 a day. Nearly all
American prisoners had been repatriated by theoéMhy. When they flew back to
France or England, they were given thorough medixaminations, from which the
army Chief Surgeon reported that thirty percerthefmen brought back suffered from
moderate to severe malnutritioh.

The former POWSs of other Allied nations, such amnEe, the Netherlands,
Belgium, Yugoslavia, and the Soviet Union, receitredtment according to the agreed
upon requirements by the Allied nations. Agreeméetsveen these countries increased
the speed at which they were to return to theilydalorie intake, clothing, and all other
details. With the exception of former Soviet POWg, U.S. provided the same caloric
intake as recovered American prisoners. Soviebpéss were by agreement, put in a

separate group containing all Soviet citizens Abedl in Germany, whether POW, forced
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laborer, or Soviets who had served in the GermanyAAn agreement signed by the Big
Three at Yalta the previous February guaranteadsihecial treatment.

Polish prisoners also presented unique problenthielsummer of 1945, it
became Allied policy to only repatriate Poles wived west of the Curzon Line and only
if the prisoner wanted to return. In 1946 thereensill approximately 25,000 former
Polish POWSs under the care of the Western AllideerAluly of that year, these former
soldiers received their final military pay, losethstatus as former soldiers, and officially
became Displaced Persdiis.

SHAEF reported 168,746 British prisoners, 931,0@hEh, 60,000 Belgians, and
over 400,000 Soviet POWs returned in the montles #fie war. Many of the forces from
Western Europe went home when their governmentsgestgd their return from
American or British care. The Poles and approxaiya?,700 Yugoslavs remained in
Allied hands after August 1946. All other Alliedigmners had been return&d.

Soviet Prisoners of War

Soviet prisoners of war liberated by the WesterreAlcreated numerous
problems. Often in terrible physical condition besathe Nazis considered people of
Slavic origin inferior, they received minimal rat®and medical treatment and the Nazis
left them to slowly starve to death with little thong or shelter regardless of the time of
year. They often proved difficult to handle becatismeAmerican and British commands
could not place restrictions on their movements.

Until the fall of 1944, the Soviets refused to amkfedge that Russians had

served in the German military. These soldiers Ugi@ihed the German Army because it
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provided them a good way to escape the terribleitions in German POW camps that
held Soviet soldiers. The Soviet government didwentit these men classified as
soldiers, but as “liberated Soviet citizens.” Téiigtus was impossible in the eyes of the
SHAEF Provost Marshal, General Reckord. He condubat since the men became
prisoners wearing German uniforms, SHAEF couldtaot these men over to the Soviets
without violating the Geneva Convention. The Savsimanded food rations equal to
the ration of DPs, rather than the usual ratiompftsoners of war. If SHAEF agreed to
this ration would have placed an almost imposdbielen on the Western Allies to feed
all of these people. The war virtually destroyechgnagricultural fields in Germany, and
nearly all of the food to feed POWSs came from Geremy stockpiles or German
civilian supplies. SHAEF expected the German @awié to survive off what they had the
best they could. The United States and Great Britauld not insure an adequate food
supply to everyone in occupied Germany, and rehdlynot believe it was only their
problem. A protocol signed on February 11, 194%ata finalized an agreement that
formalized the return of all Soviet citizens to Riasafter the war. This agreement led to
later problems and Soviet claims of brutality & Hands of American and British army
soldiers.

Soviet prisoners caused other problems in Westarage. Soviet military
officers inspected a camp in Muleanne, France. ifi$gectors made a long list of
complaints about the conditions of the camp. Tipeneincluded complaints about
shortages of mess kits, blankets, overcoats, shmms, and doctors. While there, the
visiting Soviet Colonel Stukalov organized the sl into regular military units,

personally selecting the officers and non-commissibofficers. He intended to report to
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Moscow that “Russian POWSs are not so well treageGarmans®® An army follow up
report dated a month later showed changes madsponse to Soviet complaints. To
that end, the Army reported that all Russians naw llankets and overcoats. The
inspectors found three Russian doctors in the cénnpthe soldiers preferred to see
foreign doctors. This report also stated that mafithe prisoners did not want to return
to Russia. “Before the Russian officers arrived)@bf them, or about 35 %, signed a
petition not to go back to Russia. Since then tinaree wide fluctuations of attitude, with
changes of opinion, discussions, arguments andsfifdstimates as to those who do not
want to go, ranged from 20% to 75%The report stated the Soviet officers made the
Russians less willing to listen to orders from Aroan guard$? American soldiers
guarded the camp with clubs at night. Due to ther piescipline in the camp, the soldiers
became less willing to work with complaints thagylworked slowly and “frequently do
as much harm as goo€”
German Prisoners of War

The sudden and surprising speed of the Allied acksmto Germany in the
spring of 1945 and the German collapse caught ewergff-guard. The Allies
anticipated the war would last considerably loreyeat did not make adequate plans for
the flood of German prisoners of war encounterefignl and May. The planners for this
event anticipated 900,000 POWs by the end of Jlimereality was much different. By

the middle of April they already had 1.3 milliongmners with another 600,000 by the
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end of the month. The revised planning allowedafosther 600,000 by the end of M3y.
By May 8 the number of German prisoners held in t&fasEurope totaled over four
million.®” When the Americans first started taking in langembers of POWSs, the men
“in good health were retained in Advance Sectiohgé@mployed as laborers; the rest
were evacuated to other Communications Zone sectiotine rear and from there to the
United Kingdom or the United State¥”

Many problems emerged from suddenly having over foillion prisoners under
the care of occupying forces, beginning with fegdims large of a group. The various
conventions on prisoners of war set a requirenfattthese soldiers would be fed the
same amount of food as soldiers in the victoriousies of equivalent rank. However, the
European Advisory Commission (EAC) proposed a niasstfication for German
POWSs. The EAC originated out of a conference betvie foreign ministers of Great
Britain, France and the United States in Novembd&i943. They created it to start
planning for the postwar period. The new categaay tdisarmed German troops.” Using
this new category, the EAC required the Germarisdad these men, but German
resources could not feed the civilian populatiebhalone approximately four million
former soldiers?

This tremendous influx of enemy prisoners also iregiuhousing. Here, overall,
the Allies failed in their efforts to house adeayatGerman prisoners. For example, the
12" Army Group set up enclosures (all POW camps wesigtiated Prisoner of War

Enclosure) to hold 50,000 men each. While spa@aiapen field could be found,
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sheltering the prisoners from the elements provecerdifficult. These camps usually
began with strands of barbed wire marking the pet@&mof the enclosure, but housing
was to be built by the prisoners. This led to sesiconsequences for the health of these
prisoners. In a report on April 15, Lt. Col. F. Vifyck Mason wrote about conditions at
a camp at Bad Kreuznach, west of the Rhine.

They certainly were not coddled there. They slepthe bare

ground with whatever covering they had brought whigam. They got two

“C” rations a day and that was all. There was ass#p enclosure for

officers where they were so tightly packed theyebahad room to lie

down, and more trucks kept coming up every day.

The atrocious conditions for many German POWSs HAEF to make the decision to
process them out of the German army and return tbemvilian life rather than further
strain resources by building better facilities.

By the end of June, the Allies decided to processdischarge all former
Wehrmacht soldiers. According to Ziemke: “the atl# of the armies was ‘to discharge
as many as possible as fast as possible withougza deal of attention to categorie§"”
The only men kept would be suspected war crimirsgsyrity suspects, and soldiers
from the area of the Soviet Zone. The procedurega little but generally consisted of
first checking the man for SS blood type tattoasducting a cursory medical exam by
German doctors, or filling out questionnaires teahautomatic arrest categories or men
with skills still needed by the Allies. After congpion of this process, they received a slip

of paper with either an ‘A’ for automatic arrestBafor automatic discharge, and a ‘C’

meant that they would still be held by the AlliEmally, the German soldiers released
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had to complete a P-4 form which required name,asaoh relatives, and residence. After
this, they received a discharge form and told hosy twere expected to act, and then sent
on their way, often catching rides on military v&@és or even former German vehicles in
the direction of homé&
Preparations for War Crimes Trials

With all of the confusion and last minute plannasgthe Allied armies rolling
into Germany, another pressing problem emergeueatind of the war: war crimes trials.
On October 30, 1943 leaders of the United Statesat@@ritain, the Soviet Union and
China concluded a conference on the war in Mosemwpuncing four separate
declarations regarding the war. The first threthese announcements concerned Allied
expectations for the unconditional surrender ofn@ery to end the war, the second
concerned fascism in Italy, and the third declahedMarch 1938 annexation of Austria
by Germany null and void. In the fourth announcena¢nhe close of the meeting, the
Statement on Atrocities, the U.S, Soviet Union, @&ndat Britain agreed that Germany
would be held accountable for the atrocities cortedibn foreign soil and “the case of
German criminals whose offenses have no partigdagraphical localization and who
will be punished by joint decision of the governmefthe Allies.”? In this
announcement there was no clear indication offjast justice would be meted out, and
the final decisions were not made until several tn®after the war in Europe concluded.

During this time, most officials focused on endthg war; they did not focus on

what would happen after the war ended. Any thooglials seemed to be a decision
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that could wait for the end of the war. Stalin &tdurchill seemed content with summary
execution for perceived war criminals, and PrediéRoosevelt also appeared in favor of
summary executions. The idea of a trial appeardxt toroblematic After D-Day and the
successful landings in France, the idea of figuanga plan for the punishment of war
criminals took on new importance for some officim¢he War Department, Justice
Department, and State Department. The U.S. alogarb® formulate a plan, viewing

the decision for summary executions as nothing rtiae an act of expediency and not
necessarily fair victors’ justice. The Soviets rated their preference for trials instead of
executions. The Soviets began war crimes triathef own in late 1943 in areas
liberated from the Nazis, and they had alreadyGermans and Russian collaborators on
trial in Kharkov. In 1943 and 1944 the views of dsary Secretary Henry Morgenthau
influenced the President. Morgenthau supporteddis® of summary executions and he
also believed that Germany should be returned tgaawrian economy, incapable of ever
producing the weapons to fight a war agdin.

The Secretary of War, Henry L. Stimson, stronglpaged Morgenthau’s ideas,
and he argued that a trial would “demonstrate bi@aence which the world has for
such a system and bring home to the German peapléebermination to extirpate it and
all its fruits forever.*® Stimson decided that the War Department shouléldgwva plan
for a postwar tribunal, and he gave the assigntoeAssistant Secretary John J. McCloy.
McCloy moved the issue through his departmentsudtindately gave the responsibility

to the head of the Special Projects Branch, Colbhelay C. Bernays, an attorney from

" Bradley F. SmithReaching Judgment at NurembéNgw York: Basic Books, 1977), 25.
> Henry L. Stimson irBtimson to Henry Morgentha8eptember 5, 1944. “Papers of Stimson,” Quoted in
Ibid.

50



New York City. Bernays did not have a clear idéthe extent of Nazi atrocities, and
therefore his plan “deferred action until after tha was over, thus sparing American
men from reprisals’”® By September 15, 1944, he produced a documerigl“Gfrthe
European War Criminals,” which created the templeten after a multitude of revisions
that provided the basic process by which the wianes trials were held. Among the
problems arising with this document was a cleafrootation with Morgenthau and his
desire for summary executions, which at this tineeRresident, seemed to support.

At this point in time, President Roosevelt seemsaheored with Morgenthau’s
ideas and even took him to the Quebec ConferenSeptember 1944. Morgenthau
brought his plan for postwar Germany with him ahdvged it to Churchill. Churchill,
knowing that he would need financial help from Aroarafter the war and since the plan
was in line with his interest in summary executiarsdorsed the plan, and Morgenthau’s
ideas became the accepted choice with RoosevelChaacthill. Morgenthau’s action
made it easy for Stimson to find a new ally in ftven of Cordell Hull, the U.S.
Secretary of State, who did not appreciate Morgarithmeddling in foreign affairs.

Fortunately, news of Morgenthau’s plan leaked ®ophess and created an
immediate stir. Joseph Goebbels, Nazi Propagandestdr, had a field day announcing
the plan to the German people. The publicity abloatplan created a new worry for the
Americans and an old one for the British, fear efi@an reprisals against captured
British and American soldiers. Therefore, the Ples decided to create distance

between himself and this plan. According to Bradteysmith, “he admitted that a
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‘serious mistake’ had been made at Quebec but,hallirgy all his disingenuous charm,
he also claimed not to remember ever having signedorgenthau memd.”

By January 1945 the War and State Departmentsnissta united front
regarding postwar trials. They worked togethemigyio refine a plan acceptable to all.
However, new groups found their way in to the pssc®©n April 29, new President
Harry Truman appointed Supreme Court Justice Rathedackson to lead the U.S. war
crimes prosecution team. Jackson wielded a powsrnfluence in Washington. He
exerted his will within the American group organgithe trials and also did his best to
bully the British and particularly the Soviets, whde distrusted.

In May, men from the British Ministry of Justicecathe U.S. team led by
Jackson met in San Francisco during the UnitedoNatconvention. By May 18 in
England, a British Cabinet Committee, recommendaee@tance in principle of the U.S.
plan to hold war crimes trials. Quibbling in Londimiereased when the Americans,
British, French, and Soviets met to complete a.dlising the American draft as the main
framework, by the middle of June, the other povegneed to a trial of the major war
criminals. The group from the United States clear&s the driving force in the
negotiations, but they created a great deal ohtesent and ill will over the course of
just two months. As Smith writes:

The danger signs, tough, were all ignored, Thadritad been
compelled to make a quick reversal, the French Weoadering in

helpless confusion, and the Soviets — from Stal@sark about ‘legality’

to Molotov’s observations on Paulus — were showirag war crimes

could be a s difficult as any one of the Great Rswose to make it. The

Americans, however, held the initiative, and thegse to continue full
speed ahead.

" bid, 31.
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The problem with progress toward a war crimes tias$ that it was moving too
slowly. By the end of June, the war had been owenéarly two months. Although most
of the men to be put on trial had already beersteds men such as Hitler remained on
the lists of possible defendants. The Allies ditlyed have confirmation of Hitler's
death, and they did not know the whereabouts ofesaotiner potential defendants such
Grand Admiral Erich Raeder. With the legal teamtsfimmly established, careful and
meticulous interrogations of those who would starad had not started, wasting valuable
time. The impact of this delay may have changedthese of the trial. The ongoing
interrogations of the suspects did not yield prassae information, but huge caches of
German government and military documents had baemdfin mines and caves, which
changed the focus of the trial to one relying mmrelocumentary evidence than
witnesses. The Allies found many of these documwhtn the British closed the
Flensburg government, Frank attempted suicide witbdestroying his thirty-six volume
journal of the administration of Poland, and anotaege cache discovered at
Berchtesgaden. Colonel Robert Storey, in chargiolence gathering for the American
prosecution team, and a couple assistants, “sduineen one place to another scanning
and collecting documentg?

The June 1945 London Conference refined the execpes to be used at the
trials, and Nuremberg had already been selectéiegserfect location. Nuremberg had
the best courtroom and jail facilities then avdialn Germany, and the fact that

Nuremberg held deep symbolic meaning to the Nazy@alded a nice touch. However,

¥ Robert E. Conotjustice at Nurember@New York: Harper & Row, 1983), 37.
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quibbling over the details continued until justdreftrial, even though the basic trial
document was agreed to in mid-August.

During the June conference in London, the Four Pewke U.S., Great Britain,
the Soviet Union, and France agreed on a baslddriaula, and the next major issue
became exactly who would be put on trial. To deetie should be tried, the British
took a fairly practical approach; they sought tbhdose a few obvious candidates and try
them quickly..®* On June 21, the British presented a list of temrto be tried:

Hermann Goering, Rudolf Hess, Robert Ley, JoaclomRibbentrop, Julius Streicher,
Ernst Kaltenbrunner, Alfred Rosenberg, Hans Fravilhelm Frick, and Field Marshal
Wilhelm Keitel, all obvious choices. Perhaps thesteknown at the time would have
been Kaltenbrunner, who had been Himmler’s rigmchaan. Although he certainly
would have faced trial at some point, his appeaatduremberg would be as a
replacement for Himmler. The Soviets demandednbleision of Grand Admiral Erich
Raeder and Hans Fritzsche from the Ministry of Bggmda and host of the program on
German radio, “Hans Fritzsche Speaks.” These mea the most significant Nazi
officials the Russians had in their own custody Hrerefore were a priority for the
Soviets to put on trial. Fritzsche’s role was miiké Kaltenbrunner, as a substitute for
Joseph Goebbels, the Nazi Propaganda Ministemptdsence seemed to be based on the
fact that the Soviets held him, and not becausestfong evidence of war crimes against
him. In fact, until this time no one even triedn@ake a case to put Fritzsche on trial.
Perhaps the most curious aspect of this was tedidss, Otto Dietrich, the Reich press

chief, was not even put on trial. Most of the intpat Nazis moved west at the end of the

8 Ann Tusa and John TusBhe Nuremberg TrialNew York: Skyhorse Publishing, 2010), 92.
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war as part of the Flensburg government. Fritzegipeared at Nuremberg more to
increase the value of the few Soviet prisonerserathan clear evidence of guilt. Sidney
Alderman, an attorney who appeared before Justicesdn in the Supreme Court,
became Jackson'’s “first assistant” at Nurembergltagth the Soviets at several points
in the negotiation&! He wrote that:
You can successfully negotiate with the Soviet Wnfo/our

ultimate ends are the same. There will always fiedlties as to

language and as to concepts. There will alwaysfierehces as to

procedure. But on a mission like ours, where thienake aims are not in

conflict, all these difficulties are readily overne. They are skillful

negotiators and can be extremely cooperdfive.

Two days later, on June 23, another meeting added@e names to the list.
This included Arthur Seyss-Inguart, Grand AdmiralrkDoenitz, Walter Funk, Albert
Speer, and Hjalmar Schacht. The British thougivbitild be a good idea to add Baldur
von Schirach, former head of the Hitler Jugend.riivally, Walter Funk, Fritz Sauckel,
Franz von Papen, Walter von Neurath, and GustapKvwould be added to the trial
defendants. Problems abounded on this final lisin§ Bormann in absentia was not a
popular decision among some of the prosecution tesrause a conviction in this way
created issues of due process and justice. FrBiaude, the American judge at
Nuremberg, argued that the case against Bormanndshe dropped, at least until he
could actually stand tri&? One person on the list who did not stand trighatfirst trial

was Gustav Krupp, head of the large armaments comté&ermany. He was left off the

list due to an incredible series of blunders, nyosti the part of the US staff, and Robert

# Telford Taylor, The Anatomy of the Nuremberg Trials (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1992), 46.
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Jackson in particular. The Americans wanted hintriah but he was too sick. Jackson
then wanted to indict his son, Alfried, but wantedlo so using basically the same
evidence.

In the end, these men, without Krupp due to histheand without Ley who had
committed suicide in custody, were put on trialthg International Military Tribunal.
The IMT started slowly. They could not decide onowhto put on trial until well into the
summer. ASCHAN had operated for over a month atpbint. Without a trial procedure
being worked out, a firm list of defendants, argt@up of lawyers and translators
available to deal with these men, the IMT wastddalale time. They wasted the
opportunity they once had at Mondorf les Bains.

Conclusion

The end of the war came much faster than expegtadr that in September
1944 looked as if it could be over by Christmas atbinto the new year with no real
idea about how long the Germans would hold oun$@ould be made and revised,
estimates changed, and expectations moved badodhds the spring wore on. Then,
suddenly, the end came. All the preparations thiedmade regarding the war could be
put into effect, but certainly none of them in thay planned.

Particularly in the last month of the war, neeldarged rapidly: concentration
camps were liberated, refugees wanted to go hofliedAnilitary prisoners of war had
been freed. Controlling and caring for this maspexple constituted an unbelievable
undertaking, testing the limits of supplies andgrate among the Allies as never before.

Uprooted people, larger numbers than expectedibhddrms of DPs, RAMPs, and

56



German refugees trying to get away from the Russm@arly overwhelmed the western
Allies.

Through all of this, new missions emerged. In 18%3Allies made clear their
intention to punish those Nazis accused of war esir\pprehending these men and
women became a principal goal as special unitedahrough this mass of humanity
looking for potential war criminals. Once caughigde men first found themselves
prisoners of the local army groups, but as timetwarthey would be consolidated into a
handful of camps. Camps such as Prisoner of WaloEme 32 at Mondorf les Bains
became the destination for many former German aam laders. The problem
remained what to do with them. The mechanism femthr crimes trials had not been
agreed on, much less operational. These men #atimcells, occasionally getting
outside or being interrogated on specific questitimortunately, much valuable time
that could have been used to help prosecute thesevould be lost due to a lack of

timely preparation by the Allies.
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Chapter Three
Life in ASHCAN

The capture of war criminals was very importanthesAllied armies overran
areas formerly held by the Germans. While exactiatthe Allies (Great Britain, The
United States, the Soviet Union and France) woolavith the war criminals was still not
definitively known, they were certain to face sokmad of justice from the British,
Soviets and Americans. The Allies decided to rotnmete men up and place them in
detention centers for leading Nazis, politiciand aaldiers, as well as scientists and
industrialists. The two most important such campsaxcodenamed ASHCAN, which
would hold high value government, Nazi politicaders, and the men who ran OKW
(Supreme Command of the Armed Forces), which wbeldun by the United States, and
DUSTBIN, for scientists and industrialists, whisuld be run by the British Army.
The two countries disagreed about jurisdictions\@hd would be in charge of what
aspect of postwar Germany until they solved mosthese issues through mutual
agreements. However, the plan to run each of ttesgs under an unified Allied
command structure did not work well, so they wdoddseparated. Initially, ASHCAN
began in Spa, Belgium, and DUSTBIN started at ilbesa France. Later, these
facilities moved to Mondorf les Bains, Luxembourgldhe Kranzberg Castle, outside of
Frankfurt, Germany, respectively. Another faciktarted after the war at Oberusal,
where the United States Army Historical Divisiorgha work on a series of studies about
the conduct of the war from the German perspective.

The Allies, working with Jewish organization ane ffberated countries,

prepared several lists of names of suspected waimals. As the war ended, and the
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Allied armies overran new territory unearthing masa@& crimes committed by the
Germans, this list expanded to very large propostioThe Central Registry of War
Criminals and Security Suspects (CROWCASS) statddis time to coordinate the lists
of suspected war criminals. This list grew as thieed armies discovered more
incidences of possible war crimes.

ASHCAN

Construction of the new ASHCAN began in the midafidlay, with much to do
to make the camp secure. Security issues predosdinaspecially to protect the camp
from outside attack should some group of fanatigsa free the prisoners or should
people from liberated countries attack the campgisgaevenge. Additional precautions
would insure the prisoners did not try to escapat@mmpt suicide.

On May 17, 1945, Lt. Colonel R.B. MacLeod and MajeD. David inspected
ASHCAN 24 The new home for AHSCAN would be Mondorf les Bainsxembourg, an
out of the way town about twenty kilometers fromxembourg City, a location more
suitable for the needs of the United States. Theallvpurpose was to ensure minimal
attention to Mondorf. Only minimal accommodationsuld be provided, rations fell
within the limits allotted for each POWSs rank categ and nothing about the facility
would invite undue publicity.

The specific location chosen for ASHCAN, the Paldogel in Mondorf, was an
older, somewhat rundown hotel originally used byekitans troops as temporary,
comfortable billets for U.S. troops. Once SHAEFided to move ASHCAN, they

relocated troops elsewhere and put changes in pdao@ke the hotel a prison. The

8 M.B. David, “Inspection of “ASHCAN”, NARA, RG33IEntry 11, Box 6.
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Palace Hotel seemed an ideal location; it wasaek Bbout 150 yards from the main
road, and the American troops erected a fence abewutn feet high made of square wire
mesh that originally would have been used for lagdnats. The grounds also contained
several trees in front of the hotel, except aldrggrhain driveway, that would partially
obscure the view. One problem with the layouthef hotel was that the dining rooms
and one of the lounge rooms were visible from tagrbecause it had large windows
making it easy for passersby on the road to seetl@ rooms.

The Americans removed the original furniture arulaeed it with a standard
military issue folding canvas cot, two military hleets, a wash basin with only cold
water, and a straight back chair. They made the fabthe wash basin flimsy so it
would collapse under the weight of a man to preypessible suicides. The windows had
bars and wire netting to prevent escape attemptsthe window glass was removed and
replaced with either burlap or Plexiglas. The Aroanis used a couple of buildings near
the camp to house men assigned to the camp, subb agerrogators, medical personnel
and guards. A stockade behind the hotel held appiaiely 600 German POWSs. A group
of prisoners from the PW camp behind the hotelykmas the PW Labor Cadre,
maintained the camp, staffed the kitchen, gavechtsrto the higher value prisoners and
kept the place clean. In the early stages theseatserhelped perform the modifications
to the camp to make it more secure. Another bugldiecame known as the “Von Annex”
because it held mostly political figures such anErvon Papen and Schwerin von
Krosigk.

Major David’s report listed the guards in the camspmembers of the 39Anti-

Aircraft Artillery Battalion. It was common in thenmediate aftermath of the war to use
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units such as anti-aircraft and artillery unitgyaards at Prisoner of War facilities
because their primary functioned was no longer s&09. The soldiers of this unit
manned fifteen separate guard posts establisheadimround the hotel. While the guards
served under the command of the battalion commagmafircer, Lt. Colonel Richard W.
Owen, the camp itself did not yet have a commantiastipervise it.

The report pointed out that the guards and theimasrogators from G-2
(Military Intelligence), Captain Herbert Sensenigidl™ Lieutenant Malcolm Hilty, at
ASHCAN had no clear guidelines for running the caipthis time point the camp
contained only seven high value prisoners for wiihehcamp was made: Field Marshal
Wilhelm Keitel, Field Marshal Albert Kesselring, iRksleiter Walter Buch,
Oberbuergermeister Karl Stroelin, Reichsministethélm Frick, Reichskommissar der
Nederlands Arthur Seyss-Inguart, and Keitel’s aideColonel Ernst John von Freyend.
Stroelin and von Freyend did not stay at the caerg long before being moved
elsewhere.

At the time of the inspection, the prisoners stayely in the Palace Hotel,
although they later gained access to some of thengls. Whenever they left their room,
a guard accompanied them and the prisoners cotilcbnamunicate with each other.
They were given regular rations for prisoners of vaad a German doctor and dentist
tended to their possible medical needs.

The conclusions of this report are interesting. M/Biavid concluded that no
fraternization occurred and that the prisonersiveceregular rations and had rooms
furnished in a minimal manner. However, he had eam& Major David recommended

that a meeting be held to deal with four primargaarns: 1) what division has primary
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responsibility for the camp, 2) what responsibitiges the immediate military
Communications Zone have for the camp, 3) who cherge (the position of camp
commandant was not yet filled) and to whom doegepert, and 4) is the present
location considered suitable in the light the ploitsies of undesired publicity? The latter
concern included the possible perception of thelhat first glance, it looked like plush
accommodations for men suspected of war crimeshohed, a stone structure, had
“Palace Hotel” chiseled in stone between the third fourth floor windows in eighteen
inch letters. Therefore, the outside appearantieeofiotel and grounds might give the
impression the prisoners lived in luxurious surmings. However, within the hotel most
of the carpeting was frayed and in need of replardgrand the better furniture had been
taken out, but no one without access to the hatglldcsee these aspects. His second
concern was that he believed that the local popuddready knew who was at the hotel
and what its use would be in the immediate fut8race the local population was not
restricted in their movements, as would be the gasecupied Germany, the location of
the camp which allowed the people “to gaze intoitickisure (sic) at will,
unquestionably will bring its grief® He also thought that the local people appeared to
understand the purpose of the camp. Thereforeguidwnot be long before
newspapermen figured out what went on there, dnaw bwn conclusions and report
these based on what they can see from outsidedétite and what the local people tell
them because they would not be allowed onto thargls. MacLeod expressed concern

that the local town major is already thinking abotgating a one thousand person rest
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camp approximately 2,000 yards from the hotel. Haligted that if this happened,
“undesirable results are likely to follo/*’

This report, completed on May 17, 1945, providesdhly real contemporaneous
description of the camp, and it also foreshadowslpms that would trouble the camp
during its entire three month existence. David’satosions pointed out legitimate
concerns about the camp. In time, the United States addressed many of his
concerns. Unfortunately, some of his concerns danee

Major David completed his report on May 17, 1946lddel Burton C. Andrus
became commandant of Prisoner of War Enclosuren3@@same day. Andrus was in
theater already and had experience as a prison cammandant. He had joined the
army in 1917 as part of the cavalry. During thesFWorld War, he was commandant of
a prison at Fort Oglethorpe, Georgia. By his owrpaat, he took over a poorly run
camp, which according to him “was run not by thkefa but by a convicts’ ‘kangaroo
court’ ruled by a man who boasted he had commiftiedmurders.®’He took this camp
over and returned military discipline to the opinat After that he served in a variety of
positions in the army, and after coming to Eurap&944, he became an observer in
Patton’s Third Army. He enjoyed his time as an obseand greatly admired General
George S. Patton, who it appears he tried to miAndrus was all spit and polish with
an acute attention to detail. He wore rimlesssglaskept his uniform fully pressed and
carried a riding crop with him. The end of the wagant that combat observers were not

needed anymore, so his new assignment became ASHCAN
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When he arrived, he took note of the needs of tiedosure, such as the need to
clear the brush around the hotel, create an algster® on the fence, and construct guard
towers, camouflaged netting, and the installatibbath telephone lines and a backup
radio system. He requested three ambulances thkt be used to transport prisoners
from ASHCAN to other camps as well as to the neailpyort, A-97. He wanted the
guards rearmed because as an anti-aircraft battley were not well armed with
personal weapons. He requested new uniforms foguheds, along with white belts and
painted helmet liners. The camp had four main sres: the hotel, the so-called ‘Von
Annex’ (a small building where the career politi@asuch as Papen, Krosigk, and Horthy
stayed), another camp for the prison labor fornd,asmall building used to represent a
separate camp for interrogations. Although mostriogations occurred at the hotel, this
small satellite camp created the illusion thatghsoners went to another camp about
fifty miles away, presumably inside Germany. Toegikis impression to the prisoners
the ambulance drove around in circles for a whdfote arriving at this other camp
located in Dalheim, a mere three and a half mileshfMondorf. According to Andrus,
this camp completely fooled the German prisonedsumed different personnel from the
hotel camp such as British troops as guards, daded a change of pace for questioning
these prisoner¥ In reality this camp was a less than four milesrfthe hotel. Andrus
further wrote they wanted to “give our prisoners timpression that they were leaving
Luxembourg for Germany; that they would be fre¢hef ‘harsh’ Americans, miles away

from Mondorf and the Palace Hot&'Under the guidance of Captain ‘Woody’ Wood,
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they wired for sound a German looking house filleth German furnishings, placing
small microphones which recorded directly onto wady records, in hidden and
inconspicuous places. They also wired the area ohatedy around the house in case the
prisoners talked while taking a walk. They builteaira room onto the house only
accessible from outside. This is where the imagined to Germany came into
existence. They prepared this facility to give itihh@ression of a German home.

The guards brought Germans to this location in kgnalps. Hermann Goering
actually helped the Allied cause by telling theastprisoners: “We are at a house | know!
It is near Heidelberg. | recognize the décor orvia#s.™® It was hoped this supposedly
out of the way location would increase their tatkand by eavesdropping the British and
Americans could learn more about the Nazis andvdre However, listening gave the
Allies no new information. Ken Hechler wrote in I®that he thought the Germans were
suspicious of this setup and did not divulge arigrimation because they suspected
listening devices were in use. “I am convinced fr@marks among the prisoners that
they were suspicious of the wiring:"The prison labor force consisted of German
soldiers in the camp for general PWs located didxthind the hotel. These prisoners
staffed the hotel?

The camp at Dalheim had one feature that the mespther buildings of
ASHCAN did not it was wired for sound. One comptabout the camp was that the
“gains”, a nickname the prisoners acquired based daily report of prisoner arrivals

and departures sent to SHAEF, did have opportsriti¢alk to each other. Naturally, it
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was presumed they spoke to each other to getstwies together to present a fairly
united front to the Allies. In retrospect, giverwhmany of these individuals disliked
their fellow captives, the possibilities of organg a common story seem ludicrous now.
The man who first raised the alarm about this, ating to Andrus, was a Czech
General-Judge Ecer, a member of the United NatWdasCrimes Committee (UNWCC)
sent to the camp on behalf of the group prepangHe War Crimes Tribundf.His
report criticized the amount of unsupervised tilme ihmates spent with one another,
suggesting they could be working on a common gyate

Colonel Andrus took himself and his new role at ABM very seriously. He
had very specific rules for dealing with the prism For example, he never spoke to
them in English even though several of his chauyeerstood English, especially
General Erich von Boetticher, who had served at3aeman Embassy in Washington,
D.C. as Military Attaché, and Dr. Hans Borchersn@a General at the German
Consulate in New York City. He clearly had greatiathy for these men, finding it
difficult in his memoirs to make any kind remarksoat any of them.

After the Nuremberg Trials, TIME magazine described in its issue of October
28, 1946, in an article on the end of the triaks/e3al hours before the scheduled
execution of the war criminals, Goering managedaimmit suicide with a cyanide
capsule. The magazine asked how it could have Im&plpend directly blamed Andrus
stating: “It happened because the Army had placatharge of the prison a pompous,

unimaginative, and thoroughly unlikeable officeramliasn’t up to the job...” who
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planned “every last detail of the prisoners Iit& TIME was not the only source that did
not think much of the colonel. Telford Taylor, assstant prosecutor at Nuremberg,
described him as a “meticulous, go-by-the-book legofficer, stocky and pompous,
usually seen under a bright green helmet carryiridimg crop.

Perhaps the most scathing description of Andrusedaom Major Ken Hechler,
one of the interrogators sent as part of the Sh@&xemission by the Army Historical
Division, to have recognized experts in Germarohysand economics interrogate the
prisoners, to Mondorf in July 1945. Hechler prewiyitknew Andrus and described him
as “not particularly competent for the job,” anth@an who had a little mind and
exercised his command through many petty demoiwisaof ‘| am the boss now® He
continued to say Andrus promised the commissiorctioperation of the inmates by such
tactics as taking “away their pillow and mattreséé& wanted to have them talk,” and
“ordered that only spoons, and no knives and fbeksised by the prisoners in the mess
hall — which was anathema to his group, inasmudhiasvas a common practice among
German criminals®

In a letter to his wife on May 21 1945, Andrus nected an incident that
happened on the May 20, 1945 when a group of 1stflatied persons from Luxembourg
arrived in town after being held at Dachau by theis® Prince Charles of Luxembourg,
who was only 17, represented his mother, the GEarnthess. He escorted this group to

Mondorf and prevented a larger incident by his @nes when the townspeople and the
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survivors of Dachau became aware of who was stagfitige Palace Hotel. The young
prince had been at Dachau helping to nurse histoguan back to health. They knew
who was in ASHCAN because “if you walked to the tdphe road skirting the Palace
Hotel grounds, and then climbed about ten feeheank next to the road, you could
get a clear view of the terrace, the grounds aackttirance to the hotel*A meeting
between those in charge of the DPs, Andrus, amdiple other officers from ASHCAN,
helped to calm the incident. According to Andriig prince’s presence prevented a
small riot from breaking out. Even though Andruscalvrites about this incident in his
memoir, there is no entry of this incident in tlsenp Visitor and Incident Lot

By May 30, 1945, Andrus created the “Rules and Reguns Governing PWE
#32”, which provided the guidelines for acceptables and conditions operating the
camp. The orders listed items deemed unacceptabtbd prisoners to have in their
possession, which included any type of glass, etana, mirrors, luggage, and food.
Additionally, they could not carry medals or riblsonith sharp edges, although at first
other such pieces may have been allowed. If theg\glasses, these stayed in a room
called the salon and could only be used when rgadithis room under the direct
supervision of a guardf?

Colonel Andrus also placed restrictions on the mua#t of the prisoners in the
camp. They could not enter the parts of the hotedre other common prisoners of war

stayed, nor could groups talk to each other exa@pin the confines of their jobs.
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Within the hotel, the prisoners could not leavarth@oms between 2200 hours and 0700
hours each day. Initially, the prisoners of geneffater rank shared an orderly. There
was one orderly for every six officers. Prisonarshsas those in the ‘von’ annex could
not have a valet. Prison guards circulated in titelland checked the rooms every half
hour. The men shared a common toilet with only pm&oner allowed to use it at a time.
Hot water was available for bathing only on Satysjavith cold water the rest of the
week. The food ration for these PW'’s was the sasrferaany POW. The Labor Cadre
served meals in the dining room precisely at 07Q00 and 1800 hours each day. If any
prisoner felt sick, he could report to sick catirfr 0800 to 1000 hours daily.

Colonel Andrus insisted on full military courte®ys the commanding officer of
the camp, he required that the prisoners salutealiime passed. The prisoners could go
outside at various times of the day. They could@se outside for an hour after
breakfast and for half an hour after dinner. Tlagipular freedom backfired on Andrus
because this exercise time outside allowed peophe Mondorf to see who was in the
camp if they were on top of a hill across the stfiemn the hotel. In the event of an
attempt to escape, the guards had orders to shaigbt.

Any request to the commandant or any other persamiiee camp had to be
submitted in writing, and these requests went tdiyea Andrus. He also received
requests intended for other military personnel.gBise of the high rank many of these
officials and military achieved, they sometimesdrto make requests directly to General
Dwight Eisenhower or someone else at SHAEF.

Several other announcements from SHAEF made it th@& no one went to

ASHCAN without the permission of Supreme Headquartéor example, an outgoing
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message sent from SHAEF to Twenty-first Army Gratated that: “Prisoners will be
selected for ASHCAN by this headquarters. No otlhelidbe sent. Accommodation 100.
Army Groups may submit names for consideratita This did not end all confusion
concerning the camp. Freqguent messages requestagsgien to send people to Mondorf
and to try to ascertain if certain individuals watehe camp.

Every prisoner who moved in or out of ASHCAN didwsader orders from
SHAEF. As the Allies captured these men, they wdngdnterrogated initially on a local
or divisional level and then moved up the ranksl antiving at the headquarters of one
of the army groups. At any point along this patéytibould be ordered to ASHCAN. The
same day that Colonel Andrus became commandaxlaihereport showed a total of
nine prisoners. Of these nine listed three weresaad orderlies, two Field Marshals,
Walter Keitel and Albert Kesselring, and four piciins: Walter Buch, Wilhelm Frick,
Arthur Seyss-Inguart and Karl Stroelin. SHAEF keptk of the daily movement in and
out of the camp. (A complete list including shoidgraphies of each of the ASHCAN
prisoners is in Appendix A). Each day ASHCAN sen¢port to Supreme Headquarters
showing daily ‘gains’ and ‘losses,’ a ‘gain’ a mrser new to the camp and a ‘loss’
someone who left. These reports made it very waslieck on who was held at the
camp at a given moment although in the immediastvpar period there was still a great
deal of confusion. For instance, several messages $HAEF to Mondorf inquired to
see if it held certain Nazis.

The guards, under the direction of Captain Hub&ttlR of the 39T AAA

Battalion, developed a quick procedure to processinmates. First the “gain’ saw the

192«Memo from SCAEF to Twenty One Army Group” NARAG331, Entry 11, Box 66-5-45.
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G-2 officer, and then went to a bathroom and s&tpip get examined by a doctor, while
the guards went through their clothing. After tbame brief interrogation, followed by
assignment to a room. Bags were searched and #llewtams given back to the
prisoners while the rest of their belongings weaid istorage rooms. Potential weapons
and vials of poison would generally be found dutinig preliminary period®®

Hans Frank, former administrator of the Reich Rutmteate in Poland, came to the
camp a couple of weeks after a suicide attempareed in a pair of pajamas. As a
result of this, the daily gains and losses repates that he arrived “with 4 SIW [self-
inflicted wounds], on neck, left wrist, left foreay mid abdomen. Type wound —
lacerations. Date inflicted — 30 April 1945#

Two days after Frank’s arrival, the most significkormer Nazi held at Mondorf
arrived, former Reichsmarschal Hermann Goeringnetgotiated his surrender on May 9,
1945 with his wife, daughter and aides at his Sfdken he surrendered to Brigadier
General Robert J. Stack of the U.S"36fantry Division, he claimed that Hitler had
condemned him to death and his own loyal Luftwafbeps kept SS units ordered to take
him prisoner at bay. Goering’'s mistake was offetm¢ake over for Hitler once Hitler
announced that he intended to stay in Berlin ahélend. Goering cabled to say he
assumed Hitler wanted him to take over and the éfighresponse was to remove his
titles and rank and ordered the SS to arrest hmeeGn American custody, he told his

captors to “guard him well,” and he joked with thféicers and men in charge of hiffr.

193 Dolibois, 89-90.
104«Commandant Special Detention Center to SHAEF” MARG331, Entry 11, Box 6, 19 May 1945.
195 «Fraternization Report”, NARA, RG331, Entry 2, Bag1.
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General Stack treated him well at™3Bivision headquarters, dining privately
with Goering. Goering became the star captive imately, and he attracted much media
attention. He was put up in a castle the first hagid once settled into his room, bathed,
put on a gray uniform and came down to pose faupes with his captors. He asked the
cameramen to hurry “because | am hungry and waedtt® The next day the Americans
moved him to 38 Division headquarters. His behavior after his sepand the publicity
surrounding him angered General Eisenhower andteaiynthe army moved him to
Mondorf.

Upon Goering’s arrival at ASHCAN on May 20, 194&léhel Andrus took an
immediate dislike to him, as he did with nearlyadlhis high value prisoners. At
ASHCAN Goering was in poor physical condition, weitg about 270 pounds and
having an addiction to paracodin. The army sentraber of his pills to the FBI in
Washington, D.C. for analysis. Confirmed as paratdtiey recommended against
abrupt withdrawal, warning that “abrupt withdrawall produce severe nervous
symptoms and physical distress, which can be éffdgthandled by a physician. %
Goering brought literally thousands of these pilith him to Mondorf. The first five
days in the camp he received twenty pills in themmg and another twenty in the
evening. Beginning on May 26, the camp doctor syjde$sened his dosage, although
there would be a few exceptions such as on dagppeared sick. As a result of the
limited food at the camp, Goering also lost weiddcording to John Dolibois, one of
the interrogators at the camp, his condition wess freated by a German doctor, Ludwig

Pfluecker, until Captain William J. Miller of therlited States Army took over his

1% EB|, “Memorandum Laboratory Report”, 21 June 19BRA, RG 65 of FBI.
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treatment. He also wrote that Goering “took greategoin cooperating in this endeavor.”
Losing weight restored much of Goering’s health §hfis vanity was being aroused. He
fancied himself as the hero of the Luftwaffe ag#ne, highly decorated ace of the famous
Richthofen Squadron of World War{’ By the time Goering moved to Nuremberg to
stand trial in August, 1945, he was in the bessp@a shape he had been in years.

On May 21, 1945 a number of politicians arrivedisTihcluded former
Chancellor and Ambassador to Austria and TurkegnErvon Papen; Richard Walther
Darre, former Reichsminister of Food and Agricuwdtudungarian Admiral Nicolaus
Horthy, former Regent of Hungary; and also oneHafrthy servants, who soon moved
on to another prison camp. While Darre stayed énhibtel, Papen and Horthy were put in
the ‘Von Annex’ which held politicians. Both Papand Horthy complained to their
jailers about the condition of their prison, belreythey deserved better accommodations
as government officials. These two men both draftdédrs to General Eisenhower
complaining about their treatment. In his book Ariwrites about Horthy having an
issue that required medical attention; howevertijosays in his memoir that he just
faked the condition to be difficult. Darre geneyalroved to be very cooperative, even
drafting a paper on how German agriculture coubdver from the war.

The busiest day for arrivals was May 24, with twethiree new prisoners. The
day before British soldiers went into the quartdr®oenitz’ government on a naval base
in Flensburg, Germany, and arrested the entirepgidihile never taken seriously by the
Allies, his government served the purpose as aaiafbody to accept surrender and to

tell German units still in the field to surrenddro highlight the degree of confusion still

7 polibois, 88.

73



surrounding ASHCAN after it opened, the camp lotee@ call from May 22: “There are
27 new arrivals for you tomorrow at about 1400 lsoMve don’t know who they are.
They may not be suitable for you, in which case thél be withdrawn. Prisoners are
from Northern Germany OKW:?® Nearly everyone from this OKW group ended up at
ASHCAN. Many members of Doenitz’ new governmentevitrere, as well as a number
of Nazis hoping to find a place in this new goveemtn Those brought to ASHCAN
included Doenitz, General Alfred Jodl, who sigtieel surrender documents at Rheims
on May 8, leading officials such as Dr. Karl Braridobert Ley, head of the German
Labor Front, who brought in the slave laborers,vain von Krosigk, who was Doenitz’
Foreign Minister, and Albert Speer, former MinistérArmaments. In his memoir, Speer
remarked that on arrival “[flrom outside we hadmeble to see Goering and the other
former members of the leadership pacing back artt.fd® He also remarked that “It
was a ghostly experience to find all those whdatednd had scattered like chaff in the
wind reassembled here’®The daily list provides a good way to track thetirfof
prisoners at ASHCAN. Speer moved around a greatspeading only two weeks at
Mondorf, but mostly he stayed at DUSTBIN, the sistamp of ASHCAN set up outside
Frankfurt to hold the scientists and industrialiSiseer stayed at ASHCAN for only two
weeks, because he was in demand to report onféwtsbdf Allied bombing and the state
of their industry.

On May 26, as described in the daily gains ancelossport, a retired

Reichsminister, Alfred Rosenberg, arrived at thmgaRosenberg had a number of titles

198 ASHCAN Log, USCMH, Burton C. Andrus Collection, 4
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under the Nazi regime. The first weekly roster 8HCAN described Rosenberg as
“Reichsminister for the Occupied Territories in tBast, Reichsleiter of NSDAP,
Plenipotentiary for the Philosophic Education ofti2aChief of Foreign Policy
Department of NSDAP*! In addition to these positions he also wrote ®201book,
The Myth of the Twentieth Centuaysignificant work in Nazi Party circles beforelkti
came to power.

On May 28, the former Consul General from New Ydtkns Borchers, Dr.
Walther Funk, former President of the Reichsbanll, @r. Hans Lammers, former Chief
of the Reich Chancellery, arrived. Interest in éhewen varied for the allies. The FBI sent
several lists of questions for Borchers, tryindelarn more about German espionage in
the United States during the war. Dr. Funk wastdrest because as head of the
Reichsbank he allowed the deposits of money andi tgeth from the concentration
camps. Lammers served as a witness at the Intena&fVilitary Tribunal in Nuremberg
and would be subsequently tried in 1949 and seatetwprison.

Six days later, another group of prisoners arriv@dnz Schwarz, a former SS
official, Franz Xavier Schwarz, former, nationadsurer for the Nazi Party, and Walter
Warlimont, General de Artillerie. Warlimont, therfioer Deputy Chief of the Armed
Forces Operations Staff, had been wounded in thgwn during the July 20, 1944
assassination attempt on Hitler. His wife was a tmemof the American Busch family,
the family that owned the Anheuser-Busch Brewerpiesn

Julius Streicher, the publisher of ther Stirmer an Anti-Semitic newspaper and

Gauleiterof Franconia, arrived in camp on June fourth. @rsally hated by all other at

11\weekly Roster 1, RG331, Entry 11, Box 6. 6-2-45.
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the camp, his mere arrival caused a disturbancirsislay when the military officers in
the prison, led by Doenitz, refused to sit at s table with him.

After about a week, General George Lindemann cantieet camp. He had been
the last general in charge of defending Denmarleriia put him of charge dismantling
the Nazi organization in Denmark. His arrest bydlies came on June 6, 1945, and he
eventually ended up at Mondorf. Final arrivals camthe next few weeks. In the middle
of June, Joachim von Ribbentrop, former Foreigniser, General Johannes
Blaskowitz, Franz von Epp, former ReichestattmatteBavaria, Erwin Krauss, NSKK
Korps Fuhrer. Among others in the camp was Lieuteeneral Friedrich von
Boetticher (one of the few prisoners that Andrisdi), who was military attaché to the
German Embassy in Washington, D.C. until Germamyagled war on the United States
in December 1941. In his post in Washington, reabee acquainted with most of the
generals who played a leading role in defeatingr@er during World War Il. He was of
keen interest to the FBI who thought he could plswide information on German
espionage attempts in the US before and duringvére

In all, thirteen men accused in the Internationditdy Tribunal (IMT) spent
time in the immediate postwar period at Mondorfe3é& men were certainly high on the
list of priorities for the allies when they roundap suspected war criminals. Most of the
other prisoners stood trial at a later time andewept both as potential war criminals
and witnesses who could testify against the magratiminals. The allies cast a wide
net in the spring of 1945 in an effort to roundwagr criminals and did a reasonably good
job. Part of the reason for the wide net was aakegf ignorance on the part of the allies

regarding the true nature of the activities of ¢hegen during the war. Nearly all of these
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men faced some kind of justice. If they escapeditieand other allied war criminal
trials, they often ended up on trial in the postwarld, whether turned over to another
country for prosecution, or tried by courts in Wé&strmany after the war.

As already mentioned, ASHCAN sent SHAEF a dailiydisgains and losses at
the prison. While these reports gave SHAEF a fisteav internees at the camp as well as
those moved elsewhere, a master list of the innstiléseeded to be maintained. Starting
on June 2, 1945, the camp provided a weekly ligtrofates at ASHCAN. The growth in
interest in these prisoners is shown by the evaeasing length of the Weekly Roster.
Initially sent in duplicate to fifteen different partments, by the last week in the camp
the roster went to over thirty different departnsemh most cases, these various
departments received two copies of the roster agh®ome intelligence sections of the
army asked for over thirty copies. These rostetsdi each prisoner’'s name and former
rank or title, and also his serial number. Theifistuded a ‘Remarks’ column noting
interrogations of the prisoners and who organibedquestions asked. Early in its
existence not much occurred at ASHCAN regardingriogations. The FBI interrogated
the inmates most frequently in late May into Jukiger that came questionnaires from
the Evaluation and Dissemination Section (EDS).s€hguestionnaires were transmitted
to the camp using regular channels and one ohtiee tinterrogators assigned to the
camp then interviewed the prisoner. The Soviets alsted the camp on numerous
occasions to interview prisoners. By the third weg&rrogations occurred for nearly all
of the inmates on a regular basis. Other governmganizations sent inquiries about the
Nazis. The Department of Agriculture sought outifaid Walter Darre for advice on

how to rebuild German agriculture after the devasteof the war. In the middle of July,

77



the Shuster Commission arrived to conduct histbintarviews with the former Nazi
leadership.

The inmates served other purposes. One of the mi@resting examples was
Hitler's personal physician, Dr. Theodor Morell.thre immediate aftermath of the war
he held court in Flensburg willing to say nearlytamg about Hitler. He gave interview
after interview, angering SHAEF leadership. Thregfedent stories in thé&lew York
Timesinvolved Dr. Morell. It is easy to understand amoynfusion over his name since
each article, printed in a six day period, speksitame Morell, Morrell, or Morel. In the
first article Morell, said to be recovering fronstaoke, claimed that he “has kept the
German leader’s flagging energy at a high pitcbudlghout the war with hypodermic
injections of glucose, vitamins and caffeine (Siede also described tremors in Hitler's
left arm and leg and told the reporter that herditlbelieve Hitler committed suicid&?
A May 24 article in théNew York Timeslaimed that according to Russian intelligence
based on interviews with Hitler's personal staHjtfer dies on May 1 as the result of a
‘mercy killing’ by a Dr. Morel, who gave him an &gtion that killed and then, with an
aide of Hitler's adjutant, buried the body in Hrtieunderground headquarters” and
further stated “Hitler was mad and half-paralyzethywain when Dr. Morel gave him the
injection.™** With information such as this, it is easy to ség/8HAEF wanted him
apprehended. They identified him as Dr. Moreno asiced ASHCAN to question Dr.
Karl Brandt, former Reich Commissioner for Sandgatand Health, regarding who this
man was. One of the ASHCAN interrogators, CaptaimJDolibois, questioned Brandt.

Dolibois later wrote that Brandt regarded Morelfagharlatan, a quack of the highest

M2 Tania Long, “Doctor Describes Hitler Injection®lew York Timesyiay 22 19455.
13«3ays Hitler Died in Mercy Killing, Nework Times, May 24, 1945, 12.
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order, who had ingratiated himself to Martin Bormadirector of the party chancellery
and Hitler's secretary”, and that Morell was “tbyancompetent,” using strychnine and
atropine to medicate Hitlé* SHAEF ordered his arrest. The allies held Moreil&
time and then released him. He never faced anyebdrom the allies and died in 1948.

Complaints from the internees started as soonSt4@AN started to fill up. Until
their arrival at Mondorf, many of these men recdivery courteous treatment and
comfortable accommodations. The first home for A3GHvas the Chateau de
Lesbioles, located in Spa, Belgium. Those intere8pa kept their luggage, adjutants,
and personal assistants. These amenities did rsttagMondorf. Although generally
considered the most comfortable of the prison$igin value military and political
leaders of the former Third Reich, the Palace Haoted a considerable step down from
the treatment they expected from the allies inicapt

However, the move to ASHCAN signaled the end plush life for these ‘gains.’
They complained about many different aspects af theatment, from the food, to their
accommodations, to a lack of respect and questibstatus. Colonel Andrus seldom
offered any relief along these lines. Franz vondpagpmplained about his status almost
as soon as he arrived at the camp, demanding te Kros status was as a prisoner of
war or a civilian prisoner, which would influenceatment under the Hague
Conventions. According to Papen, when he first aorted Andrus shortly after the
colonel’s arrival as commandant regarding his statud that of former Regent of

Hungary, Nicolaus Horthy, the colonel told him tHathave no idea who is shut up here.

14 Dolibois, 108.
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| know nothing about a head of state. | am resfba$or the guards and nothing else
concerns me*®

The prisoners attempted to write anyone they thboghld change their
circumstances. They drafted letters to Winston Chitllrand President Harry Truman,
but most often they wrote to General EisenhoweeyTrote for two reasons: first
Eisenhower stood the best chance of changingithelediate circumstances, and,
second, they blamed General Eisenhower for thesugistances. For example, in a letter
to Eisenhower, Wilhelm Keitel wrote that while hid éxactly as Eisenhower instructed
him in signing the surrender papers, the genebletrayed that trust by having him
arrested and taking away his personal adjutantydratand 500 pounds of luggage
Eisenhower said he could take with him. The guaagiscated his luggage and his
aides sent to other prisons. Additionally, he camad that: “I am treated here in
Mondorf as if | were in a camp for ordinary crimis& He gives several reasons he
believed he was being mistreated at ASHCAN accgrthrthe Geneva Conventions
regarding a prisoner of war of his rank concludivith: “I cannot hide the fact that my
honour as a soldier has been grievously damaged mlganarshal’s baton and the
decorations from two wars were taken from me.” Téiter received no reply from the
generaf-'°

Another letter, in a similar vein, came from Grakdiniral Doenitz and another
from Field Marshal Kesselring. All of these lettemmplained that the treatment they
received was not equal to their rank. Reichsmaidbainann Goering also wrote letters

complaining about the indignities he suffered thate beneath his position. These letters

15 Franz von Papememoirs,(New York: E.P. Dutton Company, 1953), 542.
118 Andrus, 41-43.
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came to Eisenhower’s attention at a bad time. Mawspapers in the United States,
Great Britain, and the Soviet Union complainedeoiyt about the special attention they
claimed these former Nazis received. Press repodghotographs of the press
conferences Goering held in the immediate afterrofths capture led to a great deal of
criticism regarding how SHAEF in general and Eisemér in particular handled the
captured German leaders. Tdew York Timeprinted Eisenhower’s statement regarding
the treatment of former Nazis on May 16, 1945. Eissver said that: “Drastic measures
have been set in motion to assure terminationexktierrors forthwith” concerning the
easy treatment of German generals and ledders.

Colonel Andrus proposed to SHAEF that he hold atimgevith his prisoners. He
suggested he would discourage them from writingigtin the meeting by explaining
that “the complainee does not feel that he is baeated in accordance with exalted
position he has held. As a matter of fact it woubd matter what they got they would still
cry for more.**® The solution in this matter as a suggestion @irefletter written to
each man as follows: “On behalf of the Supreme Candar of the Allied Expeditionary
Force receipt is acknowledged of your letter of _May, 1945.*'° However, the Allies
decided against the form letter. Andrus finally Hald a meeting and attempted to slow
down the flow of letters coming from the camp. dieltthe Prisoners:

Whereas | do not desire to stand in the way ofwating letters
concerning alleged theft of property or other Midias of human rights,

writing letters about the inconveniences or lackafvenience or about

your opinions as the indignity or deference due igdwuitless and apt to

only disgust those in authority. Since, as you knbam subject to
frequent inspections by representatives of thedsghuthority some

17«Gen, Eisenhower’s StatemenKiew York Timesylay 15 1945, 18.
H8B C. Andrus to Colonel Bogart, NARA, RG331, Entry Box 6,May 25, 1945.
19 |pid, 5-30-45.
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charges have been made as a result of these iigEedthe letters you
have written have not yet reached these authaqritigisare still on their
way through subordinate channels.

The commandant, his superiors, the Allied Goverrisjyeand the
public of the nations of the world, are not unmirldif the atrocities
committed by the German government, its soldierd,its civil officials.
Appeals for added comfort by the perpetrators artgs to these
conditions will tend only to accentuate any contempvhich they are
already held. Therefore it is my duty to suggeat #il refrain from
writing letters borne solely of personal vanity.

This speech seemed to succeed in putting an ethé ftow of letters regarding
the personal indignities suffered by the prisoners.

Concrete plans for the prosecution of any of threea did not exist at the time
most of them arrived at camp. Many did not undexstahy they were at a prison camp.
Some arrived after horrific ordeals at the handthefNazis before the war ended or a
fear of their American or British captors. Some gtained of being beaten in custody.
Apparently in an attempt to protect themselves,yrarived in camp with items that
quickly got confiscated. Andrus wrote that:

We found suicide weapons sewn into uniforms anaealed in

the heels of shoes. Razor blades had been fixédaghesive tape to the

soles of men’s feet. We took away all scissorngail-files, shoelaces

and neckties. We seized all hose supports, suspeiimaces, watches,

sharp instruments; steel shod shoes were remawegl plins carrying

ribbons, insignia of rank or decorations were csodied. We also took

away all batons, walking-sticks and can@s.

The successful suicides of Himmler and Konrad Hanl@auleiter of the
Sudetenland, as well as the unsuccessful suicidmpt of Robert Ley, led to more

restrictions. Metal bars came to ASHCAN to prewaritide or escape. All items

mentioned by Andrus remained out of their handsnihg the hotel into a prison

120 Dolibois, 95.
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included knocking out all of the windows. Part loistwas for the metal bars, but suicide
using the broken glass was also a concern. Therais in the camp considered these
precautions ridiculous. The large amount of broflass in the hotel and the precaution
of removing the windows led to the Nazis ironicalgming these precautions
“Kristallnacht,” after their 1938 attack on Jewsahghout Germany?

At the end of Andrus’ first week at ASHCAN, onetbé new arrivals, General d’
Artillerie Friedrich von Boetticher asked Colonehdyus for a meeting. Until United
States involvement in the war began, Boetticherbesh German Military Attaché in
Washington, D.C. He knew many American generalsh sis George Patton and Douglas
MacArthur. Boetticher seemed willing to do anyththgt the American leadership at the
camp asked of him. Boetticher told Andrus he hagysstions for the prisoners while in
the camp. He said that his ideas were his aloreaacording to Andrus, said that “he
was not fearful of any of the prominent militarya¥il personnel committing suicide,
but that he was fearful of some of them losingrthghds.”** He proposed that the
inmates have some form of mental activity to rediétve hours of boredom of just sitting
around the hotel. Boetticher suggested he coulel Gnglish and history lessons to his
fellow inmates. The history lessons would stressttaditionally close relationship
between America and Germany, including a closdiogiship between George
Washington and Prussia’s Frederick Il. He also psep access to newspapers, more
tobacco products and an additional blanket be peml/for these men. He also suggested

that a small room be provided so that the prisoceutd talk among themselves or have
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small group discussions. The only one of these esstgins that Andrus recommended
was some kind of instruction for the prisonerdi@ligh he thought that it should be done
by U.S. Personnéf*

Prisoners often felt they still had a contributtormake to Germany. Many
thought they would eventually return to an actiote in German affairs with the war
over and once the allied occupation ended. RicWgatther Darre, former Reichsminister
of Food and Agriculture, wrote a paper suggestiog bermany could deal with its
current food crisis. Darre, a member of the NaztyPsince 1930, and held his post as
Reichsminister form 1933- 1942 until he had argllout with Himmler over policy.
Major Ivo Giannini of the U.S. Army compiled thepat on Darre’s recommendations.
His report included an initial assessment of Dagéa highly intelligent individual and
has a vast amount of knowledge on a multitude bfests.” Giannini’'s assessment
concludes that Darre may be “attempting to whitdwias political activities in the Nazi
Party,” but in the opinion of the interrogatorsistfelt that the man is sincere in his
desire to assist the Allies and thereby his owmpeea"*?°

Giannini included Darre’s introduction in the repavhich emphasized the need
to enact its proposed policies quickly before isw@o late for the fall 1945 harvest.
Darre included a history of farming and food praslut under the Third Reich and noted
that the whole apparatus of the Reich Food Estat& bre redone, but that the present
system must stay intact for the 1945 harvest. K¢ fliroposed putting everyone in his

administration back to work in their former jobse Eontinued with suggestions about
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which people should be placed in charge of the agmaratus. Darre concluded that “if
the food question is attacked properly it can bexot only a vehicle for the rapid
reconstruction of one sphere of German econonacliifit can exert favorable influence
on others as well.” His proposals did not beconmé glaGerman farming in the postwar
era. Everyone mentioned in his report was excldded this type of work because of
their Nazi past. Denazification did not allow thésener members of the Agricultural
Ministry to work for the Allies. His document doesnvey a certain naiveté about the
circumstances of Germany at the end of the waragm@ésumption of a future for him
after the occupation ends.

Colonel Andrus encountered a number of small prablat Prisoner of War
Enclosure 32, for example the difficulty procurinasic essentials to operate the camp
efficiently. On May 23 he wrote a note to SHAEFuesting a file cabinet from Oise
Intermediate Section, under which ASHCAN belongethe chain of command. This
item was eventually supplied, but it required tlgmature of a supply officer who
certified that the file cabinet was in fact reqditgy the unit and was part of the unit’s
basic equipment®

Another such incident concerned a typewriter. Astrepeated request for a
typewriter for making the necessary reports fromadamp went unheeded. This situation
resolved itself in a more immediate manner fordblenel. When General von Boetticher
came to the camp, he brought a Royal typewriteln Witn. Boetticher purchased this
typewriter while he lived in Washington, D.C. andiered it special from the

manufacturer and “it featured extra keys that matdme stroke letters with diacritical

126 B.C. Andrus, “Procurement of File Cabinet,” NARRG331, Entry 11, Box 6, 23 May 1945.
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umlauts and the special doulsleommon in German'*’ Andrus took the typewriter

after Boetticher’s reluctant permission with theypso that it would be returned. When
Boetticher requested it back, he was told thabitil remain in Andrus’ office and it
would not be returned. While these incidents sem@lsand unimportant, they do
illustrate the difficulties of the time and the foe¢ss that Colonel Andrus often displayed
both at Mondorf and later in Nuremberg.

After approximately a week of new arrivals fillilige camp, the men running the
camp under Colonel Andrus settled into a routinéofthe American officers and men
took up their posts at the camp. Andrus was inaleharge of the camp, seeing to its
security and safety. Under his control were the ofahe 391 AAA Battalion, who
under his command would guard the camp. Unfortiypé&be the efficiency of the camp,
Andrus’ disdain for the prisoners and cartoonishtany deportment made it difficult for
the guards to show any respect for the prisonewgelisleaving them sometimes not in a
very cooperative mood for interrogation.

Overall G-2 intelligence functions were in the hsuodl Colonel Tim Bogart, an
Oise Military District G-2 officer. At Mondorf, Lietenant Colonel Thomas C. Van
Cleve, a professor of Medieval Studies at Bowdaitigge in Maine before the Second
World War, controlled G-2 functions. He had workedVorld War | in intelligence.
After the war he returned to Bowdoin, but whentle&t war began he applied to rejoin
and would be restored to his previous rank. Fileointerrogators served at the camp.
Captain Herbert Sensenig, a professor of GermBradmouth College in civilian life,

ran the day to day affairs at the camp for G-Zuteénant Malcolm Hilty graduated from

127 alfred M. Beck,Hitler's Ambivalent Attaché: Lt. Gen. Friedrich v@wetticher in America, 1933-1941
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Carnegie Tech and before the war performed as aradapenor in Germany during which
time he sang for several high level Nazis. He werdgugh intelligence training at Camp
Ritchie back in the United States. Another grade&@amp Ritchie, Lieutenant John
Dolibois, emigrated from Luxembourg when he was s grew up in the United States
and went to college at Miami University in Ohio mapg in German. He served in a
hybrid capacity in the camp in that while he cameterrogate the prisoners,
circumstances led him to function more as a welddtieer for the prisoners, in which
capacity he while casually tried to get informateart of the prisoners by commiserating
with them after their interrogations. His knowledtfehe indigenous language of
Luxembourg also came in handy at the prison. Gtiterrogators included Captain Kurt
R. Wilheim and Lieutenant John G. Ziegler. Enlistegport staff at the camp included a
number of men who helped prepare for the interrogatand type up reports.

Arriving at Mondorf proved a shocking experiencelfeeutenant John Dolibois.
He left Luxembourg as a ten year old boy with athér to stay with his sister in Akron,
Ohio. The first time he went back was during the.Whpon his assignment to ASHCAN,
the first person he came face to face with was ldamGoering. In an astonishing
exchange, Goering assumed he was the new welfacerpfind Dolibois played along.
After discussing his encounter with Goering withp@én Herbert Sensenig, it was
decided to continue that role in the camp, usirgatimas of Lt. Gillen.

An important characteristic of this G-2 staff ofarrogators was their
inexperience. Training at Camp Ritchie in Marylamtl knowledge of the German
language did not necessarily make for a good ingaor. Camp Ritchie was the location

for the Army’s intelligence school. Here men likelDois and Hilty were taught field
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interrogation to work with units near the frontdsrand gather immediate intelligence.
These men, other than Colonel Van Cleve, lacked-@alyexperience in military
intelligence, or knowledge of contemporary Germatony. According to Dolibois: “It
seemed that every Nazi ever mentioned in the nemieglthe late thirties and early
forties was here under one roof in little Luxemtapti® Headquarters provided these
men with questions to ask the prisoners, but tlest #v It was nearly impossible to go
into more depth and ask questions to draw out hattewvers because these men did not
possess the necessary background knowledge. Laeloafiedge regarding the history
of the Third Reich and all manner of military tastand strategy doomed these
interrogations from the start from ever yieldingrsficant and useable information. As
Ken Hechler, a member of the Shuster Commissionarhieed at ASHCAN in July
stated: “At Mondorf, approximately eight officet@mrogators worked out a meager
program of interrogations in advance ..., but thepiag of their subjects was poor.
They did not have a very clear grasp of militargigtions and strategy, and they tended
to ask the same type of questions which they hkeldeas G-2 specialists during active
operations .**°

Personnel was one of the biggest concerns for @bkandrus at Mondorf. As
stated earlier, the 38MAnti-Aircraft Artillery Battalion provided the gud cadre at the
camp. On June 11 Andrus wrote to SHAEF that herbegived oral orders from Colonel
Fountain to temporarily reassign four officers as@ men from the 3$1AAA to Metz

for thirty days of temporary duty. In this messdge noted that other members of the

128 Dolibois, 91.
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391" were already on temporary duff.On June 12 he wrote a letter describing his
personnel issues. He explained that the battalready had three officers and 61 men
absent on oral orders. He had just received thersifdr the 158 men to move to Metz,
as well as an officer and seven mechanics. ThiddMeave him with a total of 20
officers and 186 meti* Constant staffing of guards and other supportquers| required
a “daily detail of 19 officers and 209 enlisted men23 more enlisted men than will be

left here.**?

If these transfers occurred, minimum staffinguieements would be
unobtainable. SHAEF rescinded the oral order mowneg to Metz.

Another crisis came on June 22. This time SHAEFmrd the entire battalion
rotated out with the intention of sending them han®& other assignments. Andrus sent
an urgent plea that there would be no one left mmagcthe camp if these orders went
through. On June 24 the colonel received writtelfes from General Omar Bradley that
the unit remained on indefinite temporary assignnaeASHCAN.

Andrus and Guard Unit vs. Interrogators

The G-2 interrogators wanted to keep prisoner nednagh. If a “gain” was
reasonably happy and comfortable, then the wotkeinterrogators would go much
easier. If, however, constant petty issues exisetdeen the American guards and the
prisoners, the prisoners would be less likely teropp during interrogations, instead
often using the forum of the interview to complalvout conditions in the camp. Even as

late as July, this remained true. Ken Hechler wtioé “Goering frequently tried to get

off the subject and talk about the way in which.@oidrus was abusing him through
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petty indignities.*** Dolibois later wrote “Colonel Andrus and the guateément of the
detention center didn’t agree with ‘special favasd ‘sympathetic treatment. These
problems would plague us on and d#*”

Friction emerged between the men of the*3@darding the prisoners and the
interrogators from G-2 in charge of supervisingphsoners and extracting information.
This tension existed for a number of reasons buotgrily because the interrogators
wanted these men fairly comfortable and at easeder to get more information from
them. Meanwhile, the guards attempted to make tveir jobs as easy as possible and
usually showed a great deal of disrespect in th&ractions with the prisoners. An
example of this is Major Hechler’s recollectionhafw the guards would call for someone
to bring Goering down so he could be interviewedca@kding to Hechler, calls of “Send
up Fat Stuff to Major Hechler” would be repeatedgoyards throughout the buildifid;
Hechler suspected this was done for his benefitbate that no one ever referred to
Goering by name. Another such example, the usdiades for the interrogators at the
camp, was an obvious source of irritation, and Hgbointed out that at one point one
of the prisoners exclaimed: “Why does this man waits himself Captain Hamilton try
to fool me? | know that your real name is Major Rlec, but what is the reason for all the
other officers having these fake namé&®h fact, according to Hechler the use of
aliases was a common practice for wartime intetargan case the tide of battle changed
and the enemy captured the interrogator, but, thehend of hostilities, it was not known

why this was standard operating procedure at Mdndor
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Colonel Andrus did not help gain the cooperatiothefprisoners. His insistence
that the former officers and politicians rise whenentered the room, his insistence on
speaking to them through an interpreter even thaoghy of them spoke excellent
English, and his Martinet appearance, with theyshgimet and riding crop, made it
difficult for many of the prisoners to take himiseisly and led to many jokes behind his
back. Even Dolibois remarked that the prisonerartetl playing games. They treated us
all with the same deference Colonel Andrus demankiealving it would make us
uncomfortable. For instance, if | walked into theltng while they were sitting on the
veranda, they would all rise in unison, standgitirattention, and chant ‘Guten Morgen
Herr Leutnant!**” He also admits that “[sJometimes it was diffictdtkeep from joining
the high-ranking Nazis in their covert laught&”

It took a visit from the theater Provost Marshalltbh Reckord to straighten
some issues out. Reckord eased tensions a bivimgghe prisoners a third blanket,
mattresses and pillows as well as providing theth wiore clothing because some were
in little more than rags. For example, Hans Fraitkvgore pajamas because he came to
the camp from the infirmary after his suicide agni®risoners also gained access to
newspapers, books, a chess set and checkers dddistan to Armed Forces radio at
specified times>® Many of these changes had been originally reqdést&eneral
Boetticher’'s recommendations to Andrus. Mattressekblankets were part of another
game Colonel Andrus played to establish his authdtie would take these items away

from prisoners as penalties for violation of hikesu
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There was still a need to define command and cboter the prison and the
prisoners. The interrogators asked Colonel Van €tevntercede with Colonel Andrus
on their behalf. The guards and Andrus made itadilif for the interrogators to get any
good results from the prisoners because of thetaohminor irritations. The
disagreements finally led to a message from SHA&EdJune 23 that Van Cleve was
relieved of command retroactive to Junel3. The agsalso contained a list of 18 men
from 6824 DIC (MIS) (military intelligence) who wédibe assigned to Prisoner of War
Enclosure 32 on a permanent basis. The messagaregthat this “was not
recommended earlier as Colonel VAN CLEVE represethies matter to have been his
responsibility and to have been properly clearddlt is unclear whether the clash
between military intelligence and the guards at £l led to Van Cleve’s dismissal or
whether it was the handling of his men.

A letter dated June 15, 1945 attempted to clearomfusion in the camp. This
letter came from Brigadier General T. J. Davis, adnfirmed that the G-2 section at
ASHCAN was under the authority of the camp commandad must follow his
instructions “to operate this camp as a militatyaeshment will be conformed with by
attached G-2 personnel.” It also stated that thari@andant will assist the G-2
personnel in any manner compatible with the meahsalisposal and subject to orders
and regulations under which he must operate.” €tter clearly spelled out that “[t|he G-
2 Section is concerned only with the search falilgience and is specifically charged
with answering expeditiously questionnaires suleditty Supreme Headquarters or

agencies authorized by Supreme Headquarters toisgbestionnaires direct.” Finally,
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this letter reaffirms that the commandant can efgmittance to the camp by anyone
without authorization from Supreme Headquartéts.

The above letter spelled out very clearly the raspgmlities of the intelligence
group at Mondorf. Moreover, the letter demanded i camp commandant aid the
intelligence section in any way possible. While tinders were directed at G-2, the
overall tone of the letter demanded cooperatiowéen the two groups with the hope of
obtaining more positive results at ASHCAN.

Prisoner Health

One consideration for the men imprisoned at Mond@s their health. The last
thing the Allies wanted was for these men to dieustody. They dealt with issues from
the beginning, such as Goering’s obesity and aiddiend Frank’s recovery from his
attempted suicide. Colonel Andrus felt good abbatprogress both of these men made
under his care. Even though comfort was not a neocern for the Americans
regarding conditions at Mondorf, ASHCAN was prolyaible most comfortable of all of
the camps for high value prisoners. In spite ofabmaplaints about the camp by those
imprisoned there, Mondorf was nearly a country cabmpared with other facilities.

Admiral Horthy was a chronic complainer about tbaditions in the camp. The
former Regent of Hungary was 78 years old whennaki® custody. Since he stayed at
the “Von Annex,’ he was able to use some of his ted linen while the others slept
under army blankets and wore extra clothing. Bydeiscription, his “food was mainly
cold and unpalatable; it made me feel sick.” Hecdbed an incident in which he left the

dining room to return to his room, and he faint&the perturbation of the camp doctor

141 Brigadier General T.J Davis, “Duties and Respalités of G-2 Officer at ASHCAN,” NARA,
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and the camp Commandant, who came rushing up, avgseat that | decided to exploit
my indisposition. | stayed in bed for two days, afteér that conditions improved
materially.”*? The following day Lieutenant Colonel Thomas C. \Glave sent a letter
to SHAEF regarding Horthy’s illness and included teport of Dr. Daniel Rosen, who
treated Horthy. Van Cleve’s report stated thatlevtthis report does not necessarily
indicate an alarming condition, the medical offiteels that progressive deterioration
and death are possible in view of the prisoners) ggvanced age (he is 78) and his
rather desperate mental state.” Van Cleve reploats t

The British and American officers in charge of tAanex’ feel quite

definitely that Horthy is showing marked signs etetioration, both

physically and mentally. He is deeply chagrinethatrigorous treatment

he is receiving and feels that by no standard edabehadjudged guilty of

any crime. He regards himself as the only livingimafficiently well-

informed on conditions in Hungary to give positjugdance to its

rehabilitation. It is this that he refers to whendescribes his present

condition as ‘a matter of the sodf?
In Dr. Rosen’s report of the incident he writesttlexcept for evidence of some weight
loss, found no evidence of any pathological progdsish may have explained this
incident.” He concludes that the patient does‘remjuire any special consideration at
this time, but | feel that the patient is broodongr his present status, and considering his
age and background, may develop an acute melaadhdi deteriorate more rapidly.”
He suggested an increase in Horthy’s sugar raiorthy died in 1957 at age 8%

Many of the prisoners were in their sixties andesges when they came to

ASHCAN. As mentioned previously, the Allies featbédt any of these men would die

142 Admiral Nicolaus HorthyMemoirs(New York: Robert Speller & Sons Publishers, 19%7246.

143 Thomas C. Van Cleve, “lliness of Admiral HorthjtARA, RG331 Entry 11 Box 6, 15 June 1945.
144 Daniel Rosen, “Report on Condition of Admiral Hort” NARA, RG331, Entry 11, Box 6, 15 June
1945.

94



under their care. Therefore, a number of these saendoctors frequently to deal with
what was usually a pre-existing condition. Herm@&uering, due to his weight and
addiction to paracodin, was regularly monitoreddbgtors. The same was true for Hans
Frank due to his attempted suicide in captivityopefarriving at the camp. While Frank
recovered from his injuries and appeared to geehdte became concerned about former
Foreign Minister Joachim von Ribbentrop and toakdoncerns to Colonel Andrus.
Frank was concerned because Ribbentrop seemed/ dkgpessed. Andrus received a
report from one prison officer who wrote that:
Internee von Ribbentrop, 31G 35002, seems very rdaphessed

and always sits by himself. He observes all Amerigarsonnel rather

closely whenever they are in the vicinity. In ortiefind out what might

be his trouble, | had Sergeant Bock converse with hfind that he is

very much concerned with the forthcoming War Crirtreds. He appears

depressed and dejected and very rarely smiles &wimerly did on his

arrival here. It is my opinion that he is not damgss in any way... but we

will continue to observe him at all tim&¥.
Frank later asked if he could room with Ribbentsoghe could care for him, but Andrus
denied the request. Additionally, Ribbentrop washighly regarded by his peers in the
camp. They thought that he was not very brightraedely one of Hitler's lackeys. After
Hitler’'s suicide, Ribbentrop stayed around Flengthoping to be used by the new
government, but Schwerin von Krosigk became foremgmister instead with no task
given to Ribbentrop.

Others among the sick included Field Marshall Altkesselring who had a heart

murmur but required no medical treatment. A finahate with medical issues was Franz

Xavier Schwarz, former Treasurer of the Nazi Pty was 69 years old at Mondorf and

145 Andrus,Nuremberg Jailer28-29.
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suffered from heart irregularities requiring mede&iand a doctor’s supervision. He died
while still in Allied custody two years latéf®
The Prison Communities

The prison at ASHCAN was a community unto itsetieTguards had a limited
number of people to watch, including the prisoneithe hotel, in the “Von Annex,” and
in the larger camp behind the hotel that held apprately 600 men. The interrogators
were housed at smaller European pension hotelsHassa mile from the camp. Access
to the camp was very secure, and only those cldar&HAEF had access to the camp
and anyone inside. In this rather insular worl@, ¢damp developed its own peculiarities.
One of these peculiarities was nicknames. Nicknacaege from the guards, the
interrogators, and the Germans in the larger cdrapworked in the hotel and annex.
The interrogators called the former Nazis ‘PW’témees’, and in official reports,
‘subject.” Another common nickname was ‘gain,’ attee daily report. The guards
showed little respect for the inmates, calling maoh as Goering ‘fatso.” As time went
on Julius Streicher and Robert Ley became insefgrafrning them the nickname “the
Bobbsey Twins,” after the lead characters in papeiddren’s’ book series in America.
A final nickname came from the German prison lal®veho referred to the group as
“die Bonzen' literally, the ‘big shots.” They meant this indarisive tone as most of these
prisoners resented these former high ranking Nemiswhat they did to German¥/.
Colonel Andrus described one example. One evenargidnn Goering complained

about the food in the camp when he said to the @erfAW serving the food that his
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“food isn’t as good as | fed to my dogs.” The PQwvhed on him and replied: ‘Well, if
that’s the case, you fed your dogs better thanfgdwany of us who served under you in
the Luftwaffe.” **®

The prisoners developed, or perhaps continued, ke social circles. Although
reasonably free to move about the hotel during snaadl the periods in the morning and
evening they had for exercise, their social cirdiegded into three distinct groups, with a
few people who never fit well into any group. Timstfgroup was the high ranking
military officers, which included Field Marshal Welm Keitel, Field Marshal Albert
Kesselring, General Alfred Jodl, General d’ ArtileWalter Warlimont (married to
heiress of Busch breweries in America), as welbaserals Erich von Boetticher,
Johannes Blaskowitz, and Admirals Karl Doenitz @sthard Wagner. These men
interacted almost exclusively with each other,@ltjh Doenitz often tried to speak for
the group as the leader of the German governméetat@imirals stayed especially close
within this group. Another sub group comprised Ekidod| and Kesselring, who spent as
much time as possible in deck chairs on the veranti&ide the hotel sunning themselves
in the warm spring and summer weather.

A second group, the career governmental bureauvanatstatesmen, included
men like former Chancellor Franz von Papen, Ottasktesr, former president of the
Reichschancellory, Hans Heinrich Lammers, formackaninister and Chief of the
Chancellery, Graf Lutz Schwerin von Krosigk, a femfrinance Minister and Doenitz’
Foreign Minister, and the only non-German of theugr, Admiral Nicolaus Horthy,

former Regent of Hungary. These men mostly faitedrtderstand why they were even in
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prison. As a group they felt they had merely work@adheir country. In many ways,
these men proved the most difficult in camp. Mahthem wrote letters complaining of
their incarceration and violations of internatiotaal. Most of this group stayed at camp
more as material witnesses, with only Papen beiaed at the International Military
Tribunal in Nuremberg starting in November 1945.

The final group, the Nazi Party members, was thie t@ampfer,” old fighters
who supported Hitler in the twenties. This granguded Hans Frank, Alfred
Rosenberg, Wilhelm Frick, Austrian Nazi Arthur S&ysguart, Robert Ley, and Julius
Streicher. Rosenberg and Streicher, who playeddleyg in spreading anti-Semitism in
Nazi Germany, and all carried out the brutal pebdhat defined Nazi leadership and
occupation of conquered lands. This group kepelgrtp themselves because the other
two groups found them difficult to be around.

Julius Streicher, in particular, found life in theson very lonely. The only other
prisoner who talked to him at all was Robert Letye8her publishe®er Stirmerthe
anti-Semitic and pornographic weekly magazine ¢émaburaged hatred and brutality
toward the Jews and other so-called inferior grotfis presence was so repugnant that
on arrival at the camp the others refused to et lwm. Andrus wrote that:

Doenitz and several others immediately moved ttigairs and
refused point-blank to sit with him. They told nmey considered

Streicher Germany’s No 1 criminal. | told them: &fWehrmacht and the

Navy no longer exist, neither does your state. r&laee no discussions.

You will therefore eat with anybody I place at yaainle**°

In the camp, Streicher had a private room on ther fbelow where the rest of them

stayed. According to Hechler, Julius Streicher'srffosexual tendencies and vile
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vulgarities caused the other prisoners to inset tie be given a private room in which to
indulge his fancies*°

One prisoner who more or less fit into all of theagegories but welcome in none
of them was Hermann Goering. While not a high raglafficer in the army during
World War |, he was the highest ranking leadehe Third Reich under Hitler, the title
of Reichsmarschal created just for him. Howeveergane within the group of career
officers rejected him. Within the Third Reich hesaamleading bureaucrat, having
become part of the government as a Minister witliartfolio when Hitler formed his
government in January 1933. He was not, howeveaiy@er bureaucrat and politician. He
certainly did not fit in with the other bureaucratso came from the Prussian tradition of
landed members of the alldinker,who viewed government service as a noble and at
least theoretically, non-political position. He waee of the ‘Alte Kampfer,” a Nazi from
the early twenties who had been with Hitler atBleer Hall Putsch in November 1923
and all other significant Nazi events. Within threspn, he remained an outsider. No
group claimed him and nearly everyone resenteddfiien twelve years of the Nazi
regime. This rejection did not deter Goering. As liieath improved with his weight loss
and reduced dependency on paracodin, his old swaggdecockiness returned. He
thought he was in charge of, and spokesman fogritwgp of German leaders held at
ASHCAN.

In the early days of the camp, these men ate the sation as any Prisoner of
War, that of a United States Army private. This wessame ration any PW in Europe

received at the end of the war. The total volumthisf food ration and the vast number
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of German prisoners held by the Allies put a segegpply strain on the victorious
countries, particularly the United States, whictoahelped Great Britain and France
supply their rations. The fact that the majoritytled prisoners at Mondorf were not
soldiers added to issues about the rations becausgny former bureaucrats demanded
their rights and privileges under the Geneva CotiwwenThe Allies solved this problem

in July at the Potsdam Conference when they ratilggveryone as disarmed German
prisoners and reduced the ration to about 1600ieala day.

Once Colonel Andrus took over as Commandant of i@e@bntinental Prisoner of War
Enclosure 32, SHAEF sent out announcements comgethis facility, as well as its twin facility
DUSTBIN, which had been moved from Versailles tartkfurt. During the third week of May
several announcements came from SHAEF regardingstiadlishment of both ASHCAN, which
would hold High Value Nazis, and DUSTBIN, which thé¢ading scientists and industrialists.
The stated purpose of the camps was to “facilgpeial interrogation in a convenient location
of important individuals who are of special intgéince interest.” One announcement gave three
categories for prisoners committed to Mondorf:

a. Civilians of high political status such as VON PAYE
b. High ranking Nazi personalities of Counter Intediige interest.
c. High ranking Military and Naval officers of Operatial Intelligence interest
in connection with the war with Japan or for reshgurposes.
It also stated that these locations may be movtteifecords and archives of German

ministries are found®*
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ASHCAN became a frequently inspected facility. Epogre wanted to see
Mondorf and try to get a glimpse of the prisonargwen talk to them. Among the first to
arrive at ASHCAN to inspect the camp was Generaa3ier, commanding general of
the Oise Intermediate Section, who held direct @uihof the camp. Thrasher saw the
whole of the camp and upon conclusion of the inspedold Colonel Andrus that there
were too many men guarding the camp and the peesaerds of the district made it
necessary to cut the number of men guarding th@p cAmdrus protested this move and
argued that other considerations made it necegs#&mwdrus’ mind to keep a fairly large
guard force. In a message to Colonel Bogart alteutnispection by General Thrasher,
Andrus told Bogart that he justified the use chiér force due to outside threats.

Though none of these things can be consideredyhiigely, all
are possibilities that might jeopardize our succ€bsrefore we must
provide sufficient force, and show of force, toguele any of the
following occurrences:

a. Effort at a mass prison break by the interneesdazahel abetted
by the 140 man prisoner of war labor detachment.

b. Effort from the outside either by Germans or German
sympathizers to effect, by force, a liberation 0y af the
prominent internees.

c. Effort by Allies from the outside to effect an gntf the
stockade for the purpose of wreaking vengeance thpgoan
archenemies confined or for the purpose of libegathem
from lynching.

d. Effort from the outside to compromise the secunityhis
institution or to accomplish the purpose listedirabove by
stealth.

e. Special supervision to prevent suicide or othertoaets (three
such were under close guard upon the recommendaitibie
surgeon at the time of inspectiony.

The General evidently felt this justified the cunrguard staffing, although as has been

seen it did not prevent other attempts to redueatimber of guards at the facility.
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Overall, the general seemed pleased. Andrus wrogaiB that the general “upon
departure remarked, ‘I like the way you're doing >

Another inspection occurred on June 1. General &e¢lProvost Marshal for the
European Theatre, toured the camp and then metGuiibnels Andrus and Van Cleve
along with staff members. The general ordered stmeges such as replacing the glass
in windows (this took over a month to complete)d an increase in the number of
blankets, mattresses, and pillows provided fomptfigoners. The general ordered that
fifty extra cots be obtained for the prisoners asserve, classes in English be provided,
and personal items such as shoe laces, eye glas#iss heckties, and watch crystals be
returned to the men. He also ordered that the peisohave access to tobacco and other
supplies if they were available from the PX. Peghaqost important for Andrus, the
general assured him that the guard staffing lewelsid not be change@?

On June 6, 1945, General William “Wild Bill” Donowanspected the camp with
a party of 12 men. Donovan headed the Office ait&gric Services (OSS) during the war
and was now cooperating with Supreme Court JuBtadeert Jackson, who would be the
lead prosecutor for the United States for the gdtet determined war crimes trials.
Donovan’s inspection allowed him to see how theqgers lived in the ‘Big House,’ the
hotel, and he observed an interrogation. He metd@bers of the interrogation team
and “had a chance to observe the deportment gfrtkeners at undisturbed recreation,
their deportment toward the commandant when appezh@and towards the

investigators during questionind>® Donovan did tell Andrus he would have a list of
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prisoners and questions for them which he wantedniierrogators to ask the prisoners.
The report did not include any recommendations bgegal Donovan.

In the immediate aftermath of the war, SHAEF wasvarall charge of all
activities by military personnel. General Eisenhodie not want to administer Germany
after the war. He viewed the administration of Gang) once everything was secure, not
as a SHAEF but a civilian function. Certainly aitafly presence continued, but plans
were made to create a new military administrati@t tvould work with civilian
authorities. The Combined Joint Chiefs of Staff m#ltese plans for after all military
operations ceased. Instead of an Allied operati@new headquarters became USFET
(United States Forces European Theater). This mganzation ran all U.S. military
functions in Europe. The end of SHAEF and statdSFET occurred on July 14, 1945.
General Eisenhower took command of USFET and meatjed the separate entities of
United States forces in Europe under one admitisiraOstensibly confined to
Germany, this new organization, however, also sptleeough Great Britain, France,
Belgium, Norway and Austria, controlling all Ameait military units in these areas. The
last part of the American forces in Europe to alter direct control of USFET was the
120 Army Group on July 25, 1945. This gave USFET comadnef all U.S. military
forces in Europe.

This change in command also tore apart Allied aigsnstarted under Eisenhower
at SHAEF. British and American offices dealing witle same issues often stayed close
to one another. Fears over this restructuring @sointhroughout the intelligence
community and ASHCAN in particular. While Americastaffed Mondorf, it remained

under overall command of SHAEF, giving it a bitBrftish and French influence. The
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most outward influence of the Allies included thafng of the Dalheim camp by British
guards. Several cables and messages came from StdAEFHCAN describing how the
change would affect the camp. The intelligence etspaf the camp simply passed from
SHAEF G-2 to USFET G-2. USFET G-2 became respoasdsithe following:

Selection of personnel to be committed therein.
Intelligence control including all interrogation ioimates.
Passing on all applications to interrogate indigiditherein.
For rendering certain reports which at present are:

a. Weekly cable to Combined Chiefs of Staff/Britishi€fh of
Staff

b. Weekly roster of inmates.

c. For insuring that the appropriate U.S., British aftiaer
authorized Allied agencies interested will haveadacilities
in connection with the intelligence exploitationASHCAN,
and will receive copies of all reports resultingrfr this
exploitation>®

PowpbdPE

In reality, other than new routings for some maitsrinot much changed. The prison at
Mondorf still answered to the same groups as befohg now they were part of USFET
and not SHAEF.

Through the first two months of the camp, PrisarféVar Enclosure 32 at
Mondorf les Bains, Luxembourg experienced many gearadapting to the realities of
postwar Europe and changes within the commandtateuof the military. The camp
faced pressures from many different offices of butlitary and civilian governments.
Once the camp settled into a routine and issuesamremand and other responsibilities
straightened out, the use of the camp as a stodkadtleese high value prisoners took on
a life of its own. The interrogators received listguestions from G-2 and other military

services. The limited knowledge of the interrogatmiten made good follow up

156 “Responsibilities for Conduct of ASHCAN upon Termination of Supreme Headquarters, AEF,” NARA,

RG331, Entry 11, Box 6, 23 June 1945.
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guestions impossible. The questions supplied tetmlbéd about how agencies or military
operations ran and not many questions tried to &ol@dne responsible for certain crimes
or actions.

At this date, there were still no interrogationsnoag from members of the IMT.
ASHCAN provided a good location to begin to crezdses against these men, but the
opportunity was not exploited at this point becaiheelMT was not completely
organized and running. Many days the work of thernegators was as a guide and
interpreter as other groups came in to interrotf@se men, most commonly the Soviets
or the FBI. The Allies were squandering a greatoofymity at the camp, but they did not

seem to realize it.
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Chapter Four
Publicity

Through late June and early July ASHCAN settled anfairly quiet routine.

Many of the prisoners got interrogated on a regodesis. The interrogators had a variety
of roles in the camp. Some days they might intev\peisoners from questionnaires
provided to the camp by G-2 or some outside servibey still had to respond to
immediate questions that USFET would ask, givinghitwrf a short list of questions for
one or several prisoners. When not interrogatimgppers, Major Giannini, who took
over after Van Cleve’s reassignment prepared herogation Reports for G-2 at
USFET. Other days the camp hosted groups sentdoagate the prisoners from outside
agencies, such as the FBI or the Strategic Bom®urgey. The interrogators acted as
hosts, escorting groups through the camp and woksninterpreters. There was a quiet
tedium about the work at hand.

However, by the third week in July the pace chareggdiSHCAN. The arrival,
almost simultaneously, of both the press and thesteéh Commission, added many new
duties for those already at Mondorf. Mondorf lesr8 became a frequent part of the
byline in newspapers. The secret was out. How wthéddcamp and the inmates deal with
this new publicity?

ASHCAN and the Press

One of the main advantages of Mondorf les Bairnthasight for ASHCAN was
its location. Located approximately 20 miles fromxkembourg City, the small resort
town did not attract a great deal of attention. eiWMajor David wrote his report about

the camp as the Allies got it ready for the arrvits prisoners, he had concerns about
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security. As previously mentioned, he warned tlegialnise it was located in the middle of
a town where there were no restrictions on the rmavet of the civilians, a reporter
would probably soon discover the purpose of thepcand report its existence in the
press. He also mentioned that the name and lotledfotel would make it appear that
these Nazis resided in the lap of luxdt{Lieutenant Dolibois also noted that it was easy
for the local citizens to view into the groundsloé camp from a nearby hill, something
that would certainly be of interest to a repoftér.

SHAEF prohibited interviews and photographs wité piisoners by the
press. On May 241945 a dispatch went to the Twalifith Twenty First Army
Groups stating:

Press interviews with PW’s, members of disarmed@erforces
and detained German officials is subject.
Responsible commanders will insure that persoriairews with,

or photographs of, subject personnel are not pecitThis does not

prohibit written or photographic press coverag®®f establishments or

PW'’s as a group, depicting living and working cdiwtis and methods of

control, subject to limitations imposed by militaggcurity and the

applicable Geneva Conventidt.
To reemphasize this message, General Eisenhowes seemo to the same
personnel four days later, stating that “[u]jndercivoumstances will the press or
other visitors be admitted to ASHCAN or DUSTBIK® These two messages

appeared to do the job in that the existence otémep did not become common

knowledge to the public until the third week inylul

57 Major M. Davis, “Inspection of ‘ASHCAN,” NARA, RGRL, Entry 11, Box 6, 3.

138 Dolibois, 98-99.

159 SCAEF to Twelfth Army Gp, Twenty First Army Gp, @oZone ETOUSA, 24 May 1945. NARA,
RG331, Entry 11, Box 6.

180 Eisenhower to COM ZONE 28 May 1945, RG331 EntryBbx 6.
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After the initial reporting on the arrests of wain@nals in the European
theatre, news in the United States concentratedlyrasthe war against Japan.
News coverage about the Nazis frequently reporteeivone or another got
captured. Most other reports appeared to focusxoesses of the Nazis, such as
the tremendous amount of art looted. Although oéxeesses of the regime came
to light, there seemed almost no interest in threecd state of the war criminals.

It appeared the press ban worked and no real name out about the various
prisons holding the leading Nazis stayed in th&t fiew weeks after the end of the
war in Europe.

This situation changed for a few days in the miadidune. On June 17
1945 an Associated Press (AP) article appearitigeihlew York Timeghis
article began with “American interrogation officesaid today Reich Marshal
Hermann Goering had told them...” and then went ottetiail various claims of
planned German actions during the W&rThis article appeared to show a leak at
ASHCAN, because that was the only place Goeringestafter May 15 1945.

The same day a message went to SHAEF from AGWARutadt General War
Department) stating that information from Hermaroe@ng had been
disclosed'®? However, the person who leaked this informatiors waver
discovered.

Except for this one incident the security and secet Mondorf remained intact
until the third week in July when a reporter fromeaspaper in Paris arrived in

Mondorf. The newspaper carried an article, “It ®&yBe a Nazi,” which described

161 Associated Press, “Goering Says Japan Got JepBiug New York Timeslunel7, 1945, 2.
162 AGWAR to SHAEF. NARA, RG331, Entry 11, Box 6.
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Mondorf as a luxurious setting for the former lemdef the Third Reicti® Next a
reporter from th&Chicago Daily Newsippeared. On July 16 1945 enough reporters had
found Mondorf that Andrus called them together, told them: “We stand for no
mollycoddling here. These men are in jail. We heseain rules and these rules are
obeyed.”®* He then described the typical day of the inmatesiiding their diet and
schedule. He also paraded the reporters throughatie¢ so they could see the
accommodations and realize that the Nazis didivetih the lap of luxury at the Palace
Hotel. While the reporters could and did speak thin American soldiers at the camp,
the inmates remained off limits. Reporters coulelthe facilities but the prisoners
remained out of sight.

USFET and the other authorities viewed the armfakporters as a crisis.
This proved especially true of the Shuster Commirssi historians who arrived
at ASHCAN to interview the former Nazis. AccorditgKen Hechler, a member
of the Shuster Commission, a reporter from the ARed on July 22 1945. The
next morning, he sat at the breakfast table witto@ Andrus and the members
of the commission. The Commission did not desiseublicity and sitting with
a reporter created a real problem. How the repéoterd out about ASHCAN
was the subject of a great deal of conjecture. leedtelieved Andrus led him to
the commission because the colonel “had reacheplaine in life when he felt

publicity, if not ability, might serve to gain hihis star...*®® Others suspected

183 Andrus,Nuremberg Jailer51.
184 Quoted in Ann Tusa and John Tu$he Nuremberg Tria(New York: Skyhorse Publishing, 2010), 44.
1% Hechler, 63.
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Hechler. One of the creators of the commission\Valter L. Wright, had known
Hechler for a long time and wrote to Dr. Shustait:th

| suspect | detect the journalistic hand of Hechighis AP story. Since |

have known Hechler since his undergraduate dags, aware of his

strong journalistic itch. That tendency toward pcib} at all costs was one

thing which made me question the wisdom of hisgassent to the

mission. As he did not participate in our briefsgssions here, he may not

understand the spirit of the directions we triegébacross. To restrain

Hechler from seeking more publicity will requiresuspect, more than a

delicate hint:®®
In spite of Dr. Wright's suspicions, Hechler wrditet Dr. Shuster never spoke to him
about the matte®’

Over the next few days the press became a patilyfide at ASHCAN. While
unable to interview the war criminals, they recdigegreat deal of information about
them from the prison guards and officers. Colonedlds did not spend much time with
reporters other than the meeting on 16 July, therodfficers were happy to participate.
For instance, Captain Herbert Biddle, an officethia 391" AAA Battalion, seemed
always available to talk about the inmates. He @aell reporters how messy some of
the inmates, such as Ribbentrop, were and thatitinetion was bad enough that Biddle
felt the need to discipline him, or as he said teorter: “Ribbentrop is sometimes
lackadaisical in this respect, and | have to had ¢ the carpet for it several time$§®
Biddle offered other insights as well: a) aboutftner that “Doenitz and several others

refused to eat with, saying they considered hirmtaery’s worst criminal,” b) while all

of the rooms were equipped with the same furnishi@pering’s room had a larger chair

198 pid, 65.

187 |pid, 65.

188 Captain Herbert Biddle, quoted in “RibbentropPirison-Hotel, Scolded for Untidiness; Goering
shunned.The Boston Globe. July 22945, D7.
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because Goering “is so heavy he broke his othear,thaGoering is universally
“shunned” by the other inmates, and d) Dr. Robe#t is “snubbed” by most of the
internees?®

Before the reporters arrived at ASHCAN, the inmai@s a film showing footage
of Buchenwald Concentration Camp after its libematiThis film was part of a much
larger project under the guidance of Hollywood fdimector Billy Wilder, which SHAEF
announced on June 21 1945. The idea was to make affthe highest possible
production values and show it in movie housesém@n audiences as soon as possible.
The central idea of the film was to “drive home teeling of responsibility to all
Germans.*”® The prisoners of ASHCAN had to watch parts of ftis, which later
became “Nazi Murder Mills.”

When the prisoners saw the film, Andrus had CaBaildle stand at the best
possible vantage point to watch and record thetirecof the inmates. He introduced
the film by telling the prisoners:

You are about to see a certain motion picture shgwpecific

instances of prisoners by the Germans. You knowtabese things and |

have no doubt many of you participated in them.aMeshowing them to

you, not to inform you of what you already knowt buimpress on you

the fact that we know of it, too. Be informed thia¢ considerate treatment

you receive here is not because you merit it, abse anything less

would be unbecoming to 4§

Biddle duly noted the responses of many of theopess to the film, which then quickly

appeared in the press such as an AP article of2hjlgoted various reactions. Sergeant

Arthur Michaels also provided the correspondenhwitme examples. Hans Frank

169 |;
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“crammed a handkerchief in his mouth and gaggethbé&trop “bowed his head and
walked straight from the showing to the dining rqQbBtreicher “sat on the edge of his
chair, clasping and unclasping his hands,” Kessglhivas white as a sheet when the
picture ended,” Goering commented “[t]hat’s theetys film we used to show to our
Russian prisoners,” and, Doenitz commented “[il i American justice, why don’t
they shoot me now?%"*

Another section of the same article mentionedebwires given by the inmates to
each other to help pass the time. Examples citddded Ley’s talk about reconstructing
Germany based on private enterprise and capifat,@y from his opinions during the
regime, Ernst von Freyend on breeding fish, Schweosn Krosigk on Shakespeare, and
Riecke, former agriculture minister on weeds anthoas of fighting them. The last
example and according to the article the most @odatture was given by Walter Funk
on the significance of paper money when it firgtegred in the econonty?

The July 28 1945 edition of tidew York Timemcluded an AP article entitled
“Cowering Goering Has Heart Attack:™ The article stated that Goering had a heart
attack during an electrical storm the previous thagid questioned whether he would be
ready to stand trial. It quoted his American surg€daptain Clint L. Miller, saying that
no one could be sure how a man under the tensioeriexced by Goering would react.

The captain said that “Goering is so emotionallgtahle you never can tell about this

172 «Nazi Leaders Cringe at War Horror Film&hicago Daily Tribune23 July, 1945, 9.
3bid.
174 AP. “Cowering Goering Has Heart Attack,” The NewrK Times, July 28, 1945, 3.
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type.” "> The doctor expounded more on Goering’s instabdity Colonel Andrus spoke
about his health issues since arriving at Mondoduding his addiction to paracodin.

The next day an article appeared from AP saying@uweering would definitely
stand trial regardless of physical condittéhiCaptain Miller then gave details of other
illnesses suffered by the war criminals. Ribbentiag “Neuritis of the left side of his
neck, face and head”, Frank, who arrived at cantp self-inflicted wounds, was still
recovering from them. Kesselring had a “chronid gkdldder condition” and a “heart
lesion.” Otto Meissner had “Chronic colitis, whikblk claimed to have contracted while
serving in the northeastern Mediterranean,” anehE¥aver Schwarz “had chronic
myocarditis, he is very inactive and won’t get &jter,” Ernst von Freyend, an aide to
Keitel, was “recovering from shrapnel wounds of bloétocks and thigh,” Vice Admiral
Buerkner was diabetic and used insulin, which loaigint with him, Rosenberg had “a
sprained ankle but is recovering. He slipped oock and twisted it while walking in the
yard.™"’

On July 31, théaily Boston Globdeatured an article on the prisoners at
Mondorf. The headline the paper chose for thelari@s “Streicher in Tears When
Yank Jew Shows Kindness$’® The article relates how at the time of his capfireicher
claimed that an African-American soldier knockenhldown, kicked and spat on him.
After he moved to another camp he said that “I plased in a clean room. An American

came in with a pitcher of cocoa and some craclkégsset them down on the little table

and stepped back and said, ‘This is from me to b Streicher — | am a Jew.’ | broke

175 |
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down and cried, that was the most severe punishhieve ever received. | am wrong. |
have always said there were no good Jews, bubthaproved | am wrong.” There is
also a description of Hans Frank stating that ‘tnésbetween hysteria and scorn,
constantly crying out in his anguish that ‘I amrengnal!™”

Another article on the same day in thew York Timerepeats some of the same
information about Streicher and Frank, adding evene details’® The article begins
with “the supposed iron men who built and bossed@erman military machine are
going to pieces morally and physically as they wahind barbed wire for their war
crimes trials.” Overall this article rehashed oldews about ASHCAN. For example, the
article says that Keitel wrote to complain to Eisewer when his Field Marshal’s baton
was taken from him and Doenitz wrote to complaiaudtihe indignity when the
Americans took mugshots of the prisoners. Thiskertncludes a quote from Dr.
Bohuslav Ecer, the Czech official with the UNWWOCnhftéd Nations War Crimes
Commission), who wrote a scathing review of the gahat Colonel Andrus cited as part
of the reason the camp closed. The article includbdef conversation between Ecer and
Ribbentrop with Ecer telling him “The greatest diplatic success you ever had was
foisting German champagne off on the French. Ribbprreportedly shrugged and told
Ecer “l know it is a joke, but German champagne weadly good.”

The newspaper accounts from Mondorf continued Antgust. By this time
everyone knew that the camp would soon close. Aa®iBle in theChicago Daily

Tribuneon August 9, 1945 gave reactions from the Nazldeship when they found out

179 “Nazi Chiefs Crack in Wait for Trials,;The New York Timegduly 31, 1945, 6.
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that the United States dropped the first atomic tbem Hiroshima, Japafi’ Doenitz’
reaction was to say that “I am not surprised yacsaded. We were afraid you would do
it sooner and use it against Germany.” Goeringidened it “A mighty accomplishment.

| don’t want anything to do with this world. | amdving this world.” The reaction
attributed to Ribbentrop was “Good heavens — treams the revolution of everything.
No one would be so stupid as to start a war nowe st reaction quoted came from
Kesselring. In 1940 he commanded the Luftwaffederthat bombed London during the
blitz. His reaction was more analytical statingttte atomic bomb opened up “an as yet
unsurveyable era in aerial technique and tactics.”

An article on August 14 bMew York Timeseporter Kathleen McLaughlin
reported on the flight from Mondorf that includdgktlast of the war criminals being
moved to Nuremberg with Colonel Andrus accompanyiisghigh value prisoners
including Goering. Goering reportedly told his &l prisoners when they crossed the
Rhine to “Take your last look"*

Under the rules of the camp, reporters did not feeess to the prisoners for
interviews. To compensate for this, ASHCAN heldylpress conferences, usually led
by Captain Biddle, although sometimes Colonel Asdnade an appearance also. The
guotes attributed to the prisoners came from theséings. Interestingly, when Andrus

wrote his book in 1969, he used many of these sprotes and incidences.

180«poenitz Feared U.S. Would Hurl Atom Bomb on Genya Chicago Daily TribuneAugust 9, 1945,
2.

181 Kathleen McLaughlin. “Goering Enlivens Nurembelight,” The New York TimeAugust 14, 1945,
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Some of the prisoners, as mentioned in the prew@wspaper article, went to
Nuremberg by air. Others went by truck, stoppin@bérusal, to drop off some military
leaders at the interrogation compound there. Tligldvlater be the site of the Army’s
Historical Division history of the war from the Gean perspective. The impetus for this
project came from Major Ken Hechler while he waghos Shuster Commission at
ASHCAN. On 10 August Lieutenant John Dolibois wastf a column of six
ambulances, the preferred method of prisoner tfasel ASHCAN to Wiesbaden and
then Oberusal with the some of the column goingoaduremberg. The truck he rode in
contained Doenitz, Schwerin von Krosigk, KesselriBgerker, Wegener, and
Warlimont. He remembered:

As the convoy moved from Luxembourg across the Mes&o

Germany, near Trier, the nervous chatter of mygagsrs came to an

abrupt end. Through the rear window of the ambwdahey could see

what their glorious Third Reich now looked like l#&ge portion of Trier

lay in total ruin, in some areas rubble hadn’t beleared off the streets.

Our vehicles snaked through passages just wideganfou one at a time.

For the high-ranking Nazis in our ambulances thas the first

look at the condition of their country, the destroie that was the

aftermath of Hitler's determination to “fight togHast man.” They were

shocked, speechless; one sobbed unashamedly. Silad tke journey

went on in silencé®

With the prisoners gone from Mondorf, the camsebh At least for the
first two months, Central Continental Prisoner chMVEnclosure 32 served one of
its purposes very well. The Allies wanted a sit& tlwould be out of the way and

guiet in an attempt to get as much information@ssible from the inmates. Until

the last weeks at Mondorf the anonymity of the cangreeded. Whether or not

182 Dolibois, 133.
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it performed its function as an interrogation ceméggnained to be seen and is the
topic of some debate.

Print media was not done with ASHCAN atfter it cldsAround the time
the International War Tribunal started, the campeaped in the press again.
There were accounts by soldiers who worked as guarthe camp as well as an
article inLife Magazinewritten by John Kenneth Galbreath, who was at dre
in June conducting interviews connected with thekwad the Allied Air Forces
the Strategic Bombing Survey.

Russian Impressions of ASHCAN

As the news of ASHCAN became common knowledge envitest, the
Soviets contributed to the atmosphere of the monMmswspaper coverage also
showed what the Soviet Union thought of how the Acams treated their Nazi
prisoners. The public relations disaster sufferng&isenhower due to the soft
treatment of Goering when he was taken into cysteitl Eisenhower
embarrassed and allowed the Soviets to accusertived States of coddling these
prisoners. A United Press article in fdew York Timesen May 22 1945 decried
their treatment saying that the prisoners “weraddieated ‘politely’ when ‘they
should have been shackled’.” A Soviet radio comuent identified as Mr.
Yermasheff, questioned why the Americans wasted tmthese men. The article
guotes Yermasheff as saying: “Only later on h&eén declared that they and
also their ‘Fuehrer,” Doenitz, and his clique viaél treated as they deserve. But

they should not be ‘treated as they deserve,” btugainst the wall. There is no
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reason to treat them with kid glove$>This article showed Soviet frustration
with the British and American governments for allogvthe Flensburg
government to continue, although the next day thigsB arrested Doenitz’
group.

Once reporters discovered ASHCAN, the Soviet pgesskly jumped in to
complain about the lenient treatment of Nazi pregsnSoviet interrogations of prisoners
at ASHCAN were a common occurrence, so they céyteimew the circumstances of the
prisoners. However, on 23 July, a Moscow radio reglaimed that Goering,
Ribbentrop, and Doenitz were “resting in luxuryaibuxembourg palace,” where they
were ‘growing even fatter and more insolertf*The radio address went on:

This animal preserve for Hitler's breed is in pretsgue environs

far from inquisitive eyes. There the notorious waminals, Goering,

Doenitz Ribbentrop and others of their ilk are irestn luxury after their

bout of sanguinary carnage... Nothing but the fivgsiages and the

finest foods will do for them. After so much hardnk these poor fellows

must be allowed to rest and the latest model aubde®are theirs to drive

around the grounds. The only thing that they denied are newspapers, so

as not to spoil their mood or appetite with sonighsing remark about

their august presencé®
TheNew York Timearticle about the Soviet radio report ends witteaidl of this
treatment by Andrus.

The first reported interrogations by the Sovietsused during the week of June
22 1945. Certainly by the time the press discov&feddorf, the Soviets had a good idea

of how the place ran. An article on 24 July 194%ddhat Goering was afraid to be

interviewed by the Soviets, stating that Goeringafped up and cried: ‘The Russians!

183 “Moscow Demands Action on CriminalsThe New York Time&3 May, 1945, 3.
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They are here. | won't see them. | won't talk tertii.”*® The article continued on to say
that the Soviets interviewed Goering for two dayd mcluded Colonel Andrus’
comments regarding the previous day’s article about the Russians thought the Nazis
were treated at Mondorf. “None of them has hadop df wine since they've been
here... None of them has stepped foot outside tlokatie and won't until higher levels
ask for their transfer. The only food they getattprescribed for prisoners of war by
military regulations.*®’

Another interesting aspect of this article is whetiially happened. Goering had
concerns about seeing the Soviets, even thouglvtasot the first time he saw them. In
this case, in spite of all of his fears, things tweall. Major Hechler of the Shuster
Commission was in an adjoining room during parGokring’s interrogation. Hechler’s
account is as follows:

| was quite busily at work in the room next to wdéne

interrogation was going on, but could not help dgrhear the loud and

heated tones of the Russian interrogators. | cautlistinguish what he

was saying, but it was interrupted by repeatedighuyckles from the

Russians. Soon Goering’s voice rose, and the casickke to roars of

laughter. For about two hours the noise of guffaaisoed down the halls,

and then the Russians came out slapping eachartitbe back. They

went to see Goering again that afternoon and regehe performance.

Shortly thereafter they left Mondorf, thoroughlydpg, and there were

fifty sighs of relief — forty from the interneesdten from the

interrogators:®®

A few days later Hechler interviewed Goering agdime first thing he said to
Goering was: “You certainly had those visitors gpatrong yesterday.” Goering took a

swaggering hitch at his pants, peeked around thm i@s though to make sure Col.

18 «Goering Frightened by Russians’ VisiThe New York Timeguly 24, 1945, 5.
1871
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Andrus was not listening at the keyhole, cuppedlared and whispered to me in a

confidential tone: ‘Say, | really had those Russkiing in the aisles, didn’t I?’ He

laughed uproariously, and a happy smile rarelyHifttace during the interview®
Guard Accounts

Once men of the 3§1AAA Battalion started rotating home, some of thgave
interviews to various local newspapers. Tdtecago Daily Tribunen January 1946
published two articles by E. R. Noderer about cbos at Mondorf as told by former
guard Sergeant Robert Bock. The two articles desdrsome of the men in the camp,
most notably Goering. The article is somewhat csinfy in that Bock is described as
“the man who weaned the former reichmarshal (sanfhis precious paracodin pills,”
and describes Bock as the Goering’s former “wardef.

In another article, Noderer writes that accordm@ock, “the Russians were not
to know that Ribbentrop was a prisoner.” In thécltBock also recounts how Goering
was afraid of interrogations by the RussidiSBock describes how when the Russians
came to interrogate the Germans, only the Germétaryileaders were made available
to them. It appears that Bock was building up ompartance even though he was just a
guard..

Another account of this nature appeared inBbston Globen October 1946.
George R. O’Connell of South Boston wrote two #&Saecounting his adventures at

Mondorf. As in the articles featuring Sergeant Bdblese articles relate stories about the

*Ibid, 73-74.
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silly things the Nazis did while in prison. Like 8 O’Connell lampoons Goring and
writes about how afraid of everything Ribbentropresed to be. One difference in the
tenor of his second article is the kind words aldéatd Marshal Albert Kesselring. He
also writes that: “one of the outstanding charasties of the group — with the exception
of Von Papen — was an utter lack of religious mestétion.**? Overall, O’Connell’s
account seems more balanced than Bock’s since deteautries to convey his
impressions of some of the Nazis with whom he cartzecontact.
The Shuster Commission

As the war ended, the Allies arrested and detaaisetiany Nazi political and
military leaders as they could find, however, théy not take all of them into custody.
Some, particularly military officers retired or imted during the war, such as Generals
Franz Halder and Hermann Hoth, remained on threperty under the watchful eyes of
the Allies, but not imprisoned. The total surrendeGermany and the complete collapse
of civilian government left the Allies as the autiies in charge of all aspects of German
life. Due to arrests for possible war crimes, thigea had in their possession nearly all of
the surviving leading figures of the Third Reiclin€elvictorious forces had unprecedented
access to and control over their defeated foes.

The opportunity this opened up was not lost orAtties. The Allies held many
of the leaders of the Third Reich and had a unapmortunity to interview and
interrogate these men in order to better undergtathel’s Reich. However, this situation
does not seem to have been anticipated so thesAdieee slow to react to the

opportunity. At ASHCAN the interrogators were gratks of counter-intelligence school

192 George O’Connell, “Helped Top Nazi Up Stairs witltely Aimed Boot,”Boston GlobeQctober 7,
1946, 13.
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at Camp Ritchie, but their primary qualificatiorr fmosting to Mondorf was the ability to
speak German. With the exception of Lieutenant Ggl®an Cleve, none of these men
had previous experience in interrogation, and treay little knowledge of the Third
Reich government, the Nazi Party or the militargexds of the war. Therefore, they were
not in a position to derive the most benefit frdrait interrogations of the German
prisoners at ASHCN. They received questionnamas i{G-2, EDS or another
organization and simply asked the prisoners thstgpres on the list. They did not ask
follow up questions because they did not possesaghessary background knowledge.
The United States Army and the Historical Divis@frthe Army realized this
situation and tried to organize a better way termtgate these prisoners. The original
idea belonged to Dr. Troyer S. Anderson of Swartlen@ollege, who had joined the
Historical Branch of the army and was assignedddkwinder Undersecretary of State
Robert P. Patterson. On 18 May 1945 he draftedraarie Patterson demonstrating that
it was important to interview leading German oftiisito gather information of historical
significance. Patterson liked the idea and immedtlidiegan to put together a committee
to handle this assignment. According to Ken HeghRaitterson “pointed out that
because of the character of the Nazi governmenthandircumstances of its demise
‘much of this information can never be reconstrddtem paper records’; that ‘before
long the majority of these prisoners will eithergdaced beyond reach of interrogation or
so widely dispersed that it will be very difficati interview them...”*%* Patterson also
feared development of a ‘party line’ among the siiing officials that would make it

more difficult to gather information.

193 Hechler, 10.
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Patterson envisaged three lines of questioning:

1. Information on the inside history of the Nazi gavaent

2. Information on industrial mobilization and relategbics

3. Information about military operatioft§

The next large issue concerning the formation sf ¢tbmmittee was who would
lead it and who the members would be. The firsgsaton to lead the committee was
professor Carlton J.H Hayes of Columbia Univerditg.turned down the offer, but
suggested Professor George N. Shuster, presidéhirdér College in Manhattan,
instead. When he agreed the Shuster Commissiobaevas

In a letter from Troyer to Shuster, the purposthefcommission became clear:

A short time ago it occurred to us in the HistdriBeanch that a

unique opportunity to enrich our knowledge of th&tdry of our times

exists in the fact that numerous former Germarciats, both civilian and

military, are now our prisoners of war. These manehinformation about

the inner history of the Nazi regime which, under best of

circumstances, could never be fully recaptured fdmouments... if,

however, we can tap the memories of leading pagids, we can

minimize this imperfection and shed light on maings which,

otherwise, may remain forever obscure... Of courseeabze that there

are some disadvantages in immediate interrogatian some men, for

instance, will lie to us because fearful of theargonal fate. However,

after making due allowances for these difficulties, feel something can

be learned from immediate interviews which thedristl world cannot

afford to miss!®®

By the middle of June the rest of the committeee#mgether. Most of the
committee consisting of highly respected acadeiiniea various fields. First was Dr.
Frank Graham, Professor of Economics at Princetbo, looked at both the war

economy and industrialization during the war, ameltenant Colonel J.J Scanlon of the

% Hechler, 10.
1% Thomas E. BlantzGeorge N. Shuster: On the Side of Tr{itlotre Dame: University of Notre Dame
Press, 1993), 206.
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Army Service Forces material Division. Next wasutenant Colonel Oron J. Hale, who
before serving in the military was Professor oftbiig at the University of Virginia,
researching Nazi internal politics and strategierapons. Another member was Dr. John
Brown Mason of Stanford University, who looked la Nazi courts. Among other
things, Shuster looked into the relationship betwedigion and the Third Reich during
the war. Also sent along was Major Ken Hechlemiersity professor in civilian life
but during the war he worked for the Historical Bign, primarily as a writer. He went
along because no one else was available, althasgmimediate superior, Major
Franklin Ferriss, doubted that Hechler was equ#tédask.

The group arrived in Paris to meet with Colonel.&.IMarshall, Theater
Historian and then with Colonel Cole before thdyfier Frankfurt on 10 July. They
spent about a week at USFET headquarters in theeforG. Farben Building. Here they
spent time looking over interrogation reports amuking into the backgrounds of the
men they were going to interrogate. Interestinglych of this information must have
been compiled by the group working at ASHCAN.

On July 17, the Shuster Commission arrived at Mdndtaying at a large house
within easy walking distance of ASHCAN. They bunkea to a room; Colonels
Scanlon and Hale were together, Hechler and DroMabkared a room, as did Drs.
Shuster and Graham. They began their interrogatmoduly 18 and July 23, they came
downstairs to breakfast to find themselves in tagany of Colonel Andrus and a
reporter, George Tucker, from the Associated Pré&se reporter represented a serious

problem for the Shuster Commission. When the comionswas formed, their activities
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were supposed to be kept out of the papers uetyl tlad an idea as to their success or
failure. The reporter ended that idea.

The members of the commission met at their houstentiorning to decide on a
course of action. Shuster thought they should les pput brief with the reporter. Colonel
Hale disagreed because, as a member of G-2, helwmlhte his orders by talking to a
reporter. Hale wanted the reporter sent back ts Radeal with G-2 at USFET.
However, Shuster won the argument, and as a ghmypnhet briefly with Tucker and
described their roles. Tucker assured them thatelpisrt would be cleared through the
War Department, and the issue was put to rest.t&hwsote of the incident in his
autobiography. “I concluded at the time, and haag &ample opportunity to corroborate
the opinion since, that the intelligence branckhefservice (to which we were attached)
is the least satisfactorily equipped to withstamelassaults of the newsgathering
services.*%®

On July 25, Tucker’s article identified the membef$he commission and quoted
Shuster as saying:

These reports thoroughly covered military questidugs to

broaden its information the War Department invieaumber of

historians who knew the German question, and wb&esthe language, to

select a number of important aspects of it andamyetermine what really

went on inside Germany before and during the warfikld is in foreign

relations®®’

Shuster went on to say he hoped they could comfiietework in ninety days. This
article was the only newspaper story to appear tabheuShuster Commission while they

were in Europe.

1% George N. Shustefhe Ground | Have Walked OfNotre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press,
1961), 235-236.
197 George Tucker,“Historians Abroad to Question NAZitie New York Timeduly 26, 1945, 4.
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At ASHCAN the Shuster Commission had access tordoaémen who could
provide important answers for their work. The comssion remained at Mondorf until the
end of the first week in August. Rumors were rantpiaat the camp would close and
many of these men moved to either Oberusal, whew of the military leaders stayed,
or on to Nuremberg, the site of the future Intaorat! Military Tribunal Trials. The
commission remained in Germany until the end of &olier 1945. Shuster also
conducted interviews with members of the Germarggldrying to understand the
relationship between various churches and the TR&idh. Immediately after finishing
his work in Germany, he went to the Vatican, wHezaliscussed the possibility of doing
research on the topic in the Vatican Archives. Hg privately with Pope Pius XII, and
the pontiff offered him access to the files. Shudezlined saying he did not have
sufficient time to do this properly. The pope Ilgi¢ offer open to him but said he would
have to reconsider should someone else be senttteedvork:®® Shuster and Hale
would both later spend time as Governor GenerBlivaria, Hale originally was the aide
of Shuster in this capacity but when Dr. Shustitéego back to the United States, the
job went to Hale.

It is interesting to note that once Mondorf, andtf@t matter the Shuster
Commission was exposed in the media, there waa frehzy to report stories. The day
Andrus sat down with reporters after they discodeéhe camp, there were sixteen
reporters in the room. Press coverage became vaitgmof fact after the initial
discovery. Occasional articles appeared, but nloeseatement came out about the camp.

ASHCAN maintained a fairly anonymous existenceit®first two months of existence.

198 Blantz, 211.
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By the time Mondorf became known to the press,idetrces, most notably the
progress toward the IMT at Nuremberg signaled titeveas near for ASHCAN. The
Shuster Commission remained at Mondorf until a fiewys before the camp closed.

In the November 22, 1945 issueldfe MagazineJohn Kenneth Galbraith wrote
an article about his experiences at ASHCAN. Thelart‘The ‘Cure’ at Mondorf Spa,”
was about Galbraith’s visit to the carfip Although he does not provide a great deal of
information to the reader, he should have dispdhedears of anyone who thought the
prisoners at Mondorf were coddled. In writing abthg security of the camp, he recounts
a line from one of the gate guards: “To get in hgoal have to have a pass from God and
someone has to verify the signature.” He mentiavs dulius Streicher would walk
around the grounds at the hotel and every onceninile he would turn around and give
his best Hitler salute. Apparently the guards thuuge did this to reenact reviewing
troops during his glory days. He wrote about theqmers:

As might be expected, the prisoners were not a @egaging

group of people, but the cumulative effect of sgelrem at close range

was not so much anger or dislike as a kind of ditgfiweariness with the

whole crew. | began to think of the war-criminaats more and more as a

kind of sanitary measure. The generals and adnhedsmanaged to retain

a slight dignity but the politicians didn’t evenveathat*®
He wrote that of the group Robert Ley looked waoffstll and among the military officers
Keitel had deteriorated the most. There was notaespgecially informative about the
article, but Galbraith did succeed in making thiesser enemies seem frail and beaten.

The final print media piece about the camp camm ffane MagazineOn 2 July,

1945 Colonel H. G. Green sent a message to G-Zaoing the taking of a photograph

199 John Kenneth Galbraith. “The ‘Cure’ at Mondorf Spafe Magazine22 November, 1945, 18.
20 GalbreathLife Magazine
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of the inmates of ASHCAN. The original note, daB&dMay, 1945 asked for approval to
take a picture of the inmates:

There is now being accumulated at ‘ASHCAN’ a unigo#ection
of individuals. With the exception of HITLER and MMLER, now
deceased, the contents of ‘ASHCAN'’ will ultimategpresent all sections
of the Nazi Hierarchy which have been responsitaNorld War 11.
There is, thus, an opportunity of preserving a f@aremt record of some of
the most infamous characters in history and itragpsed that at the
appropriate time a group photograph should be takéme prisoners of
‘ASHCAN'. Such a photograph would be of consideealistorical
interest and it is felt would be a valuable additio the archives of the
War Office and US War Department. At a suitablestimoreover, it
could be released to the world press in ordertti@tvidest publicity
should be given to the fact that these notoriouisqres were in custody
awaiting whilst awaiting such disposal as is bgngpared for them.

2. ltis, therefore, requested that approval laatgd for the
taking of such a photograph at the appropriate.fithe

The author of this original note, Colonel Greersgml the message on that the idea had
the approval of G-2.

So the camp prepared their prisoners for a groopisHront of the Palace Hotel.
The guards and interrogators assembled the inmatdse center of the front row sat
Goering. Most of the high ranking officers movedhe back row for the photo.
Lieutenant Dolibois had the assignment of puttimg group together and nearly
accidently appeared in the picture. An AP photolgeapook the picture and it appeared
in print in the December 23 1945 issuelahe Magazine.

ASHCAN closed On August 12, 1945 and the hotel exadly resumed its

original purpose. The Palace Hotel was torn dowh9ias.

214 G. Green. Photographing of ASHCAN Inmates, RGB8iry 11 Box 6.
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Chapter Five

Methods and Interrogations

The G-2 officer in charge of Prisoner of War Enal@s32 was Lieutenant
Colonel Thomas C. Van Cleve. He served in miliiatglligence in the First Word War.
As previously mentioned, between the wars he wateBsor of Medieval Studies at
Bowdoin College in Maine. When the United Statesaloee involved in the Second
World War, he applied to have his commission reitest and serve in military
intelligence again. After a brief stint with theffoé of Strategic Services (OSS), he
returned to active duty in the army on 14 Novemb@#2%°

He arrived in continental Europe in July 1944, anthediately began working on
the interrogation of enemy prisoners. He was platt@2692 Combined Services
Detailed Interrogation Center (CSDIC), an idea afigh origin that centralized the
location of interrogation centers to coordinaterti@st immediate and effective means of
interrogation for captured German officers and nwhen he came to France, he left his
second in command, Major Ivo Giannini, in chargehirfigs in Italy, but Giannini soon
joined him in France.

Shortly after his arrival, he had to find a locatfor a new interrogation centéf’
After a conference in October 1944, the U.S. detideopen its own CSDIC. A message

from SHAEF said that:

22«geparation Qualification Record, Thomas C. VaavélPapers, Bowdoin College, Papers of Thomas
C. Van Cleve.

203 3ohn D. Davis, edThomas C. Van Cleve: Observations and Experientadvilitary Intelligence in
Two World Wars(Potts Point Books, 2005), 308.
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American CSDIC to be wholly manned and operatedimgrican
Personnel, centrally located in the American aoeabtain long-range
intelligence for SHAEF, for such special interragatas may be
necessary for Army Groups or other requirementd,tarselect for CPM
Branch, Washington, D.&?*

It would be renamed Detailed Interrogation Certtedifferentiate it from its
British counterpart. The new center was absorbtxNflitary Intelligence Service,
Eastern Theater of Operations United States Armis(MTOUSA). G-2, SHAEF had
priority for all interrogation projects at this ¢en Van Cleve was charged with finding a
location for this, and it had to meet certain stadd:

It must be secure from possible enemy attack. @nfdanger of
falling into enemy hands in the event of a sudaserse. One hundred
miles from the immediate area of fighting has gathgbeen regarded as a
reasonably safe distance.

It must be isolated — so located as to arouse thermam of
curiosity, therefore off the main traffic routes.

It must afford adequate housing space for fromtd5200
prisoners of war, suitable office accommodationgtie various sections,
and quarters for officers and enlisted personogkether with potential
recreation centers. Such a unit as this must sblest itself as to insure
its complete self-sufficiency.

Finally, it must be so located as to afford reabbndependable
contact with the G-2 headquarters which it servieseyat the same time,
within easy reach of the main P/W cages from wipicboners are to be
selected®®

By late October, Van Cleve chose the small villagRevin, France, within easy
distance of both the Belgium and Luxembourg borderstheir new camp. At the
beginning of November the unit 2692 CSDIC ceaseskist, when it became the 6824
DIC (MIS) (6824 Detailed Interrogation Center Maliyy Intelligence Service). The staff
of the previous unit was absorbed directly intortlber designation, with all necessary

intelligence functions combined in this one orgatian.

204 As quoted in Davis, 3009.
205 Quoted in Davis, 310.
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The timing of the new camp could not have beerebdtarger numbers of
German officers were surrendering and now the dratgya place to interrogate them
fairly close to the front lines. Interrogations toccur very quickly after their surrender
while all of the details remained fresh in theinas. Here they had access to all pertinent
military information. They received lists of prisens from all of Allied armies as well as
Engineering, the Signal Corps and other servichsyTould read all of the reports from
all British and American agencies including the G%S

With the liberation of Western European countrieg success against the
Germans, the end of the war almost seemed nearrdgations now began to include
more information than just that of use to the rarljt “The focus of interrogation began
to move away from exclusively tactical concerns twvdard economic, topographical
studies, post-war planning, civilian intelligenamd advanced technical information... at
no period in the previous development of the AnariDetailed Interrogation Center
were the various military and semi-military agesamore active in supplying units with
guestionnaires or ‘briefs,’ directing the interrtga into clearly defined channels and
tending to eliminate irrelevant, obsolete or rejmis information.?®’ G-2, ETOUSA
added a Technical Liaison Branch for technicallligience. Colonel Van Cleve prepared
a letter with suggestions concerning how the 68&2 &uld better utilize the technical
intelligence available to it.

The DIC capabilities in Technical Intelligence atEx The DIC
exists for high level detailed interrogation. Ifiaers are trained and in
many cases skilled in extracting useful informafimm prisoners of war.

(2) DIC officers can, if properly briefed by techai experts, interrogate
successfully on many highly technical subjects.Ii8rrogation officers

208 |hjd, 311-312.
27 1bid, 312.
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are not all scientists or technicians, but theyiateligent men and
capable of comprehending essentials of technicstientific briefings.
(4) The range of technical interrogations condutig®IC personnel
includes Signal Intelligence, Ordnance Intelligerteegineering
Intelligence, and Medical Intelligence.

The essential for obtaining the maximum usefulrimfation from
DIC Technical Intelligence are: (1) A full recogoit by all technical
services of the existence and capabilities of DI£>A willingness to
supply DIC promptly and fully with briefings as tioe detailed
intelligence desired. (3) A willingness to sendenmeeded, a technical
expert to guide and direct the interrogation ofiagner of war who is
capable of giving detailed technical informatiof). A representative
agent in G-2 should insure that at all times tecdinntelligence is
brought to the attention of all interested sectiand agencies. (5) The
assurance that all high level technical prisonérgar are sent speedily to
DIC for interrogation.

Nevertheless, there are weaknesses in the exstaigm: (1) Lack
of knowledge — often complete ignorance among tieahsections of the
potentialities of DIC for technical interrogatin@.) Failure of some
agencies to understand that information obtainewh forisoners can be of
the highest value. (3) Tendency of some techneetians to rely on the
British to supply them with technical installatiorf4) Failure to maintain
connections and continuous liaison between the Aieahintelligence
Sections and DIC.

There are steps that can be taken to overcome Wesdanesses or
shortcomings. (1) When technical intelligence isigkl, the DIC should
be queried directly. There should be clear indicatf what information
is desired, and there should be differentiationvieen high priority and
low priority needs. (2) The DIC must be kept ugléde on new technical
developments. (3) New useful information, when maxkslable, must be
supplied to the DIC Librar§®®

The demand for coordination and cooperation betwleenechnical services and those

attempting to interrogate prisoners of war seemaualght with difficulties. It would often

prove impossible to successfully coordinate betwbertechnical experts and

interrogators. Would an interrogator fully realimben he needed help? How could an

interrogator ask follow up questions without wattia day or two before one of the

technical experts was available to write new qoestior even join the interrogation?

208y/an Cleve in Ibid, 312-3213.
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This new system needed time and experience to beediective, so the idea of quickly
interrogating men on their technical expertise ptbunworkable.

This notion no doubt applied to ASHCAN. The cruxtlut idea was the
interrogators, even if not intimately informed abthe topic at hand, they could be given
background information and questions from techresglerts and, as intelligent men be
able to adequately question people that are exparsubject area. If one applies this
idea to Mondorf, interrogators with minimal firstitthknowledge of Nazi Germany or
military tactics, should be able to get solid ansixfeom the prisoners in their care. This
assumed a great deal of talent among the intewogyddowever, at Mondorf, while the
interrogators were reasonably intelligent and ftuerGerman, they knew little about the
history and personalities of Nazi Germany makingeérly impossible for them to
formulate sufficient follow up questions and ofterything to the interrogations beyond
simply reading the questions. ASHCAN interrogasweely lacked the background
training needed for the job they tried to perform.

Lieutenant Colonel Van Cleve commanded the 6824 B@en ASHCAN
opened it came under his purview. Van Cleve aret &fs reassignment, Major Giannini,
wrote all of the Detailed Interrogation Reportsttt@me out of ASHCAN. The other
interrogators usually just asked questions poseSH¥EF on a specific topic that
required an immediate response back. Of the irdators, Captain Sensenig, Lieutenant
Hilty and Lieutenant Dolibois all worked for Vand&¥e in Revin before moving on to
ASHCAN.

However, at ASHCAN follow up questions and inteabgns did not often occur.

The camp usually relied on Dolibois approachingnamate a few hours after his
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interrogation in his capacity as Welfare Officedaeck to see how they felt afterwards
and if they had anything else to add to the infaromethey provided during the
interrogation. This tactic hardly qualified as pext’ interrogation and the flaws of this
relatively new method of interrogation truly came  the interrogations at Mondorf.
AlthoughVan Cleve did not write about his experiences ahtwf, John Davis, the
editor of Thomas C.Van Cleve: Observations and Experiencadvhtary Intelligence
Officer in Two World Warand a colleague of Van Cleve’s at Bowdoin Colleté,
write that Van Cleve would sometimes talk abougiirdgating the leading Nazi officials,
mentioning the likes of Goering, Ribbentrop, Stheicand Keitel. Davis wrote that:
“According to Van Cleve’s account, the resultsitdge interrogations were held in
highest secrecy and, as far as he knew, were neage public. However, all pertinent
and incriminating aspects obtained during thessrwgw sessions were introduced
during the Nuremberg War Crimes Triaf8®

The interrogation questions came from a varietyaefrces. Often there would be
a cable from SHAEF asking them to ask a few questal someone such as Keitel and
report back an answer. Other times, such as thiersaentioned inquiry about Dr.
Morell, there would be a quick cable asking tha of the prisoners assist in identifying
someone who the Allies came in contact with butenersure of their role if any. Most of
the questions sent to Mondorf were questionnaireggsed by counter intelligence or
some other group from back at G-2. In most cas#ser Van Cleve or Major Giannini
interrogated the prisoners for these questionse@mey completed the interrogation,

within a week they would type up a Detailed Intgaton Report and send this on G-2.

2091hid, 322.
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These reports were still very early in the aftetmaftthe war while the Allies tried to
understand better the nature of Nazi rule and whospecific agencies and departments.
G-2 did not necessarily generate these reportatteeginformation to prosecute the
prisoners, but for the purpose of understanding bwe men and the regime.

A Detailed Interrogation Report consisted of selvpaats. The heading would be
the name of the subject and the source of the stlbjer example, a report on an
interrogation of Frick was named “Information Abd&dhemia and Moravia” referencing
the source of the questions as SHAEF CI — Briafrie]) 45°'° There would then be an
index of the report. This named the source of tii@mation. It would contain the
Preamble next, usually consisting of the interrogatopinion concerning the veracity of
the witness or give an outline biography of thejsctb If the Preamble did not contain
biographical information that would be the nexitpdrthe report. After that the report
noted the subjects covered in the report and a sugnai the answers given by the
prisoner. It is important to note that when thesgorts went to G-2, they almost always
did not contain an actual transcript of the intewibecause the transcripts usually stayed
with the interrogator. The actual transcripts arelative rarity today, most often found in
the papers of individual interrogators rather thrathe National Archives. The layout of
these reports remained nearly uniform throughole $huster Commission and the
Office of U.S. Chief of Counsel for the ProsecutairAxis Criminality used a similar
method.

There was a layered effect to the interrogatiomsexhout by the three groups.

The interrogations conducted by ASHCAN personnekweostly organizational and

#9Thomas C. Van Cleve, “Detailed Interrogation Réparformation About Bohemia and Moravia,” 16
Jun 1945, NARA, RG475, Box 1328, 1.
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biographical. There was no attempt to get the pes®to confess to anything. At
Mondorf, they wanted the prisoners as comfortablpassible so they would speak
freely. The objective of the Shuster Commission laegely the same. The commission
attempted to gather information of a historicalunatfrom these men while they were
still concentrated in one place and while they watileavailable. The tenor of the Office
of the U.S. Chief of Counsel at Nuremberg was nlifference. This office sought
information on war crimes and the interrogationgess was more intense.

Getting these prisoners to speak was not verycditfiMany of them took pride
in what they accomplished during the Third Reicthéds were anxious to talk so they
could attempt to implicate other in various actest All the way through the
interrogation process, the prisoners generally sppkte willingly. Early in his
assignment at ASHCAN, Lieutenant John Dolibois mwmad: “It was easy to initiate an
interrogation with most of the internees. ‘I semt you today because we have received a
request from an agency for more information abaggiecific incident. Can you enlighten
me?’ This question would serve me as an openearikvy, the interview would then
lead into personalities. Most of the time | wouldleip with more information than |
originally asked for or needed™*

Major Hechler of the Shuster Commission wrote ti¥ving about prisoners’
willingness to talk:

Above all, the prisoners were in a relatively gd@ine of mind when
they were confronted by the Shuster Commissiony Hiagl as yet gotten no wind
of war crimes trials; they were comparatively cortdble, and although they
suffered minor annoyances, their general moralehigis They appeared eager

to talk, and responded quickly to anyone who digaliaan understanding attitude
toward their plight. They resented sympathy, ofrseubut they respected

21 polibois, 105.
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intelligentdiscussion. They were starved for news of the datsiorld, and they
were stimulated by its receipt. They did not remell to over-friendliness, but
they reacted extremely well to a frank, preciserapgh. They were particularly
interested in the historical approach toward whaythad experienced.

Colonel John H. Amen, Chief of the InterrogatiomviBion for the Office of U.S.
Chief of Counsel for the Prosecution of Axis Criadity, also commented about their
willingness to talk:

The outstanding characteristic of them all was thay were

willing and eager to talk instead of being like twresponding people in

this country who think that he best way to get gl@to keep their

mouths shut and let the lawyer do the talking he@nt,. These defendants

talked by the hour and by the day and by the nitiety would go back to

jail at night and write pages and pages of addidiomaterial which they

felt was helpful to their case. It never endedor’tthink there was any

exception to that at all. The questioning, of ceyrsas done primarily

through interpreters and covered all possible $i@ltiNazi aggression, all

fields of violations on international law, of comteation camps and

2%erything which later became the basis of theeswid used at the trial.

The interrogators generally had cooperative prisbeeen after the move to Nuremberg
and the handing down of the indictments. The inggtion process now needs to be
reviewed. The following pages will detail many imtegations done by members of the
6824 DIC at Mondorf from May to August 1945. Thepase is to look at the types of
information sought by the group running ASHCAN. é&fthis, a smaller sample of
interrogations carried out by the Shuster Commisaiad finally the Office of the U.S.
Chief of Counsel for the Prosecution of Axis Criality will be examined. The
interrogations will demonstrate distinct differeace how each of these agencies handled

the Nazi war criminals in their attempts to gatimormation and evidence.

%12 30hn H. Amen and Owen Bombaiithe Reminiscences of John H. An{&tew York: Columbia
University Press, 1957), 13-14.
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Detailed Interrogation Reports at ASHCAN

The Detailed Interrogation Reports at Mondorf repréed an attempt by the
Allies to gain information and background on thesen. As explained, lists of questions
went to ASHCAN from the 6824 DIC for the interroget to ask the prisoners. Using the
newer model of DIC methods, G-2 believed that usitgligent although not expert
men who spoke fluent German to interrogate thesecueld yield effective results
without the presence of an expert directly involuethe interrogation. This method
posed several potential problems, most of whichifested themselves in the process. At
ASHCAN the interrogators by and large could not fadlow up questions because they
had little background knowledge to draw on. Theyafficers possibly capable of this
would have been Colonel Van Cleve or Major Gianrit their knowledge of the
language and experience in interrogations stillnaitigive them all of the tools necessary
to successfully conduct tough and productive iotggtions.

Another problem at Mondorf was the personnel inegah The officers who
worked as interrogators and interpreters did neehlmauch experience. Most of them
trained at Camp Ritchie, Maryland, where they toolrses to learn how to interrogate.
However, most did not go into the field until aftee Normandy invasion and their
experience mostly consisted of debriefing soldstrsrtly after their capture. Prisoners of
the relative importance and supposed intellechefNazi leadership sent to ASHCAN
certainly seemed to be beyond their range of eiggerfhey had to rely on the questions
from the DIC. Their method of follow up interrogai after a session generally consisted
of Lieutenant Dolibois visiting the prisoners irethrooms as the ‘welfare officer’ and

seeing how they were and asking if there was sangetise they wished the interrogator
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to know. This was hardly the follow up method watkperts that the DIC expected.
Major Hechler, commenting on the personnel at ASNIC#rote:

At Mondorf, approximately eight officer interrogasonvorked out
a meager program of interrogations in advanceetthival of the Shuster
Commission, but the planning of their subjects magr. They did not
have a very clear grasp of military operations sindtegy, and they
tended to emphasize the same type of questionwiey had asked as
G-2 specialists during active operations. Appaye@imp Ritchie had
instilled these specialists with some basic rulbegivthese men followed
like automatons. For instance, all of the offiggerrogators masqueraded
under assumed names at Mondorf. | can see someipanterrogators
having assumed names during military operatiorss$ theey later be
captured and tortured by the enemy, but what digt trave to be afraid of
in July 1945? Were they afraid that Goering andchégie would be
acquitted at Nuremberg and later send out agerigetb these nasty
interrogators? | know that this boy scout stuff madbad impression on
the PW'’s, for one day one of them blurted out: “Wioes this man who
calls himself Captain Hamilton try to fool me? Idm your real name is
Major Hechler, but what is the reason for all thieeo officers having
these fake names?®

Clearly a more experienced intelligence officechsas Ken Hechler could see the
incompetence at ASHCAN. Lack of experience and Kadge of the intelligence
information they tried to gather may have madenpassible for these men to succeed in
their mission. Also, the questions asked at ASHGANhe staff made no attempt to pin
guilt on anyone; they merely tried to gather infation. The information gather at
ASHCAN was not entirely useless, the biographi¢bayad by the interrogators and
guestions about how the Nazi government operaterk of some significance. However,
these same types of questions were often asked hgaither the Shuster Commission

or the IMT interrogators.

213 Hechler, 20-21.
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Shuster Commission Interrogations

The problems of knowledge and experience did nist éor the Shuster
Commission. All but one of these men spoke decemnbti@n, and most were experts in
their fields. The knowledge base of men such astehuMason, Hale, Scanlon, and
Hechler made them equal to the task of working withprisoners of Mondorf. Plus, in
at least one case, Dr. Shuster and Franz von Pdqgemen were previously acquainted.
The Shuster Commission operated under the authafrttye War Historical Division.
Again their mission was not to try to establishligiout to understand and analyze the
processes of the Nazi regime. In this way they Hdpegroduce a detailed understanding
of the Third Reich, one which may be of use ata, tbut the commission did not seek to
establish guilt. Hechler wrote that they also Heslddvantage of arriving when the
prisoners had mostly only been exposed to the usénterrogators. As Hechler wrote:

The Shuster Commission was fortunate to arriveteme before

these prisoners had been given a very thoroughraggtion. G-2

interrogators had not done much more than assesibfge biographical

data and ask some introductory questions. The 8hGsimmission

confronted these prisoners with a planned, intetligbattery of questions

derived from long experience in the fields in whibk prisoners had

specialized. In addition, the Shuster Commissiaricc®llow up with

additional questions on the basis of the answeth®yWs in a way

which the ordinary G-2 interrogator without the kground would not
have been able to d&!

An additional advantage was perhaps the best asptutse prisoners in that all
of them wanted to talk. As previously addresseeehwvas no issue getting these
prisoners to talk, often implicating themselvesaogident or a colleague deliberately.

The war was over but some of these men still hddobres to settle with each other, and

214 Hechler,25.
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perhaps overstating someone else’s role in acboesents could still get them in
trouble. Again though, the Shuster Commission didpnesent itself as a body for the
Nazis to be afraid of. In some ways the commisgaiist have flattered these men. The
Shuster Commission was, after all, a group of ésgaurried over from the United States
to understand how these men ran their country.
The Office of U.S. Chief Counsel for the Prosecutioof Axis Criminality

By the time the guests at ASHCAN were transferceNdremberg, the Office of
U.S. Chief Counsel for the Prosecution of Axis Gnatity arrived in Nuremberg and
prepared to conduct interrogations designed toigeomaterial the International Military
Tribunal could use to prosecute some of these iie®job of interrogating these men
fell to a team of lawyers and military officers eswled and led by Colonel John H.
Amen. Amen was a tough as nails New York proseantar brought criminals and
corrupt officials to trial on a regular basis ini&ork. He had a tough, but well-earned
reputation. He viewed the interrogations perforrmseASHCAN as useless to the
prosecution. Fortunately, in the month precedirsgdnrival, the Allies uncovered miles
of government, party, and military records conaagrthe Third Reich, which could be
used to build cases against the war criminals.higytime, the prosecution had decided
not to call many witnesses, but instead the IMT t&drno convict mainly on the basis of
documentary evidence. This kept the need for wi#eesvho might try to use the witness
stand to praise or justify the Nazi cause, mucHi#ler did at his own trial in Munich
after the Beer Hall Putsch in 1923, to a minimutme Guestions asked by Amen and his
team sought to determine guilt and were much touthtaan anything asked by either the

ASHCAN interrogators or the Shuster Commission.
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By the time the Allies moved the prisoners at ASHC#® Nuremberg, the
charges against them were coming into focus. Wtillenot officially written, it was
clear that charges of participating in a conspifacycrimes against peace, planning,
initiating and waging aggressive war, war crimesiootted during the wars, and crimes
against humanity would be the charges under winieldefendants at the International
Military Tribunal could be indicted. On 19 Octold345, Major Airey Naeve read the
charges to each of the defendants at Nuremberg tivetexception of Raeder and
Fritzsche, who were still in Soviet custody.

The charges were as follows:

1. All the defendants, with divers other persons, mya period of years
preceding May 8 1945, participated as leaders,mzges, instigators, or
accomplices in the formulation or execution of amamon plan or conspiracy
to commit, or which involved the commission of Cesnagainst Peace, War
Crimes, Crimes against Humanity, as defined inGharter of this Tribunal,
and, in accordance with the provisions of the Gdradre individually
responsible for their own acts and for all acts eotied by any persons in the
execution of such plan or conspiracy;

2. All the defendants with divers other persons, dyarperiod of years

preceding 8 May 1945, participated in the plannprgparation, initiation,

215 Avalon Project at Yale Law School. “Nuremberg TRaoceeding Vol.1, Indictment: Count One.”
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/imt/countl.agecessed April 15, 2015).
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and waging of wars of aggression, which were alabiwviolation of
international treaties, agreements, and assurafites;

3. All the defendants committed War Crimes betweerfit&nber 1939 and 8
May 1945, in Germany and in all those countriestandgtories occupied by
the German Armed Forces since 1 September 1939nazkchoslovakia,
and ltaly, and on the High Se&;

4. All the defendants committed Crimes against Hunyashitring a period of
years preceding 8 May 1945 in Germany and in adéhcountries and
territories occupied by the German armed forcesesinSeptember 1939 and

in Austria and Czechoslovakia and in Italy andfum iligh Sea$'®

These indictments gave Colonel Amen and his teadetnes to use for their
guestioning of the defendants during interrogatiditne interrogators at ASHCAN, under
the guidance of the 6824 DIC, and the Shuster Casion never asked questions that

would obviously tie the prisoners to these crinmeghe IMT indictment.

The Interrogations
The following pages contain examples of interragaidone with the thirteen
men at ASHCAN who stood trial before the InternadgiioMilitary Tribunal beginning in
November 1945. These examples are not meant teseprthe complete questioning of

those war criminals during the period between timarnments in ASHCAN until the

218 Avalon Project at Yale Law School, “Nuremberg TRaoceeding Vol 1, Count Two,”
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/imt/count2.agAcessed April 15, 2015).

27 Avalon Project at Yale Law School, “Nuremberg TRaoceeding, Vol 1, Indictment Count Three,”
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/imt/count3.agpccessed April 15, 2015).

218 Avalon Project At Yale Law School, “Nuremberg TriRroceedings Vol 1 Indictment Count Four.”
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/imt/count4.agpccessed April 15 2015).
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start of the IMT trials, but rather to convey tbee of the questions. The questions by the
ASHCAN interrogators posed no threat to these mati.arhe questions from the
Shuster Commission also contained no threat teetire=n, but the interpreters’ expert
knowledge allowed them commission to ask moreil@etguestions. By the time that
Amen’s group began asking questions, new topiad) as concentration camps, the
Commando Order, the Commissar Order, plans formwgagnd conducting aggressive
war, and other issues concerning their possibli lpegin to arise. Surprisingly, even
after these men received their indictments in Qetoimost were still quite willing to talk
without their lawyers.
Grand Admiral Karl Doenitz

Colonel Van Cleve and Major Giannini carried owd thajority of the
interrogations at ASHCAN, but in certain instansemeone with more specific
knowledge of the operations and branch of serviseudsed conducted the interview.
Such was the case on August 8, 1945 when Navatdnent J. Torrance Rugh
interrogated Grand Admiral Doenitz. Rugh was amitioge assigned to the camp but he
dealt exclusively with naval officers and looketkathe interests of the United States
Navy regarding the prisoners at Mondorf. On thig, dRugh’s questions concerned the
D-Day landings. This report gave an indicationtd type of information Doenitz
supplied at ASHCAN. Rugh said Doenitz sometimesnggkevasive in his answers, but
nothing really incriminating came out at this time.

Among many topics, Doenitz admitted he had no atsaut the Mulberry harbors
built by the British. He also stated that the Bhtand Americans did not give away their

invasion beaches by their aerial reconnaissancgons, that German radar could not
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reach the English coast, and that Allied gun fieendralized some troops, had no effect
on the Coastal Artillery, and was effective agatnsvp reserves and supply efforts.
Doenitz also remarked about how little naval sttkvgas available on the French coast
and that the mission in April 1944 when German EBattacked the Allied invasion
practice exercises at Slapton Sands was a conguleigent.

The Shuster Commission questioned Doenitz on a vadety of topics just like
Rugh at ASHCAN. Dr. Shuster posed a number of gquesto Doenitz on July 21, 1945
at ASHCAN regarding the role of the Navy and theiNarty. During this interview
Doenitz commented on the separation between thespg stating that a naval officer
could not be a member of the Party. They also weteubject to justice in the Nazi
Party Court but could face similar charges befbeeKriegsgericht. Men in the Navy
could not be in the SS either. According to hineréhnwere no disputes between the Party
and Navy mer*®

In an interrogation on the following day, Doenitisaered questions regarding
the end of the war. In this interrogation, Doemitavided information to the effect that
war production had all but ceased due to bombittgrgpts to relieve Berlin failed, and
those armies then tried to move toward the westurits facing the Russians were either
in disorderly retreats or being overwhelmed by sigpé&oviet forces, and civilian
refugees all moved west. The Allied air forces as&d most of the German surface
fleet, the air force did not have many planesdefi most of those could not move
because they had no fuel. Doenitz had hoped toreenfighting in the east to allow as

many civilians as possible to move towards the wstfelt that immediate surrender

219 George Shuster, “Interrogation of Grand AdmirakBitz, 21 July 1945: 1400 Hours.” Archives of the
University of Notre Dame (hereafter cited as UNDBHSU 17, Karl Doenitz, 1.
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“would have meant that | sacrificed the armies ali as the civilian population which
was fleeing to the west, to the Russiaffs.”

Again we see no real attempt in these interrogationmplicate Doenitz in any
war crimes, but the purpose remained merely toegatifiormation on the various parts
of the Third Reich in which Doenitz was expert. S followed the basic guidelines for all

the interrogations of the Shuster Commission.

However, once in the hands of the IMT, the questigichanged a great deal. No
longer content to know only information regardihg tonduct and course of the war, the
guestions now attempted to implicate the Germairisamwar crimes charged by the IMT.
For example, on November 3, 1945, Doenitz facedtiu@ng about the Commando
Order of October 1945. According to the Interrogiatieport by Lt. Col. Hinkel, Doenitz
said he did not want to answer the question and/krething about any Norwegian
sailors killed because of that ordét.

In an earlier interrogation by Hinkel, Doenitz ohed that he knew concentration
camps existed but knew nothing of the conditiorstéld Hinkel, “As a matter of fact, it
was the case that the whole German people weresenimt the conditions which
prevailed in the camps at the end. | got to knoaudlt on the # of May through one of
your newspapers, the ‘Stars and Stripé&'Once in the hands of the IMT, the questions
became much more uncomfortable for the prisone@oésnel Amen’s team began

making cases against them through tougher intetimyga

220 George Shuster, “Karl Doenitz: End of War 194528/, 1945,” UNDA, CHSU 17, 1-5.

221 t. Col. T.S. Hinkel, “Interrogation of Karl Doemi 3 November 1945, “Courtesy of Cornell Univeysit
Library, Donovan Nuremberg Trials Collection, (aseed 4/16/2015).

222 t. Col. Hinkel, “Witness: Doenitz, Karl, 28 Se@, 1030-11,” Courtesy of Cornell University Libya
Donovan Nuremberg Trials Collection, (accessed/2(15).
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Hans Frank

Colonel Thomas C. Van Cleve interrogated Hans Frimkner Governor General
of Poland, on 12 June 1945. The material coveredtii@aDevelopment of the SS and
Himmler. Frank described the SS as having thrgemdavisions in the early days. The
first group was the political section which constsbf those members who joined the
Nazi Party. The second section was the SA, whigirally stood for Sportabteilung,
but after the party reorganization of 1925-27 bexdime Sturmabteilung. The role of the
S.A. was to guard the halls against Communists.fiflaé branch, which developed
under Himmler, the SS, had as its original missierving as Hitler's bodyguard.

Frank said the SS became very strong due to itfptliise and rules. Members
had to obey strictly all orders, take an oath ®3$, get Himmler’s permission to marry,
and could not have any religious affiliation.

He said Himmler worked his way up through the ramisby 1936 he controlled
the Allgemeine SS, the State police and the SD, eamirolled the secret police. By
1939 Himmler held the positions of Fuhrer of thégaimeine SS, Reichsleiter, Chief of
German Police, Reich Kommissar Fur Die Festigurgg@eutschen Volkstums (decided
policies in occupied territories), and he had thmarity to deal with the Jewish problem.
Frank also said a bitter rivalry existed betweemmier and Heydrich with many
thinking Himmler was behind Heydrich’s death.

On July 30, 1945 Dr. Shuster interrogated Hansk;naho to try hardest of all
the Nazis at ASHCAN to deflect all blame for po$sivar crimes on to other people,
usually Himmler. Shuster took a great intereshmrelationship between religion and the

Nazi Party. On this day, the questions he presédntédank concerned religions in
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Poland while he was in charge. This report esdgntlascribes how Frank rose to power
in the Party as legal advisor and then his rol@@agernor-General of Poland. Frank
explained that he gave the same rights to Ukrasnias well as Poles, giving them their
own schools and churches. He claimed to have gelatlans with the churches under his
control.

As Shuster wrote in his Evaluation of Frank’s inbgation: “The incidental
statements on the church situation among Ukrairaa@®ssentially correct but contain
nothing new except what Frank claimed he did os ¢inithat occasion. Obviously, he
wished to dissociate himself with Himmler and hisrkvin the Ukraine *® This report
deals with a fairly narrow aspect of the Third Reilout it does provide an excellent

example of Frank trying to appear as the benefaxdttire people under his control.

The Tribunal indicted Frank on Counts one, thresfanr of the indictment.
Frank served the Third Reich as Governor-Generahf® Occupied Territories, which
meant he administered the part of Poland not irratpd into Germany. He claimed his
purposes in Poland were “[t]o represent the Reinchthe construction of
administration...,” to acquire labor he made “a vééum command to the population,”
and he claimed that he had an excellent relatipnstth the 200,000 Poles who worked
for his administratioi?* He told the interrogator that Himmler had conteér the Jews

in Poland. As far as the ghettoes were concerreedehied responsibility for creating

23 George Shuster. “Subject: Ukrainians in PolandNDA, George Naumann Shuster Papers, CSHU 17,
Folder Hans Frank,1.

224 t. Col. Hinkel. “Interrogation Division Summarinterrogation of Hans Frank, 6 September 1945,
p.m., Nuremberg,” Courtesy of Cornell Universityptary, Donovan Nuremberg Trials Collections,
(accessed 4/16/2015),2.
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them, but said he tried “to get a legal backgroand foundation for those thing&®
Frank said his responsibilities were to run thel ggvernment of Poland. He did not run
the economy, and everything else was part of theopal domains of Himmler, Goering,
Speer and Dorpmiller. If he did give an order te piolice, it could only be carried out
with Himmler’s approval. In other words, he haddweect responsibility for any of the
atrocities that occurred in Poland. He claimed beatontinually argued with Goering
about food for the Poles, and he said that Goédian't care whether anybody starves

in Europe, the German people ought not to stafife.”

Hinkel questioned him about a speech he gave ireiber 1941. He denied he
said “at one time it was the plan to bring all #®svs to Poland, but that this plan had
been changed, and that instead of using PolangkE@to concentrate the Jews, Poland
was to be used only as a camping ground, whildéhes were moved further Eaét”

Frank proved to be a perfect example of those veoeted no responsibility for what

they did during the war.

Wilhelm Frick

Colonel Van Cleve interrogated Frick at ASHCAN amd 13 and 14, 1945. The
guestions for Frick were merely about his role asister of the Interior until 1943, a
position he lost due to Himmler, but he remainédiister without Portfolio in the Nazi
regime. The questioning focused on the adminisinadf the Protectorate of Bohemia

and Moravia, a position he held until from 1943iluiie end of the war. In the

225 pid, 2.
228 |pjd, 1.
2Npid, 2.
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interrogation he detailed the administrative suitetof the Protectorate, including who

led each ministry within the Protectorate, of whiomost were Czechs. He detailed the use
of paramilitary organizations within the area fiiming groups all headquartered in
Germany.

He also commented on Anti-Nazi underground movemetthin the
Protectorate. He said that opposition movementge wemmon in the area, but Minister
of State Karl Frank used the SS and SD to corttesd groups in a ruthless manner. He
added that resistance strengthened among thearesesin the last two years of the war
because the Russians dropped small paratroophetitad the lines to carry out sabotage
and disrupt supply lines. As was usual at ASHCAdIdifficult or potentially
incriminating questions were ask&d.

There are no records of interrogations done witth@#in Frick by the Shuster
Commission. Research at the National Archives, ingsPapers at the University of
Notre Dame, or Hale’s Papers at the University ingivia..

On September 6 1945 Thomas Dodd, from Colonel Amefiice interrogated
Frick at Nuremberg?® Unlike the general questions he faced at ASHCAbG®
attempted to pin Frick down on a number of impdrtapics related to proving his guilt
during the trial. Frick faced questions regardirgydontrol over internal affairs in the
Reich. He admitted knowledge and responsibilitydecrees issued by Hitler. He
admitted to knowing about the decree of December@¥d. concerning treatment of

Jews and Poles, but insisted Himmler controllecteatration camps. He also admitted

228 Thomas C.Van Cleve, “Detailed Interrogation Replmformation about Bohemia and Moravia,”
NARA, RG478, Entry UD278, Box 1328, 1-4.

22T . Dodd, “Interrogation of Wilhelm Frick, 6 Sember 1945, A.M. Nuremberg”, Courtesy of Cornell
University Library, Donovan Nuremberg Trials Colien, (accessed 4/16/2015).
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writing the Fihrer’s state laws in 1933 and draftine bill reintroducing conscription in
Germany. Frick took responsibility for much of wiet was accused. Dodd’s assessment
of Frick included a brief description of the “obu®line of defense: Estrangement
between Hitler and Frick, direct contact betweetteiand Himmler, no controlling
power, no Authority in the Protectorate... By-passethany matters.. 23 Frick also
claimed he did not have input into many decisions.
Walther Funk

Major Ivo Giannini interviewed Funk at ASHCAN onnili22, 1945, asking Funk
about the ministry of Economics which Funk took ofee Goering. Funk claimed that he
held no real power in the Ministry because all geysonnel also worked Goering on the
Four Year Plan, so he could not hire or force aeyloecause they answered to a different
and higher authority than that which Funk had. Fcakned that he had many enemies
because he championed private enterprise, andtegvisitial tendencies to confiscate
Jewish property. In his role as President of teeRsbank, Funk claimed that he tried to
save the economy as the war came to a close byzite) to prevent Gauleiters from
raiding supply depots. While it did not come upidgtthis interview, Funk presided over
the bank during the great influx of gold and otherperty seized from Jews and at the
concentration camps. He finished the interrogabpisaying that in his role as Minister
of Economics he kept the German economy from deglirGiannini wrote that Funk
maintained that “his work as member of the REICB&ernment was necessary and

correct, and that he can offer his cooperatiorrdoonstruction in Germany with a clear

29 bid, 2.
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conscience, so that his expert knowledge and lpereence a Cabinet member may be
put to use.**

On July 26, 1945 the Shuster Commission, presumhdsip Brown Mason,
interrogated Funk at ASHCAN. The author characgeriZunk as follows:

FUNK, an economic journalist, had the greatnedsimportant

positions thrust upon him. After the domineeringspeality of

SCHACHT, weak, insignificant and lazy Funk appedhsslogical choice

in a system whose leaders did not tolerate stroaqgable men and

competitors near them.

FUNK’s answers to economic question, given reaalgl

unreservedly, are of interest chiefly as comingrfthe man who in name

was one of the most important leaders in Germam&uoy from 1938 to

the end?®
The questions were all general economic questaatainly nothing that should cause
Funk to be defensive. Perhaps the most intereptinigof the interrogation came when
Brown asked what were the successes and failurd® &conomics Ministry and
Reichsbank to which Funk replied that the econamgroved continuously until 1942.
Food and raw materials improved considerably wheorporating new areas into the
Reich, but “armament absorbed most of an increashiage of German production, so
that the production of consumer goods decreasesidemably and with growing
speed.?*® Overall, this interrogation concentrated on tHea$ the war had on the
German economy. As can be seen, the Shuster Cormméttempted a historical study

of the Third Reich, but looking to help in the prostion of war crimes was not part of

its work.

%1 |yo Giannini, “Detailed Interrogation Report: DMalter Funk.” NARA, RG478, UD278, Box 1328, 1-
6.

32 John Brown Mason, “Interrogation of Walter Funleiéh Minister of Economics, President of the
Reichsbank etc., etc.,. etc., at ASHCAN InterragatCenter, 26 July 1945,” UNDA, CSHU 17, Folder
Walter Funk.
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Once he faced questioning at Nuremberg, the irdations became noticeably
more difficult for Funk. In November, H. R. Sackett the IMT group, interrogated Funk
over many issues. Funk generally admitted his @p#tion in drafting laws in support of
the Reich Defense Law of 1935 and admitted “formgpand issuing decree laws
eliminating Jews from the economic life of the Reit* The report also stated
“[w]itness was interrogated as to a long list dfaliminatory laws pertaining to Jews and
admits he knew practically all of them and approwtthose passed after he became
Minister of Economics?*® At the end of the report, Sackett added a noteritésg
Funk’s reactions to this interrogation: “Witnessk® down and wept bitterly on several
occasions during the interrogation as to the Jegusstion. Although he admits
responsibility for the Jewish discriminatory lawg, denies any participation in
concentration camp activitie$* This IMT interrogation actually supported the
description of Funk by Brown from the Shuster Cossian interrogation.

Reichsmarshal Hermann Goering

On June 10, 1945 Colonel Thomas C. Van Cleve imgated Hermann Goering
on a variety of subjects. These topics ranged #hiber’s relationships with Bormann
and Goebbels, and the early history of the conagatr camps, to the Beer Hall Putsch,
Night of the Long Knives, and the July 20 1944 e on Hitler's life. Goering claimed
that through most of the regime no one had thetwll influence Hitler. However,
toward the end Bormann was always at his side anttalled access. “He became

known as Hitler's ‘Mephisto’ and no Gauleiter orfanember could gain audience with

2344 R. Sackett. “:Interrogation of Walter Funk, 8\enber, 1945, A.M.” Courtesy Of Cornell University
Donovan Nuremberg Trails Collection, (accessed/2(15).
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Hitler without first going through BORMANN?*" Goering also insisted that Bormann
was the one most to blame for the brutal treatroétite Jews. He said the Beer Hall
Putsch came about as the result of Nazi fear tean@ny would be divided. The Night
of the Long Knives occurred because R6hm did ketthe direction of the Party and he
wanted to overthrow the Party leadership and assmizol using the SA. He believed
the July 20 Plot to be poorly executed by the Gargtaff and said that many innocent
people died as a result of the reprisals.

Goering’s final break with Hitler, according to hinesulted from confusion on
Hitler's part. On April 20, Hitler told Goering thhe would go the southern Germany.
However, on the Z3Hitler changed his mind. Hitler said he believedge was
necessary, and Goering could negotiate it better Hitler. Goering made moves to take
control, but when Hitler learned of this he orde@akring’s arrest. As one can see from
this most important example, prisoners at Mondacktl interrogations from the 6824
DIC that touched on many topics, but not in anyipalar depth.

George Shuster and Lt. Col. Oron J. Hale interedj&oering together over two
days at Mondorf on July 19 & 20, 1945. They spakbim about a number of issues
including Germany’s policy toward England, Hitlespeeches, his plan for a
Mediterranean campaign, German-Russian relationsthee Germany’s declaration of
war on the United StateS® Goering stated that Hitler's attitude towards Emgl

revolved around Austria, the Sudetenland and thisHiP@orridor. He stated that Hitler

%7 Thomas C.Van Cleve, “Detailed Interrogation Repdermann Goering,10 June 1945” NARA, RG478,
Entry UD278, Box 1328, 3

238 George Shuster & Oron J. Hale, “Historical Intgation Commission War Department General Staff
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still wanted some type of agreement with Englanedrdfrance fell, and planned to offer
England 12 divisions to use for ‘overseas purposasering voiced his displeasure at
this idea. Goering claimed that Hitler prepardathis speeches by himself and had no
assistance at all. He spoke in favor of a campladitoy Germany, Italy and Spain to take
over the Mediterranean from England. Goering daad Hitler believed he had to attack
Russia before they attacked Germany and that desraade by Molotov in February
1941 supported this fear. Finally, he said thakegdibelieved war with the United States
was just a matter of time, and argued the eleaifdPresident Roosevelt to a third term
in 1940 proved the point. Goering, as subject eflngest number of interrogations, was
unguestionably the most interviewed prisoner duggdiigh level position in the Third
Reich.

On August 28, 1945 Colonel Amen had a day longiagation session with
Goering, touching on subjects such as rearmamesstyid and Czechoslovakia that
would be among the charges against him duringNtié In this interrogation, Goering
outlined German plans for taking both Austria arm€hoslovakia, discussed his role as
Plenipotentiary of the Four Year Plan, the occupatf territory forLebensraumand
Hitler's desire to have England as an ally, inahgdagain the idea that Hitler would
allow England to control a few German divisionh&dp defend area Hitler felt England
could not control, such as India, from an attacleltlyer the Soviets or Japan. Goering
stated that Hitler did not understand England ased that Ribbentrop’s appointment as
Foreign Minister would help in this regard. Duritigs discussion Goering told Amen

that: Considering that it is 8 years ago... it is@tnimpossible for me to pin down what

155



the Fuehrer said in 1937. | can only give the Feefibasic opinion and his trend of
thought troughout (sic) many years, but | cannotdmwn what was said in 1937°

Goering generally took responsibility for what hd dut often seemed to not
know details. However, he had no illusions abostfate at the hands of the Allies.

Colonel General Alfred JodlI

An interview of Jodl at ASHCAN on July 4, 1945 byaMr Giannini sought
information on various aspects of OKW and OKH, urithg the attitudes of the military
to these group$? The interrogator also sought information regardiregviews of the
General Staff towards technology and the use éickaand weapons. He said that they
created the OKW to act as a supreme authority ooty the army and the air force. He
remarked that the General Staff was not oppos#tet®@KW, but resented the creation
of OKH. He said they also wanted the political ipeiedence of the army maintained.
The General Staff used to look down upon techraggkrts, but such views changed
with the advent of the 100,000 man army. Techrofi&ders in the army moved up the
ranks slower than others due to this bias. Hetbaittactical plans were made to suit the
weapons and equipment they had. As with otherrogations at ASHCAN, this
interrogation used the usual soft general quesfamthe prisoners trying to gain more
general knowledge of the Third Reich and its arAtythis point questions to these men
seeking to determine their involvement and theeddg/be decided criminal activities,

did not exist, so the interrogations were genenaliyasant affairs for the prisoners.

239 Colonel John H. Amen, “Interrogation of GOERINGERMANN by Colonel Amen, 28 August 1945,
a.m. and p.m.”, Courtesy Cornell University LibraBonovan Nuremberg Trials Collection, 1.

2401y Giannini. “Detailed Interrogation Report: Gealeberst Alfred Jodl.” 4 July, 1945,” NARA,
RG478, Entry UD278, Box 1328, 1-4.
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The Shuster Commission interviewed Jodl on a waahge of topics at ASHCAN.
Major Ken Hechler conducted a series of in deptéringations with German military
leaders, with questions ranging from tactics tovidedge of other countries’ forces.
Hechler also gave them questionnaires to answen Wiey were not meeting. Hechler
had a big advantage in this area since he spentfolie war in the field getting reports
from the Americans side of the fighting so he krteerevents well, allowing him to ask
detailed questions and follow them up immediataliyxury the interrogators assigned to
Mondorf did not have. Some interrogations of Jantluwsred with Keitel, but Hechler
believed Jodl to be a much better subject. “I wasressed by his grasp of details***”
Jodl asked Hechler if he could use one of his adgsepare his answers and Hechler
acquiesced, adding another capable source in Mgdrert Buechs. The interrogations
ranged over a series of topics such as “Planniad\tdennes Offensive’* the
“Ardennes Offensive®*®and “American Operations, German Defenses, Rubkdp
The Last Days?* Jod| proved invaluable to Hechler's interrogatidmis eye for detail
giving Hechler generally very precise answers. H@ygeat this point all these questions
regarding planning and waging war were not feaseddall as possible war crimes trial
information.

In interviews with the IMT JodI proved to be fontjtit as he had been in

Mondorf. He would identify and provide his knowledgf documents shown him by the

241 Hechler 40.

242 Major Ken Hechler. “An Interview with Genobst A Jodl: Planning the Ardennes Offensive.” 26
July, 1945, UNDA, George N. Shuster Papers, CSHUFdlter Alfred Jodl, 1-25.

243 Major Ken Hechler. “An Interview with Genobst A JodI: Ardennes Offensive.” 31 July, 1945,
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interrogator$*® He would provide detailed knowledge of planning@tions such as the
invasions of Czechoslovakia, Poland and the Saiénn?*° He described whether there
was outside influence on Hitler in planning fronopke such as Goebbels and described
his relationship with Keitel as “a close relatioipstdodl was Chief of Staff of the Army
subordinated to Keitel as ‘practically’ Secretafyar?*’ He told Amen he “believed
war was lost in the winter 1941-1942. Wrote a memdum in March or April 1944 —
‘that the war was lost when the defense of the &Hidn’t succeed.*?® It appears that
JodI's answers remained truthful throughout hisetimprison.
Field Marshal Wilhelm Keitel

As chief of OKW, Keitel held the responsibility thfe overall conduct of the war.
At ASHCAN he did not face questioning about plamgnamd waging aggressive war as
he would at Nuremberg but rather more general gurestegarding his opinion regarding
certain operations of the war. For example, in sgssion, Colonel Van Cleve questioned
him on such topics as whether the High Command edhiat see Italy in the war, did the
Germans contemplate invading England, was thearnjlibpposed or in favor of invading
Russia, and similar questions along those [fitKeitel said that Germany “had no

military interest in Italy’s entry and found thateswas no help®*° He said that they

24> Colonel Amen, “Interrogation Division Summary bpl6nel Amen, 15 August 1945.” Courtesy of
Cornell University Library, Donovan Nuremberg Taalollection, (accessed 4/16/2015)).

248 t. Col. Hinkel. Interrogation Division Summaryterrogation of Jodl, Alfred by Lt. Col. Hinkel, 29
August 1945, A.M., Nurnberg.” Courtesy of Cornelii\dersity Library, Donovan Nuremberg Trials
Collection, Cornell, (accessed 4/16/2015),1.

247 Colonel Amen. Interrogation Division Summary: imtgyation of Jodl, Alfred by Colonel J.H. Amen,
17 August 1945, Nuremberg, a.m.,”, Courtesy of @brdniversity Library, Donovan Nuremberg Trials
Collection, (accesses 4/16/2015), 1.
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considered invading before the defeat of Franceneuné concerned about the British
fleet. He said the invasion of Russia was justibedause the Russians posed a danger to
Germany from Poland. He further commented thattein Russia was not delayed in
the hope the Japanese would declare war on thet3dnion. These questions did not
implicate him in anything, rather just got his apm

The Shuster Commission also interrogated Keitelatiee conduct of the war.
When the Germans learned who came from the ArmioHicsl Division, they usually
cooperated quite well. Major Hechler did not appearust Keitel to be honest with his
answers. After his initial successes interrogafiodl, he thought he would have the same
success with Keitel. However, when they were noigaited together on most topics Jodl
typically deferred to Keitel, and the answers ligyaroved unsatisfactory. Hechler
thought that Keitel was ‘watering down’ the answansl when given the next set of
guestion, Hechler asked Keitel to answer by himgeding a much better result for
Hechler®! Overall, Hechler did not think much of Keitel ds fabilities as a leader.

Questions for Keitel became much more difficult whieey came from the IMT.
They asked Keitel about atrocities against Russiditary personnel, but he claimed to
know nothing about the?? He was asked about the Commando order from August
1942, which had ordered the killing of commandosrethough they wore a uniform. He
stated the order was “Hitler’'s conception and hisky’ though it was issued either by

Jodl or Keitel, but “there was no collaborationdny department within OKW in the

21 Ken Hechler,67.
%2 Unknown, “Document Room Interrogation Analysis Méiss: Keitel, Date: 27 September 1945, 1620-
1710, Nurnberg,” Cornell, 1.
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order.”®>*Keitel claimed he did not remember the executibBrisish Commandos at
Stavanger, Norway or their execution in compliawgh Hitler's Commando Order.
Keitel went on to incriminate himself in both plamg and waging aggressive war.
Overall, Keitel did nothing to help himself, andtla¢ same time he seemed to have
definite memory issues regarding some of the detdithe conduct of the war.
Robert Ley

Major Giannini interrogated Robert Ley at ASHCAN &ume 28 and 29, 1945.
Primarily Ley was in charge of the Deutsche Arbdesist (DAF) (German Labor Front)
from 1940 until the end of the war, furnishing figrelaborers for German industry. Ley
said the process would start with a request frobeAlISpeer through Fritz Sauckel.
Individual industries ran the camps that houseddheign slave labor and all food,
housing and supplies came from them. He said thE D8pected camps and kept
additional supplies on hand should they be neddegbasically asserted that he led an
organization that created the work rules and supedvforeign laborers, but as head of
the Labor Front, he was not directly responsibtelie conditions in the labor camps.
Giannini wrote that Ley blamed “Nazi leaders whwptigh greed and thirst for power,
brought about the internal conditions (concentraiamps, etc.) which caused the entire
world to hate and despise GERMANY?*

When the Shuster Commission interrogated Ley, e geetty much the same

story. Ley told the commission about the eliminatod labor unions, and provided

%53 Colonel John H. Amen, Interrogation Division Sunmynanterrogation of Wilhelm Keitel and Nikolaus
von Falkenhorst by Col. J.H. Amen, 25 October 1@48. Nuremberg,” Courtesy of Cornell University
Library, Donovan Nuremberg Trials Collection, (assed April 16 2015),1.

%4 Major Ivo Giannini. “Dr. Robert Ley, “Reichsorgaationsleiter” and “Fuehrer Der DAF” Outlines
Some of the Policies of the DAF, 28 June,1945.” MARGA478, Box 1328, 2-4.
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details on the creation of the German Labor Fridetprovided descriptions of the new
laws enacted in the Third Reich once the unionafecllegal, as well as providing
information about the Strength Through Joy movemlergpite of all of Ley’s denials,
his interrogator described him as “one of the feprtanking Nazis who is still
unconditionally and unreservedly devoted to Hitlenwvhom he sees a Messigh>The
author also writes that his “statement about tleatgachievements of the German Labor
Front lack corroboration from other sourcé®Ley continued telling the interrogators
that he created the rules but could not controbtieses of others.

Robert Ley cooperated with the IMT but still took blame for most actions. He
did, however, admit to his role in the destructdmabor unions in Germany. As the Nazi
Party under Hitler and led by Ley decided to eliatéunions in May 1933, he let all
Gauleiters know what was about to happen. He tadriterrogator: “There may have
been a meeting... it was completely secret.... And agth act... we couldn’t tolerate
this civil war... in the factories?®’ However, Ley refused to admit blame for the fdte o
foreign workers in Germany. Monigan concluded kygart writing “Ley, ‘at the end of
his work’ still is proud of it. It is a great pithat his system has not be (sic) carried over
to other countries, he states®

Franz von Papen

Colonel Van Cleve interviewed Franz von Papen oy ¥&1945. This would

have been one of the first interrogations carrigidad Mondorf, occurring even before

254 nterrogation of Robert Ley, Leader of the Gerntabor Front, at ASHCAN Interrogation Center, 22
Els%ly 1945.” UNDA, George N. Schuster Papers, CSHFblder Robert Ley, 1.
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Collection of Nuremberg Trial Papers, 2.
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Colonel Andrus took the assignment of camp commaindapen was among the first
inmates of the camp in Luxembourg, having previpbglen at the first ASHCAN in
Spa, Belgium. According to the Preamble, Van Clemeducted the meeting as an
interview and not as an interrogation. The eleveestjons came at the request of the
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-2, SHAEF. Over the cmuof the conversation, Papen
discussed many different issues. When asked whttdught were the best sources of
political intelligence in the German Foreign Offi¢e said that useful information
depended on the quality of contacts of the ambasski@ used the examples of Great
Britain and the United States, saying that the Indstmation regarding these countries
came out of Portugal and Sweden. Van Cleve askpdrPfar names of the SD agents in
the Foreign Office, but Papen claimed all of tyset of information went through the
Abwehr, which had an office at every embassy. Pégéirved that the only good
intelligence came from the Foreign missions bec@Bagents did not understand the
larger picture of events.

Van Cleve questioned Papen regarding how Hitlezived his information.
Papen stated that at first all intelligence cameugh Ribbentrop’s office, but foreign
visitors often visited Hitler about foreign affaiend Hitler usually trusted these sources
more than the Foreign Office. The interrogator @sked Papen about Himmler’s
personal staff, but he claimed to have no knowlexfgeho was part of this entity. Van
Cleve considered Papen a reliable witness, bubfteri hides behind the excuse that so

much has happened to him that he has forgotten thamys.. He is very careful of what
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he says, and gives the impression that he antessime sort of a trial or court in the
future.”*®

An interesting interrogation by the Shuster Commoissnust have been when Dr.
Shuster interrogated Papen at the bugged housalirein. It was uncomfortable for
Shuster because he knew Papen before the waresdestribes Papen as follows:
“Papen can only be understood, it seems to medfoonceives of the fag-end of an
aristocracy anxious to play a part in the dramténefregeneration of mankind. More than
any German of his time, he pitted his wits agaihese of Hitler. The trouble was not
merely that Hitler's were of very much better gtiabut also that generals and others
relied upon by Papen to redress the balance weremere unintelligent than hé®®
Shuster found Papen honest, but he also felt & deah of pity for him. He wrote:

“When the whole vision had passed before his ntiedhegan to sob at the realization of
his own impotence and ignominy. | sat there knowirgg the record downstairs would
end in a whimper such as history has often knotth.”

The IMT indicted Papen on Counts one and two ofrideetment. Papen told his
interrogator, Christopher Dodd, that he supportéttiHbecause he believed he was
responsible for the government due to his effertsutting the government together with
Hitler as Chancellor. He said that he hoped theyAwuld act against Hitler after the
Night of the Long Knives on 30 June 1934. Of thenMggression Pact between

Germany and the Soviet Union, he said if Germamydccbave worked out an agreement

over the Polish Corridor, Germany would never haviered into the pact with Russia.

%9 Thomas C.Van Cleve. “Report on Franz von PapehMay 1945, Courtesy of Cornell University
Library, Donovan Nuremberg Trials Collection, 3.
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He said that until the negotiations with Russialafinever thought of dividing Poland or
going to war against it. As far as the concentraiamps were concerned, Papen claimed
no real knowledge of what they did. He knew theigtexi but that was it. He said he did
not know what happened in the camps and that tldewtiea of concentration camps

was “an invention of dictatorship®®?

Although Papen was in Austria in the months leadipdgo the Anschluss, he says
that the German government “did not intervene @i, that what interferences there
were came from the party or press peopfélh essence, Papen claimed that he remained
in the Nazi government out of personal responsybidir it, because he helped forge the
agreements allowing the formation of the governmastfar as the Anschluss was
concerned, again he claimed he was not directlgluad in the negotiations.

Foreign Minister Joachim von Ribbentrop

Ribbentrop became the Nazi Foreign Minister in Baby 1938, succeeding
Neurath. Prior to that, he worked on numerousidoreolicy issues for the Third Reich,
mostly on those concerning Great Britain. At ASHCANJuly 1, 1945 Major Ivo
Giannini interrogated Ribbentrop regarding a nundéédazi foreign policy decisions
made before the outbreak of war in September 1R88arding Germany’s withdrawal

from the League of Nations, Ribbentrop claimed théirdrew because they were not

permitted to rearm fast enough, or get the othgomsto reduce their arms while
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23 Colonel C. Williams, “interrogation Division Sumnya Interrogation of Franz von Papen, 13 October
1945, AM., Cornell University Library, Donovan Numberg Trails Collection (accessed April 15 2015).

164



Germany caught up. He said the 1936 ReoccupatitimedRhineland was a bold move
but one he thought was necessary.

The first major event to occur with Ribbentrop asdign Minister was the
Anschluss. Austria was among the “most pressingr@arminority problems - -
AUSTRIA, SUDETEN, MEMEL, DANZIG, and the Corridof* He reluctantly told
Giannini that Chamberlain was bothered by the ta&t the Czechs were not consulted at
the Munich Conference, and also claimed that thed\@id not stir up trouble in the rest
of Germany before taking the rest of Czechoslovakiarch, 1939. Ribbentrop did not
try to escape his involvement in these policied)y@gould at Nuremberg and he offered
plausible answers.

On July 23, 1945, Ribbentrop sat down with the SruSommission, most likely
Shuster, discussing various matters in an intetrmgaWWhen he talked about the role of
the cabinet he said that there were not any cameetings. “Information to Hitler was
given through reports of the various ministers alboeir respective resorts (sic). The
foreign minister had no general view of the adigtof the other departments, - military,
economic, internal, etc, - and he had no dire¢tiénfce on such questions as the
persecution of the Jews or the treatment of theathu”*®®> He claimed to know nothing
of “large scale military plans, armaments, or taily possibilities.*®° At this point,
Ribbentrop clearly tried to remove himself from afigect involvement in decisions. By

the time he left ASHCAN, Ribbentrop claimed to halmost no role in foreign policy.

%4 Major Ivo Giannini. “Ribbentrop Tells of Germanrémn Policy Up To 1 Sep 1939, 1 July 1945,”
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Once he arrived in Nuremberg, Ribbentrop faced nmale pressure than he did
previously. On August 29, 1945, the IMT lawyersimbgated him on a wide variety of
topics including his role as German Ambassadoraiedon, Commissioner for
Disarmament, and as Foreign Minister. He told Bag®lthat the Hitler’ chief aim was
“to restore a free and independent strong Germaoti, economically and politically,
because he was of the opinion,- - and rightfulthink, - - that former governments had
not succeeded in bringing Germany into a positiowhich she could stand up, in the
long run, without coming into chaotic conditiorf§”

Ribbentrop claimed he had no role in bringing Hittepower, other than the fact
that “conversations in my house contributed toféioe that later on the Hitler government
was formed.?*® He claimed to accept responsibility for everyththgave done as
German Foreign Minister, “and said of Hitler, “IMe&abeen loyal to him to his last day. |
have never gone back on him, on the contrary, weeimes had very divergent views.
But | promised him in 1941 that | would keep faitith him. | gave him my word of
honor that | would not get into any difficultieserdonsidered me his closest
collaborator... it was sometimes very difficult toelethis promise, and today | am sorry
| have given it.*®°

Alfred Rosenberg

Colonel Van Cleve interrogated Alfred Rosenbergone 15, 1945 at Mondorf.

Following the generalist nature of interrogatioh&d&HCAN, Rosenberg received

%7 Colonel Brundage. “Interrogation Report Summargfrogation of von Ribbentrop, Joachim, By
Colonel Brundage, 29 August, 1945, a.m.,” Cornelivdrsity Library, Donovan Nuremberg Trials
Collection (accessed April 15 2015),2.
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guestions on a variety of subjects. The first sttbjencerned his role of removing
private, usually Jewish, libraries from France atiter countries and taking them for
protection to various castles in Germany. He alddhds with Jewish-owned art objects.
The first trainload went to Germany under Luftwagigard and Goering inspected the
contents taking several pieces for himself. Rosenb®de sure that none of his people
did the same thing, although when Hitler saw sofitb@works, he also took many
paintings. In his role as Commissar for Supervigibmtellectual and Ideological
Education of the NSDAP, he claimed it was his resguality to educate party members
of the problems the Jewish race caused Germandtweenturies. However, he said his
ideas were not used in the public sché6i#\s leader of the Foreign Policy Office of the
NSDAP he said the “main duty was to impress anldiémice people visiting GERMANY
as to the improvements and advancements made Natienal Socialism.”

He claimed that policing the Eastern Territory wagtly under Himmler’s
purview, and Sauckel had the responsibility of wéorg foreign labor, in Rosenberg’s
eyes, he had no role in any of these activates.

Once again, this interrogation underscores thdihgiaspect of these
interrogations. Rather than concentrate on a sitogle, they tended to cover a wide
range of material, leaving out potentially crudatails.

The Shuster Commission interrogated Rosenberglgr23wat Mondorf. During
this interrogation he spoke about his duties astREiinister for the Occupied Eastern
Territories, with the areas being the Baltic Statles Ukraine and Ruthenia. He claimed

the chief of the German Police controlled thesetteres and he had little real authority.

2 Thomas C. Van Cleve. “Detailed Interrogation Répalfred Ernst Rosenberg, 5 June 1945” NARA,
RG478, Entry UD278, Box 1328, 3.
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Rosenberg spoke about his famous bddle Myth of the Twentieth Century,
which he claimed was not national policy or thaaidd Party view, but represented
merely his own personal views on race. “He presehig book as a matter of scientific
research, and considered it open for the correcti@mrors.?’* He then launched into a
short diatribe explaining the revolutionary aspedtslazism.

Lt. Col. Hinkel interrogated Rosenberg in NurembengSeptember 22, 1945
He faced questions concerning the Foreign OfficenefNazi Party, his role as
Reichsminister for the Occupied Eastern Territoraesl a discussion of the Jewish
guestion. He described two trips he made to Londd®31 and 1933 to “acquaint
political persons in England with the aims of thezNmovement®”® He said that in his
role in the Eastern Territories he made sure tiataws of these lands were the same as
in the Reich. He claimed that he had no involvemwtit implementation of the Four
Year Plan or anything to do with the police. Heoatkaimed he did not write articles in
favor of the Anschluss, but he wrote articles “athting a revision of the Versailles
Treaty and asking for more ‘Lebensraufi*Rosenberg admitted he knew about the
treatment of the Jews in the Occupied Territotes ,he said all decrees came from the

police and not him. He insisted that over the yé&sviews changed and he now

supported the same rights for Jews before the fagvaryone else.
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Arthur Seyss-Inquart

At ASHCAN, Arthur Seyss-Inquart faced questionsrirgan Cleve on June 15,
1945 on topics concerning the Anschluss and higslit Holland. At this time he still
strongly supported the Anschluss and thought it bess for Austria. He said he wanted
to see the Anschluss occur over time, not in thermagain which it occurred, and that he
worked with Dolfuss right up until a week beforellusss was killed to find agreement.
He pushed for the legalization of the Austrian NR@aity for three reasons: “(a) the Nazis
could carry on irresponsible propaganda, (b) treégdaas a collecting point for all
Austrians dissatisfied with the Fatherland Froetta@inly a majority of the population
and (c) they placed the idea of ANSCHLUSS in thedoound. This idea had had the
almost unanimous Austrian support a decade befét&hen the Anschluss finally
occurred, Seyss-Inquart took control of the Austgavernment just long enough to sign
the new law. During the rest of the interrogatioatalked about various opposition
groups in Holland and how the Nazis treated thentewte ran Holland.

Lt. Col. Oron J. Hale interrogated Arthur Seysstiaiq for the Shuster
Commission at ASHCAN on July 25, 1945 regardingteratin Holland. Hale asked
about the Niederlandishe Ost Kompanie, which ingéeintd resettle Dutch farmers in the
Ukraine. Seyss-Inquart said the idea met with hegposition and was not enacted
although some Dutch farmers did volunteer to ds #imd emigrated east. When asked
what Nazi personalities had interest in the Ne#rats, he mentioned that Himmler did
because of his racial ideas. Himmler could not vstded that the Dutch did not think

much of his telling them they belonged to a lat@erman race. He also explained that

2> Thomas C. Van Cleve, “Detailed Interrogation RépBeyss-Inquart Replies to Cl Questionnaire, 15
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former Dutch prisoners of war were put back in cammpl943 because the Germans
feared they would rise up against them. He saidahfirst the officers and NCOs went
to Germany as labor, but they were treated so lhdlyhe stopped it. When asked what
the greatest problem of the German occupation diHo was, he replied that: “The
Greatest difficulty, in my opinion, was the confiing policies of the Reich agencies.
They really did not know where to begin with thet€@uproblem or how to solve it.
There was no agreement on any polit}. There were no discussions in this interview
regarding his claims he tried to prevent Hitlessorched earth’ Policy from being
carried out in Holland.

At Nuremberg, most of the questions for Seyss-Inguoaolved the Anschluss,
and his role in it, a key element of the chargesragg him at Nuremberg. On October 9,
1945, Thomas J. Dodd, who interrogated him oveeisd\days, asked about his time in
Poland under Frank and subsequently his assigniméim¢ Netherlands. He told Dodd he
had nothing to be ashamed of in either Austriaaa®d. He did, however, admit to
grave mistakes in the Netherlands. He says he kifi¢lne excesses committed there and
“‘issued orders in Holland forcing the male popuwatbetween 17 and 40 to work in
Germany under threat of death penalty and undemiin regulations of detail§”
Seyss-Inquart told the truth most of the time. ldkdvyed that his efforts to stop Hitler’s

destruction of Holland would save him. They did.not
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Julius Streicher

Major Giannini interrogated Julius Streicher at ASAN from June 21 to the 23,
1945 concerning his career and activities. Streishxest known achievement wasr
Sturmer his anti-Semitic magazine designed to incite petpleate the Jews. He said his
speeches helped add thousands to the rolls ofdzePrty in 1922, and he also claimed
to be Hitler’s closest friend in the early daygdlod Party. Streicher said that two thirds of
the issues of his magazine were bought by Jewstlsecthey wanted to prevent
circulation.”?”® Streicher insisted that he “was not interestegeirsecution or torture of
Jews, but merely wanted to prevent all racial mix@nd any relationships with Jew&>
He said he wanted to “get all Jews out of Europklaave them sent to a land of their
own.”?®° He also said he knew nothing of what occurredéndoncentration camps.
After he lost power from his dispute before thety?&@ourt, he went to Pleikershof where
he confined himself mostly to his farm for the néxeé years.

John Brown Mason interrogated Streicher for thesBruCommission, asking
him specifically about his case before the Partyr€and determined that: “Streicher
was obviously not telling the truth concerning teése before the Party Court except ...
that Hitler forbade the Party Court to sentence. I8treicher also expounded about race
and told Mason: “Race purity is the important thiggery man has red blood, even the
Jew. There is no secret, however, that when a Geranlorth American, an
Englishman, or a person of any other nationalignd there are Indians, Negroes,

Chinese, Jews, etc., In America — lies with a Jewlesre may be a child born in nine

278 Major Ivo Giannini, “Detailed Interrogation Repofthe Career and Activities of Julius Streicher,”
NARA, RG478, Entry UD278, Box 1328, 4.
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months who is no longer pure of raé&"He said that being blond, blue-eyed and fair
was the highest form of humanity. Mason asked tbouaHitler, and Streicher replied
that “he wasn’t a pure Nordic, about 80%. Racdss axpressed in charactéf*While
you can see that Mason tried to understand Stnescheiculous ideas, he still offered no
serious threat to him.

For a man considered terrible enough to be triethbyMT, there was not much
interest in interrogating him at Nuremberg andehame just a handful of Interrogation
Reports. Streicher would be difficult to convictNairemberg because the only real
charges against him were not really charges umdesytstem. Inciting hatred did not
really fit into the major categories at the trialit that was the course the prosecution took
with him. The interrogator, Colonel Brundage, readgiote from a 1942 article iver
Sturmerthat says: “The German People will not be freeasfger from the Jewish plague
until the Jewish question is liquidated entiref{*’Streicher denies that his use of the
word liquidate in any way should be interpretedkifilg. The rest of the interrogation
just continues with Streicher’s ridiculous ranteabJews. Streicher probably
inadvertently helped the prosecution team develapswo implicate him.

Conclusion

Essentially, there were three levels of interragathat the men went through

before the trial. This does not include visits ifyedent groups who also wanted to

interrogate these men, for example, the RussiaASHICAN, the FBI, the U.S. Strategic

81 John Brown Mason. “Report of Streicher Interrogatdbn Afternoon of 19 July, 1945,” UNDA, George
N. Shuster Papers, CHSU 17, Folder Julius Streidher
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283 colonel Brundage. “Interrogation Division Summary: Interrogation of Streicher, Julius, by Colonel
Brundage, 17 October, 1945 AM Nuremberg,” Cornell University Library, Donovan Nuremberg Trials
Collection, (accessed April 15 2015), 2.
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bombing Survey and many other groups with intenestgie or more of the prisoners for
very specific purposes. The three levels of ingaitmmns must be looked at in a different
light. The interrogations by the 6824 DIC at ASHCAttempted to gain general
information about these men, and tried to closes ga@\llied the knowledge of the Third
Reich. The interrogators were assigned to ASHCANenfior their knowledge of
German than any special competence in the areasltés wanted to learn about. The
guestions were very general and the prisoners usrally asked about a wide variety of
subjects looking for more general rather than tedanformation. ASHCAN fulfilled its
designed role as an out of the way location taxratad interrogate these prisoners in
order to get as much cooperation as possible.

The Interrogations at Mondorf by the Shuster Corsiaisserved a different
purpose. The Army Historical Division realized thead a unique opportunity to speak
with these men while they were fairly centrallydted and before they could scatter
around the country or face the justice of the INfie division sent a well-regarded team
of experts in the various fields of interest anteagively interrogated the prisoners about
very specific actions or events in great depth ehier interrogations.

The Office of the U.S. Chief of Counsel for the $&xoution of Axis Criminality
also interrogated these men for a different purploae the others. They looked for
evidence that could be used to convict these memirey went to trial. On an
Interrogation Division Summary prepared by onehefinterrogators, the first heading on
the list after identifying the subject of the integation was “Persons and organizations
implicated.” This division asked the tough quessitimat the others did not ask for fear

their subjects would not cooperate and quit talkiffte men of this office were lawyers
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interested in convicting these prisoners. Detemgrguilt was the motivating factor for
the Office of the Chief of Counsel. They did thieio with a determination that did not

exist with the other groups.
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Chapter Six

Conclusions

Nuremberg

The interrogation team from the United States CbieZounsel for the
Prosecution of Axis Criminality began its interréigas in August at Nuremberg. At this
point in time, a new reality began for the prisendihe comparative comforts of
ASHCAN gave way to much harsher conditions at Nuorerg. The cells at Nuremberg
held one man each. The prisoners were unable toncoeate with each other in the part
of the prison where those expected to go on treakviheld. Security at the Nuremberg
Prison was lax when Colonel Andrus arrived, witpragimately one guard for every
fifty prisoners. This changed immediately under Argd The prison had several different
sections. The most secure wing held the men evergapected to stand trial for war
crimes. Another wing held material witnesses, méo wbviously knew enough to help
with the prosecution but not currently consider@thte charges. These men had a
certain freedom of movement. They did not havedy s their cells and could
communicate freely with each other. Another parthefprison contained women,
generally held as potential witnesses, mostly $ades and minor bureaucrats who may
have useful information. There was even anothes&auNuremberg used for other
witnesses, nicknamed the Witness House, with nagtsns other than to stay in
Nuremberg.
On October 19, 1945, Major Airey Naeve went fror tecell serving the

indictments to each of the defendants who woulddstaal by the IMT. Naeve, a British

officer serving with an almost entirely Americaafétheaded the Tribunal's secretariat
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which dealt specifically with the defendants aneitttawyers?®* Of the men indicted,
Naeve served all but Hans Fritzsche and Grand AaddrEnich Raeder, who were in
Soviet custody and had not yet been brought tptisen, and Gustav Krupp, who was
served at a hunting lodge in Austria, although avalty it was determined he was too
sick to stand trial.

According to Taylor, the indictments came as a seshock to many of the
defendants. The most affected by the indictmentR@sert Ley. Dr. G.M. Gilbert, the
prison psychologist, wrote that Ley was “posinguitmfix-like’ against the cell wall and
‘gesticulating and stuttering in great agitatioff>”

Two days later Ley managed to commit suicide. Adoay to Andrus:

On the evening of 25th October 1945 he was behastinigusly
and the sentries were observing him closely. Algol® pm the sentinel
whose duty it was to watch Ley once more glancealth the cell peep-
hole. Only his legs were visible, in the toiletwer. The Guard called, but
there was no movement, no answer. With three dtheredly alerted
guards he burst in.

Dr Ley had strangled himself. He had looped higgazipper to
the water-tank lever and twisted a towel into asgoaround his neck. He
had stuffed his torn-up drawers into his mouthttp ¢he noise of his
strangulation and the death-rattle from reachisggliards. Nearby he had
left a series of note&®

One note explained that he could not deal withstieame any longer but
had been treated well by his captors. Another read:

| have been one of the responsible men. | was Miiler in the
good days, during the fulfilment of our plans amgés, and | want to be
with him in the black days. God led me in whateiveid. He led me up
and now lets me fall. I am torturing myself to fitiee reasons for my
downfall, and this is the result of my contemplaso

24 Taylor, 131.
25 Taylor, 133.
288 Andrus,Nuremberg Jailer88.
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We have forsaken God and therefore we were forshke&sod.
Anti-Semitism distorted our outlook, and we madavegrerrors. It is hard
to admit mistakes, but the whole existence of @mapte is in question.
We Nazis must have the courage to rid ourselvesipanti-Semitism. We
have to declare to youth that it was a mistake. yicheh will not believe
our opponents. We have to go all the way. We havedet Jews with
open hearts. German People! Reconcile yourseluvbstiae Jew, invite
him to make his home with you.

It is unwise to believe it impossible to extermaanti-Semitism
with histrionic trials, no matter how skillfully 8y are conducted. One
cannot stop the excited sea at once, but musetetdim down gradually,
otherwise, terrible repercussions will result. Angdete reconciliation
with the Jews has the priority over any economicutural
reconstruction.

The outspoken anti-Semitics have to become thefigisters for
the new idea. They have to show their people thea

With Ley’s suicide, Andrus changed aspects of i@ ds’ routines. Most importantly,
now one guard would constantly watch each pristmeugh the viewing opening on
each cell door. Andrus wanted to be sure anotheidgudid not occur.

With the indictments read, Major Naeve began tleegss of helping prisoners
find lawyers. With or without lawyers, the willingas of the prisoners to talk did not
change very much after they arrived at Nurembétgwever, the questions most
certainly did. Colonel Amen and his men organizexhynof the potentially incriminating
documents that Allies found during the summer. Témyld now ask about specific,
damning documents, many often bearing the signatfreome of the defendants. The
International Military Tribunal trial began on Nawber 19, 1945.

Conclusions About ASHCAN

This dissertation had two purposes. One purposeuaderstand why the IMT

interrogators did not use the information gatheteASHCAN and believed it to be

worthless. The second purpose is to view ASHCARMImMs of what it did well. The

%7 |bid, 90-91.
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camp succeeded in many of its purposes, but thesesses are usually buried by the
criticism that it did not help the IMT prosecutitgam very much.

There are numerous reasons why ASHCAN failed tdyoce viable information
that would be of use during the war crimes trialgecision, lack of vision, poor training
and ineffective use of personnel doomed ASHCAN. ditters occurred everywhere
from Washington, D.C., London, SHAEF Headquarttrs,headquarters of the 6824
DIC in Revin, France, as well as at ASHCAN. Isst@gyjed from the indecision
regarding war crimes trials versus summary exeoutroist in the use of junior military
officers with minimal intelligence training beyotigeir knowledge of the German
language, the conduct of the camp, and the slowngzagting together interrogation
teams to investigate these men for war crimes.

Although perhaps impossible to fully understanthattime, President
Roosevelt’s reluctance to make firm decisions réigarwar crimes trials until the war
ended left the Americans in particular, and theealin general, unprepared to deal with
these war criminals at the end of the war. Roosdvsl agreed in principle to Churchill
and Stalin’s preference for summary execution,taed came under the sway of Henry
Morgenthau'’s ridiculous notions about postwar Gerynand justice. Even as the War
and State Departments began forging plans for viaes trials, Roosevelt would delay
and interfere in the plans for fear that the oteaders would think him soft on punishing
the Nazis. Roosevelt first showed support for sungreaecution while meeting with
Churchill at Quebec in September 1944, then chahgenhind and somewhat endorsed a
trial by January 1945, but he never fully endoraey one plan, allowing the decision to

linger until after his death in April 1945.
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After Roosevelt's death, President Truman quickigiagsed the idea of war
crimes trials and appointed Justice Jackson totleatUnited States delegation. The
Soviets had already reversed their course and sigabiie idea of war crimes trials, but
the British, at least officially, held onto the ot of summary execution. Fortunately, the
British also had groups working on some type of eranes trial procedure, so that while
the Americans may have been the driving force efttials idea, the British were ready
to provide input at the London Conference in Jup¥51 This conference helped clear up
some differences between the Allies, but it wasusiidpefore final decisions could be
reached. It dragged on even further as they tdemime up with lists of war criminals to
be tried, and it was not until early October tingsie matters were finally sorted out.

ASHCAN closed two months before the Allies worked the final details on the
trials. Although these final agreements came #&HCAN closed, enough decisions
had been made that the prisoners were moved frondbtdto Nuremberg, and Colonel
Amen was ready to begin his work. The Allies wastegteat deal of time deciding on a
process for these trials. Meanwhile, the prisosatsn ASHCAN in fairly comfortable
surroundings facing occasional interrogations leyititerrogators from the 6824 DIC and
whoever else had received permission to interrog@atee of these men.

The delays in procedures for the war crimes tgal valuable time that could
have been used to move these men out of ASHCANIindeeision among the Allies
turned Mondorf into little more than a holding genthe former leaders of Nazi
Germany. The idea of setting up ASHCAN was to lea quiet, out of the way
facility, where the prisoners could be interrogated setting designed to put these men

at ease and hopefully create a situation in whiely ivould talk about their careers
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during the Third Reich. ASHCAN did not set out ttlier evidence to prove their guilt,
but merely to collect background information ansicdver how the Nazi government
functioned. ASHCAN did succeed in providing an ofithe way, quiet setting. Perhaps
its biggest achievement was keeping the wherealodtit®se prisoners unknown for two
months.

But ASHCAN created problems, too. As related egriien Albert Speer
arrived at Mondorf for his brief two- week stay, Was surprised to see many of these
prisoners. “From outside we had been able to sei@pand other former members of
the leadership of the Third Reich pacing back amthf The whole hierarchy was there:
Ministers, Field Marshals, Reichsleiters, stateetacies, and generals. It was a ghostly
experience to find all those who had been scattédcedhaff in the wind reassembled
here.?®® While the Americans and British succeeded in gatlganost of these men in
one place, they did not take into account the miealthat existed between them. Each
group of men tended to stick together, military mazis, and Bureaucrats all formed
into close cliques, returning to their previous N&a circles.

The fact that these men all served the same lehde@ot mean they all got along.
Old rivalries rekindled. In Speer’s brief stay, tihditary men all showed their dislike of
him. Otto Meissner and Hans Lammers still did reitajong, because Meissner was
certain that Lammers usurped his power. No onel [&eeicher, Ley or Goering. The
groups were insular and kept together. This phi/slogaeness undoubtedly influenced

answers to interrogations as many men would tma&e their rivals look bad.

288 Speer, 502.
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The rivalries did not just exist among the prisenéut also between the soldiers
who were guard staff and the intelligence sectbte@camp. Colonel Andrus used the
guards to carry out his silly rules. Andrus showedespect for his prisoners and did not
object to his guards treating the men in the samen@r. Andrus’ imperious manner only
managed to infuriate his prisoners. The bureauaradsNazis did not like his strict
military manner, and, at least among the bureasictia¢ lack of the courtesy they
thought they should be afforded because of theinéo positions and the rules of the
Geneva Convention. Traditionally, military courtesgl not end with defeat, but, in this
case, Andrus took great delight in exaggeratinghis importance and belittling these
men who outranked him during the war.

While the prisoners did not get along with Andrasl &is staff, they did get along
well with their G-2 section of the camp. The offieevho interrogated these prisoners
needed a rapport with the prisoners for the ingation process. The G-2 officers treated
the prisoners with respect and showed a degrempéthy for their circumstances. The
interrogators did not always see eye to eye wighgilnards, and often found themselves
laughing with the Germans about the comportme@adbnel Andrus and his guards.

Another rivalry existed between the Guards and3Hestaff. Even in the first
month of the camp, a great deal of friction alreddyeloped between these two groups.
Andrus’ primary concern was the security of the paso he took great pains to seal up
the camp as much as possible. While the guardseshawilitary courtesy to the G-2
officers, their treatment of the prisoners madevibek of the G-2 officers more difficult.
G-2 needed relaxed prisoners and Colonel Andrussrand procedures made it difficult

for the prisoners to let down their guard. Andrestricted everything, from
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communication between the prisoners, to exeramse,tto permitted activities. They
could, for example, take a book to read from theelhdorary, but could do so only under
armed escort.

The rivalries between G-2 and Andrus’ men reactedeaak in the middle of
June, when General Betts stepped in. Betts setgscabtlining the functions of both G-1
and G-2 at the camp and emphasized the need fpecattmn in order to get as much out
of these prisoners as possible. At this time, Be ahsed a number of the restrictions
placed on the prisoners, allowing many of the satiges that originally came from
General von Boetticher regarding activities for pinisoners. He even increased their
comfort with additional blankets and access to tabaand coffee, but the situation is a
little muddled. When reading about the changekeatamp made by General Betts, it
appears he mostly sided with the G-2 element atah®. However, at the same time
Betts was making these changes, Colonel Van Clegereassigned out of the camp,
leaving Major Giannini in charge of the G-2 functsoat ASHCAN. No documents
stating the reason for Van Cleve’s reassignmentfaasd in the archives and, as
previously mentioned, Van Cleve makes no mentioASICAN in his papers. One can
only speculate as to why Betts relieved him. Thestobvious answer is that Van Cleve
brought approximately 12 men to ASHCAN from 6824 eadquarters in Revin,
France without any authorization and never madeffamt to make this official through
proper channels. Another possibility exists. Abitwgt time that General Betts relieved
Van Cleve, the first newspaper report about arrrogation of Goering came out. It is
possible that Betts suspected Van Cleve of beiadetak and relieved him, but there is

no way to prove this assertion.
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The biggest failure of ASHCAN was the material eoted. The 6824 DIC
believed they could work up questions back in Rewid send these questions to the
interrogators at ASHCAN. Here the interrogators lddhen ask the prisoners the
guestions and write down their replies. G-2 belittret educated interrogators, even
though not experts in the matters they questiohegtisoners about, could still obtain
solid answers that would help G-2 assemble infolonatgarding biographical
information on the prisoners, as well as show G« & theory, the men of the IMT
putting together the cases against some of theseners, how the Nazi government
worked. The immediate, and most obvious, flaw ia thethod, was an inability to ask
any type of significant follow-up questions. Thésimogators could prepare their reports,
send them to Revin, and wait for a list of addiibquestions, but that created a
significant delay in learning more about a givepicoAt ASHCAN, they substituted
follow-up questions with a visit from Lieutenant libwis. He would stop by the
prisoners’ rooms a couple hours after their intgatmn, and he asked how they were
doing and if there was anything they wanted to tadtieir earlier interrogation. He
generally did get more information from the prisdéut again, Dolibois was hardly
gualified to ask about topics that he did not fulhyderstand.

The interrogators were not trained well enoughtiertask they were expected to
perform. These men really had no business intetirggauch high value prisoners. One
has to wonder why the Allies did not assemble aftef experts, both civilian and
military, to interrogate these men. The ASHCAN imtgators never had a real chance to
interrogate these men and get positive resultsn Bwve most qualified of the

interrogators, Colonel Van Cleve and Major Giannsgiemed to be overmatched. In the
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descriptions of the prisoners and their InterragatReports (see Appendix A), when
available, the Preamble gave the impressions of thieanterrogators thought of these
men. In none of these cases were any of them detmnieddeliberately lying. In spite of
the fact that it was acknowledged that many ofalraen tried to withhold answers or
answered in an evasive manner, the men were coedideworst ‘somewhat reliable.’
The ASHCAN interrogations failed because the meming the camp were not able to
fully exploit the information provided by the prisers. Therefore, the men at ASHCAN
made a good faith effort, but were doomed to failur

Although the ASHCAN interrogators did not know thistory of the Nazi rule of
Germany well enough to ask important follow-up dioes, the true problem might have
been with the so-called experts, who put togetheotriginal questions, and their own
lack of knowledge. An example of this was an irdggation conducted by Colonel Van
Cleve of Kurt Delauge, second in command of thedetorate of Bohemia and Moravia
beginning in May 1943. Delauge was in part resgdador the retaliation against Lidice
after the assassination of Reinhard Heydrich, leiiriterview does not even allude to
this atrocity. Van Cleve included in his report Degje’s assertion that his position was
merely supervisory. He was commissioned to impKzech-German relations and he
asserts that relations did improve while he wageth&® How could these experts put
together a questionnaire and not ask him abouté&®iOne plausible excuse is that the
interrogators did not wish to ask questions thatilekanake the prisoners defensive, but
even that do not sound accurate. By the time thE tiial began, the Allies turned

Delauge over to the Czechs, who tried and execitadn December 1945.

?%% Thomas C.Van Cleve, “Detailed Interrogation Report: Delauge: Reply to Special Cl Questionnaire, 12

June 1945,” NARA, RG478, UD278, Box 1328, 4.
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The other side of the spectrum of competence waShuster Commission.
These men were all qualified in their respectiedds. The Army Historical Commission
sent men with detailed knowledge of Germany andrtftgmation they were seeking to
get from the prisoners. Each member of the comongsut together his own materials
and knew German history, language and culture evelugh to ask detailed questions,
and ask additional questions that would providégbeinswers to the original questions.
For example, Major Hechler went to interview Germaihtary leaders about the conduct
of certain operations during the war. Hechler wad gualified for this, having
interviewed U.S. personnel about the conduct ofyntdrthe same campaigns. Hechler’'s
expertise on these matters allowed him to ask éuguestions as the Germans answered,
or organize new questions to ask the following nmagnit does appear likely that the
interrogators at ASHCAN and even the Shuster Cosionswvere not allowed to ask
tough direct questions that might implicate theniers. In both instances, they would
ask questions and generally accept the answersebeived. The prisoners at Mondorf
were in relative comfort and free to talk. Perhagpslligence feared that asking tough
guestions would worry the prisoners and their coajpen would end. However, that is
not what happened at Nuremberg.

When Colonel Amen and his team began interrogdhiage prisoners, they had a
wealth of documents and other information that c&nom official German reports. They
did ask the tough questions, and kept asking thesstions trying to get detailed
answers. Not all of the questions were meant tdicae the individuals. Sometimes
they would get questions designed to implicate rotleéendants, something that the top

Nazis, in particular, were often quite willing to.dAs mentioned previously, ASHCAN,
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the Shuster Commission, and the Colonel Amen’sgfouthe IMT, represent a

building up of the type of questions the prisorrereived. The questions at ASHCAN
were generally simple and just asked for infornragad explanations of the functions
the prisoner performed in Nazi Germany. The ShuStenmission asked much more in
depth questions. The Shuster Commission membemsesk#attering to some of the
prisoners, because it was a historical commissiokihg for answers for posterity. The
IMT group represented a completely different uralartg. This group had a great deal of
background information and used it to try to get pnisoners to implicate themselves and
others in crimes for which they would stand trial.

In the end, ASHCAN undoubtedly seemed like a galea, but the execution of
this idea left much to be desired. Rather than togron interrogators to ask the
guestions, they should have brought experts todh® sooner and used the interrogators
strictly as interpreters. This was, in fact, thie fbe interrogators performed whenever an
outside group came in to interrogate the prisohatslid not have German speakers or
their own interpreters with them. The prisonerMandorf were too valuable a
commodity to not send the best possible expertsenithicians into the camp to
interrogate them. To the members of the IMT intgateon group led by Colonel Amen,
the work done at ASHCAN must have seemed completaess for their purposes.
That being said, ASHCAN'’s mission was not to hélg prosecution with their case.
Instead, they attempted to gather background irdtion, but the interviews and
interrogations carried out by the Shuster Commissicluded much of the same
material, but of a much higher quality. The singleatest accomplishment at ASHCAN

is that they did keep the prisoners secure andidedlfor approximately two months.
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They did not lose a prisoner at ASHCAN to deatkwcide and most of the men were in
better health when they left Mondorf than when thewed. They also gathered
information of historical value, even if not dirgctelated to the IMT.

So, was ASHCAN a failure as it has been purportegtipusly? Yes, if
ASHCAN is only looked at through the lens of Nurerinterrogators. No, if
ASHCAN is put within the broader context of the aha aftermath of the end of World
War Il and its ability to warehouse the high vaN&zis, military leaders, and bureaucrats
for the two months it took the IMT to figure out atht was going to do with these

prisoners.
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Appendix A
The Guests

ASHCAN began as a place essentially to hide magorés of the Third Reich
and place them in a location where they could beriagated at will. The intelligence
community also sought to give them a quiet andkeglaatmosphere hoping to get as
much cooperation as possible from most of the past Overall, this idea worked well
because most of the prisoners seemed to speak tne@ér interrogation.

One big question left to answer was who to pladdamdorf. American Officials
created this camp specifically to deal with highaeaNazis, but who should be
considered a high value Nazi? Obviously leading s of government, high ranking
military personnel and Nazis in significant posisamade this list, but were the Allies
always right? Did everyone in ASHCAN actually raegng there on his own ‘merits’?
The answer is no. For example, Franz Schwarz wasdh of Franz Xaver Schwarz,
treasurer of the Nazi Party. The son held the ditl€hief of German Breweries;
however, he was in the prison to take care ofdtiser, who had serious heart issues.
There were also several adjutants to the staft@fi. Their own personal participation in
war crimes was likely minimal, but they servedigbtrhand men of senior officers such
as Doenitz, Keitel and Jodl, and during the intgatoon process they proved invaluable
for helping these men organize their thoughts arsivar questionnaires given to their
former bosses.

There were some, such as Schwarz the elder, whdcskemingly impressive

titles, but did they truly know anything? Erwin Kiss, leader of the NSKK (National
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Socialists Motor Corps) was part of the Nazi Partg had a membership of over half a
million, but should the leader be considered a avianinal?

To start answering these questions, this chaptagaots outline sketches of the
prisoners in ASHCAN. They are grouped into fourasape categories. Each list is
alphabetical order rather than perceived importahbe first category is the prisoners at
Mondorf put on trial by the International Militaffyribunal in Nuremberg. Just over half
of the men who stood at that trial stayed at thegal he second group is the military
officers, excluding those tried by the IMT. Therthgroup is the politicians and
bureaucrats. Finally, the last group consists efNzis held at the camp. Appendix A
will list the fate of these men, as far as it i®wm.

Included in the descriptions of these men are timensents from the Preambles of
their Interrogation Reports, if they are availalite, most of the prisoners. The Preamble
contained the interrogators’ impressions of the me&rviewed. For most of the people
in ASHCAN, the comments available about them coramfthe memoirs of their
partners in crime who survived the war, completdh\all the wartime jealousies and
resentments toward them. The impressions providetaresting, and perhaps less biased
view of these men than generally available. Inva dases, some of these men never
faced interrogation at Mondorf or the records aldé are from sources other than the
staff at ASHCAN.

Defendants at the IMT

Lieutenant Colonel Airey Naeve announced the imaeetts to the defendants in

their cells at Nuremberg on October 19 1945. Tiaélbegan on 20 November, 1945 and

lasted until October 1 1946. The proceedings caledibefore October 1, but that is the
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date that the judges read the verdicts. Twelvhetdefendants stayed at ASHCAN until
it closed. Another, Albert Speer, spent approxityateo weeks in Mondorf at the end of
May through the first week in June, 1945. The folltg IMT defendants stayed at
ASHCAN:
Grand Admiral Karl Doenitz

Doenitz was born in 1891. He joined the Imperiatr@an Navy in time for
World War | and became a U-Boat captain until cegatlby the British in 1918. When he
returned to Germany, he stayed in the Navy. Dwiggld War Il he became a Rear
Admiral in the Navy and eventually Commander of $ubbmarine Fleet. Doenitz and his
U-Boat fleet had remarkable success against Adlledping for the first few years of the
war. In January 1943, he became the Commanderiaf 6fthe Navy. He remained in
charge of the Navy until Hitler named him his sugsme in his will on April 29, 1945. He
ran the German government from May 2 until May 233, when he and rest of his
government were placed under arrest by the British.

He was the subject of frequent interrogation ASHCAMe of his interrogators
summed up his answers to questions as follows:

It was clear on several occasions that DOENITZ arasion made

attempt to avoid direct answers, change the sylgaedtdeceive by

indirection. It is felt, however, that most of whaigiven in this report is

probably tru¢®®

Hans Frank

Frank was a Nazi from the very beginning of theypak member of the

Freikorps after the First World War, he joined @erman Workers Party in 1919 and so

293, Torrance Rugh, Jr. . “Report on InterrogatibR&V Grossadmiral Karl Doenitz.” NARA, RG478,
Entry UD279-B Box 1331. 6-AUGUST-1945.
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was one of its earliest members. During the 192&0stidied law and after passing his
exams, started to represent Nazis who ran afathieoflaw, which became a full time job.

In 1930 he won election to the Reichstag as a mepoflibe Nazi Party. After
Hitler received power, he appointed Frank the Merisf Justice for Bavaria. Frank fell
out of favor with Hitler when he opposed the Nighthe Long Knives in June 1934, the
murder of dissident Nazis and other political Opgrats. He lost his post, and the Party
named him Minister without Portfolio. However, afteéermany invaded Poland in 1939,
he went to Poland with for the military occupatitm October, 1939, he became
Governor-General of the General Government in aeclpoland, a post he held until
January 1939. In Poland he oversaw the creatitimeodewish ghettos and supported
using Poles as forced laborers. Also under his nahaiontrol were six concentration
camps, including extermination camps such as Tkali

On May 3 1945, American troops captured Frank. ldiened he was beaten and
attempted suicide arriving at ASHCAN in a pair @fjgmas still recovering from his self-
inflicted wounds. While in Mondorf, he embraced loisg lapsed Catholic faith.

Wilhelm Frick

Wilhelm Frick was another of the “alte Kdmpfer’ASHCAN. He worked for the
Munich Police from 1904 to 1924. Frick supportedétiand the Nazi Party. He used his
placement in police circles to quash any bad repafriNazi behavior and warned Party
members if the police were looking for them. Hetiggrated in the Beer hall Putsch in
November 1923 for which he received a fifteen ma#htence, which was suspended

enabling him to go back to police work.
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In 1933 when Hitler came to power, he became Riichster of the Interior, a
position he held until 1943. After that, he remaimndinister without Portfolio and Reich
Protector of Bohemia and Moravia. In captivity,di@med that he was merely a
figurehead, and he denied any wrongdoing..

The Allies arrested him on May 2 1945. He evenyuatided up at ASHCAN. He
was named a defendant at the IMT trial in 194508el Thomas Van Cleve, who
interrogated Frick on 13 and 14 June 1945 conclathedit Frick:

At one time, PW was an ardent follower of HITLERda

thoroughly believed in Nazi Ideology and effortsit i appears that in the

last years, his ardor has cooled considerablyldgial mind does not

permit him to sanction the illegal acts of the corkers and subordinates

with which HITLER surrounded himself, and he isrieoced that the

totalitarian form of government is impossible.” RA#jpressed his desire to

see the criminals of the Nazi regime brought tal &ind punishment.

Estimate of Reliability: Probably true rep4t.
Walter Funk

Funk was born in 1890. He attended Humboldt Unityens Berlin and the
University of Leipzig, studying law, economics gridlosophy. He worked as a
journalist, served in the Imperial Army in World Waand in June 1931, joined the Nazi
Party. He helped arrange meetings between Hitl@iradustrialists. Later when the
Nazis came to power, Funk became Press Chief iMthistry of Propaganda, and then
Secretary of State in the Propaganda Ministry. dwédnber 1937, Hitler told him he was
going to be the next Reich Minister of Economias;eHitler got rid of Hjalmar

Schacht. In February 1938 he got the new postraddnuary 1939, became President of

the Reichsbank, a position he held until the enithefwar.

1 Thomas C. Van Cleve, “Detailed Interrogation Réparformation About Bohemia and Moravia.”
NARA, RG478, Box 1328, 16-June 1945, 1.
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Funk ran the Reichsbank when the SS first beganmgaleposits of gold stolen
from the Jewish population. He said nothing them,chd he say anything when the SS
began depositing gold jewelry and tooth fillingkea from murdered Jews. His time and
actions in government led to his indictment orf@lir counts at the IMT trials. Funk
always insisted that he was merely a figureheadlaaitdthe illegal activities were the
work of those working under him. At Mondorf, higerrogator, Ivo Giannini, wrote the
following in His “Estimate of Personality”:

FUNK makes the impression of a rather mediocre wilam was

skillful enough to manoeuvre himself in a leadirggition (sic). He is

very anxious to impress his captors that through@itenure in office he

kept up a fight against the totalitarian and cailest tendencies of the

radical party leaders.

Apart from his obvious anxiety to save his skinappears sincere
in his expressed desire to cooperate with us. Hewéne was only
interested in general policies and left the actu@k in his ministry and

the REICHSBANK to hid trained assistants, so tlemishunable to answer

guestions even on important transaction or details.
The information contained in this report is beli@ve be reliable and, wherever

possible, has been checked with other soufées.

Hermann Goering
Goering, born in 1893, served in the First Worldr\&@s a pilot, becoming an ace
and taking over Manfred von Richthofen’ s Flyingdis after his death. After the war,
he became an early member of the Nazi Party, tgsangin the Beer Hall Putsch, helped
Hitler come to power in 1933, and created the Gesta
He held a number of important posts: Commanderiei®f the Luftwaffe,
President of the Reichstag, Reichsminister of Eocoo® and Aviation and

Plenipotentiary of the Four Year Plan. Perhaps nmogortant, after Hess’ ill-fated trip to

292 |yo Giannini. “Detailed Interrogation Report Dr.dlter Funk.” NARA,RG478, Box 1328,26-June
1945,2.
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Scotland in 1941, he became the number two marerm@&ny and Hitler's designated
successor. He was the only man to hold the titlReathsmarshal.

However, as the war progressed, his importancendeclHis Luftwaffe had
glaring failures in the Battle of Britain and keegithe Sixth army supplied at Stalingrad.
His grip on power and involvement in day to dayiessbecame less. On April 22 1945,
Hitler remarked that Goring had a better chanamaiing peace with the Allies than he
did. Notified of this, he met with other officialsyuch as Hans Lammers, to see if he
should take control and sent a telegram to Hitséareg for permission to assume power.
Outraged, Hitler ordered his arrest. Protected biywaffe troops from the SS, he
surrendered to American troops, eventually endmgttASHCAN.

In the Preamble of his Interrogation Report of @GagrThomas C. Van Cleve
wrote:

PW GOERING cannot be considered a strictly trutichdracter

when he is discussing personal relations, possegssetc. and when an

investigator asks how his income and fortwas made. At the same time

he has been considerably shaken in his bloatedft»elhis own grandeur.

He talks readily and it is believed, reliably oregtions about the Nazi

state, personalities, the Air Corps, conduct of,\ets. He is a drug addict.

He has no memory of details and apparently consitisuch beneath his

dignity.

Estimate of Reliability: Probably true reptt.
Alfred Jod|

Jodl, born in 1890 in Wirzburg, Germany, also sgémeé/Norld War I. After

being wounded twice, he spent the rest of the war staff officer on the Western Front.

After the war, he remained in the Reichswehr. Dyikiviorld War 1l, he reached the

position of Chief of the Operations Staff at OKWgnking under Field Marshal Keitel.

23 Thomas C. Van Cleve. “Detailed Interrogation Réptermann Goering,” NARA, RG478 Box 1328, 2.
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On 28 October 1942 he signed the famous CommanderQwxhich ordered the
immediate execution of all enemy soldiers caughirmeenemy lines, in complete
defiance of the Geneva Convention. When the waee@ihe signed the unconditional
surrender at Reims as Doenitz’ representative ngnthie war.

Along with many others, he went to ASHCANafter #reest of Doenitz’
Flensburg government on May 23 1945, staying in ddohuntil August. Ken Hechler
interviewed Jodl at Mondorf while he was with theuSter Commission in July 1945. He
wrote of JodI that he “was fairly cold, exact, hutases and stiff in posture and
personality. | was impressed by his grasp of detaif**

Wilhelm Keitel

Keitel was born in Helmscherode, Germany in 1882901 he became an
officer cadet in the Prussian Army. He served inr/@var |, and after the war he
remained in the Reichswehr. After the BrombergsehtAffair in 1938, Hitler named
him to command the newly created Supreme Commatiteohrmed Forces (OKW). As
head of OKW he followed Hitler’s orders and planmeginy of the military operations
during the war. He also signed off on the Commixaler, in which Germans soldiers
were to immediately kill all political officers ithe Red Army. After 1942 he believed
Hitler was a military genius, always supporting wéver Hitler said, and speaking in
glowing terms about Hitler as a military commandether senior officers did not think

highly of Keitel.

294 Ken HechlerThe Enemy Side of the Hilhpublished manuscript, 40.
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When Hitler committed suicide, Keitel went to Flbagg in the same capacity for
Admiral Doenitz, where he was arrested by the &riand sent to Mondorf. In August
he moved to Nuremberg to stand trial in the IM@&l&iagainst the Germans.

Ken Hechler described Keitel as “best known in@sman Army as
‘LAKEITEL’ - little lackey, can be considered Hitfe rubber stamp for the Armed
Forces. He has, however, an encyclopedic memorysanely cooperative in giving

information which may be considered reliabfé>”

Franz von Papen

Papen, born in 1879, trained as an army officerjamed the German General
Staff in 1913. That same year, he went to WashimdioC. as Military Attaché at the
German Embassy, where he became involved in isigend would be expelled from the
United States. After World War |, he became invdlvath Centre Party politics and,
seemingly out of nowhere, he became Chancelloresifany in 1932. After elections in
November 1932 he had to resign. He tried to puttogy a coalition with the Nazi Party,
but that did not work out.

He helped broker the deal between Hitler and Hibdegthat gave Hitler the
Chancellorship with Papen as Vice Chancellor. Attver Night of the Long Knives in
June 1934, Papen became Ambassador to Austridygtewing the way for the
Anschluss. During World War 11, he served as Amhbdss to Turkey, leaving in August

1944 when the Turks broke off diplomatic relatiovith Germany. He remained in

2% Ken Hechler, “Interrogation of Field Marshal WILHE KEITEL, C in C, OKW, and Colonel General
Alfred Jodl, Chief of Operations Staff, at ASHCAMNérrogation Center, 26 July 1945,” George Naumann
Shuster Papers, University of Notre Dame.
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Germany on his estate until the end of the war wherican soldiers arrested him in
April 1945 on his estate. In the Preamble of hterogation Report, Van Cleve wrote:
Von Papen has a clear mind, but he often hidesdeéhe excuse

that so much has happened to him that he has tergotany things

(which would be of interest to the Allies). He isry careful of what he

says , and gives the impression that he anticizate® sort of trial or

court in the futuré®

Joachim von Ribbentrop

Ribbentrop, born 1893, became a well-traveled mssman after World War |
and in 1928 met Hitler for the first time. Ribbeyrworked for the National Front in
1932, alongside men like Franz von Papen and O¢isdver to create a new
government. He worked in a number of foreign policgas and in February 1938
succeeded Neurath as Foreign Minister, remainingi§o Minister until Hitler's death.
Ribbentrop said that Hitler wanted to make theqyo#ind expected Ribbentrop to make
his decisions reality. Doenitz was among the mahg thhought that Ribbentrop was
incompetent and did not want him to be part ofgagernment. The British Army
identified him in Hamburg and placed him under stresd eventually sent to ASHCAN.

Interrogator Ivo Giannini gave this assessmentibbéntrop:

He is friendly and talks freely, but is frequeniggue and

certainly does not give the impression of beingaa of sufficient

capability to have held the important position ek #e talks English

willingly and shows little of his old arrogance. disclaims ever having

been anti-British, but rather the reverse, thatdneer informed HITLER

that the British were a degenerate nation unablesige a major war. He

blames propaganda for this reputation and clairmasitiiormed British

statesmen know this. He considers himself a tiead of the British and

his major thesis is still Anglo-German cooperatgainst the Russian

bear. This report, because of source’s frequegiieaess, uncertainty and
rather obvious lack of mental fibre, should be restti reservation.

2®Thomas C.Van Cleve, “Report on Franz von Papem Rapen Answers Some Political and
Intelligence Questions,” Cornell University Law ki#sy, Donovan Nuremberg Trials Collection,
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Source is also very anxious to prove his lack gfontance of his position
and lack of responsibilit§®’

Alfred Rosenberg

Rosenberg, born in Reval, Estonia in 1893, andraddugated in 1918 from
Technische Hochschule. In November 1918, he Idfirits for Berlin and the following
month moved to Munich. He first met Hitler in Janya 919 through Dietrich Eckart,
and he joined the Nazi Party at this time. In 1B2@ompleted his first book and wrote
for theVaolkischer Beobachtethe main Nazi NewspaperRosenberg became Editor in
Chief of the paper until it was banned by the Beragovernment after the Beer Hall
Putsch. In 1925 the paper started up again.

He became a member of the Reichstag in 1930 angaldished his most
successful booklThe Myth of the Twentieth Centutlyat year. Rosenberg had a deep
seated hatred of the Jews and used this book tmexlphis theories of race. In 1933 he
received the title Reichsleiter Der Partei and bexhead of the Foreign Policy Office of
the NSDAP. Hitler appointed him to supervise libgay art objects and museums in
France, a job he eventually lost to Goering. Ity 1941 he became Reichsminister for
the Occupied Eastern Territories. He remainedsrpbsitions until the end of the war.

The British arrested him at Flensburg on 18 May51l9They sent him to
ASHCAN where he stayed until being moved to Nuremlbe stand trial. His
Interrogation Report offered no evaluation of hesgonality. However, John Dolibois
worked as a translator at both Mondorf and Nuregnled wrote of interviews between

Rosenberg and Dr. Douglas Kelley, a psychiatrist\arote they “spent several hours

297 |vo Giannini, “Detailed Interrogation Report: Jban von Ribbentrop.” NARA, RG475, Box 1328, 1
July 1945, 1.
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with him, engaging on stupid discussions on ‘raablems.” We wanted some
clarification of his views. He never completed atsace. He jumped from one confusing

thought to another?®®

Arthur Seyss-Inquart
Seyss-Inquart was born in Moravia in 1892. He ageinvVienna University

studying law. While serving in the Austrian armg, dompleted his law exams in 1917.
He liked the idea of the Anschluss and also thasa# the Nazi Party. In February 1938,
he became Minister of the Interior in Austria un&ehuschnigg. On 11 March 1938,
President Miklas of Austria named him chancellde signed the documents to join
Germany. On 1 May 1939, he became Reichsministiowi Portfolio in Germany. In
September he became second in command to Hans iRrHirkGeneral Government.
From 29 May 1940, he was Reichskommissar for Hdllanob he held until the end of
the war. In Holland he issued all of the decreeas lgd to the persecution and removal of
Jews in the country.

On 7 May, 1945 British soldiers arrested him aneéVventually ended up at
ASHCAN. He was among the defendants at the IMT imi&luremberg.

The impression of Seyss-Inquart by his interpr€alonel Van Cleve were as
follows:

PW is 52 years old and a lawyer by profession. ghdaorn in

Moravia and reared in Austro-Hungary, his parergsamot Austrian in

the strict sense of the word. His father came fE@&ER in the SUDETEN

area and his mother was born in Germany. He hasyallyeen for

Anschluss with GERMANY, but he favored slow evabutary process

rather than sudden, revolutionary absorption ineoREICH. He followed
a middle path in AUSTRIA and came to the force ¢hlecause of the

28 Dolibois, 171.
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complete deadlock between the Nazi Party in AUSTRM

SCHUSCHNIGG. He s calm and perfectly willing to aes for all he has

done. Itis believed that his information is razealy reliable.

Estimate of Reliability: Probably true rep8tt.
Julius Streicher

Streicher, born in 1885 in Fleinhausen, attendeheher’s college and taught at
village schools from 1904, moving to Nuremberg viatbger schools in 1909. He served
in the army during World War |. After the war, heturned to Nuremberg and over the
next five years became politically active in righihg groups. Extreme anti-Semitism
became the focus of his activity. He began a wep&jer entitled “Deutscher Sozialist,”
but the paper failed because “the language wadaooy and highbrow’ for the common
people who followed his preachindf® He started another paper in 1922 and blamed its
failure on the publisher who betrayed him afterltig influenced by Jews®**

In 1922 he attended a lecture given by Hitler inn\t, where he “’'saw
something like a halo around his heatf®After this, he began a third paper, “Der
Sturmer,” which stopped briefly after the Beer Halitsch. Once released from prison, he
was elected to the Landtag in Bavaria and restanegaper in 1924.

In 1927 he became Gauleiter of Franconia, a positeheld until 1940. In 1940
he went before Nazi Party court after printing dienous stories about other party

members. Hitler forbid a guilty verdict and insteadhoved him from his positions. He

spent the next five years more or less isolated famm. The Allies captured him on 22

29 Thomas C.Van Cleve. “Detailed Interrogation Re[8eyss-Inquart: Replies to Cl Questionnaire.”
NARA, RG478, Box 1328, 2.

3%Thomas C.Van Cleve. “Detailed Interrogation Rep®te Career and Activities of Julius Streicher.”
NARA, RG 478 ,Box 1328, 1

%1 Thomas C. Van Cleve, 2.

%92 bid, 2.
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April 1945, after a Jewish American Army Captainagnized him in Bavaria. He ended
up at ASHCANshortly after it opened in Mondorf inray11945.

Thomas C. Van Cleve, his interrogator, described ds follows in the Preamble
of the Interrogation Report:

PW is a fanatical anti-Semite and Nazi, and takeatgride in

claiming that he has become a ‘martyr for the catis loyalty to

HITLER is undying, in spite of the exile into whitHTLER ordered him

in 1940. He continues to speak against the “JeRete” whenever he can

find a listener, and remains fanatically steadfagtis ideas and beliefs.

In view of the fact that PW has taken the attittid he is an

“Apostle with a sacred duty to perform”, his sta@ts are probably a true

account of his convictions and his informationable as far as it goes. He

willingly answers all questions and supports hisveers with frequent

oaths as to their veracity. But the answers totqueshe was not asked,

and the information he may still have withheld,l\w# significant®®

Military Officers
Colonel General Johannes Blaskowitz

Blaskowitz, born in Paterwalde, East Prussia, Gayna 1883, joined the army
in 1901 and served during World War I. He commarntiedroops in March 1939 that
occupied the rest of Czechoslovakia, and for sigksevas military commander of
Prague. In September, 1939 he led an army intmB@ad captured Warsaw. In June,
1940 he went to France but was quickly put on tiaetive list, because, as he said, his
anti-Nazi disposition cost his career greatly..9gent the rest of the war in France. By
D-Day he commanded Army Group G and fought ag&taston’s Third Army when
Patton landed at Pas de Calais. On 1 October 184¢eht back on the inactive list, but

the army again reinstated him in December 1944 wigemgain commanded Army

Group G. In early April 1945 he became Commandé&href of the Netherlands where

%3 bid, 2.
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he remained until he surrendered on 8 May, T84Bccording to his interrogation report
he never joined the Nazi Party.

His interrogator wrote the following about Blasktin the Preamble of the
Interrogation Report:

Source may be described as an upright, straightafia military

man. His father was a Protestant pastor in East$3)and he has a

certain antipathy toward the Nazis on religiougdinHis career definitely

suffered because the Party disapproved of himaklte freely and it is

believed that his information is fairly reliabf&°

Vice Admiral Leopold Buerkner

Buerkner, born in 1894, joined the German Impé¥iavy in April, 1912, and
remained in the Navy during World War 1. In 1938jbimed the foreign liaison section
of the Abwehr, the military’s intelligence servia®rking directly under Admiral
Wilhelm Canaris. After World War Il, he servedddty Chief of Protocol in Doenitz’
government, and he was a member of the large dyamyght from Flensburg and to
Mondorf when the Allies arrested the government.

General Erich Dethleffsen

Erich Dethleffsen, born in Kiel in 1904, joined tReichswehr in 1923, and
remained in the army until 1945. In February 19%2was wounded on the Eastern
Front. Dethleffsen joined OKW after he recovered apent the rest of the war in Berlin.

He also came to ASHCAN when the British arresteérida’ government May 23 1945.

He was not interrogated while he was at ASHCAN.

394 |vo Giannini. “Detailed Interrogation Report: Gealeberst Johannes Blaskowitz.” RG478 Box 1328,16
July, 194, 2..
%% |bid, 2-4.
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Lieutenant Colonel Ernst John von Freyend

He was a Lieutenant Colonel and worked as an ai@eneral Keitel at OKW.

He came to ASHCAN with everyone else from Flensphtg never faced any charges.
The Allies released him from custody shortly afterarrived at Nuremberg. Freyend did
have the distinction of being the only prisoneABBHCAN ever placed on reduced
rations as punishment for failure to give propéelitary courtesy to his captors.

Field Marshal Albert Kesselring

Kesselring, born in 1885, joined the Bavarian arm¥904, and served in World
War | as a balloon observer. After World War I,reeained in the army until 1933. At
that time he became head of the administrationrtiaeat at the Reich Commissariat for
Aviation, which organized the German Luftwaffe unttee guise of a civilian
organization, until Germany started to rearm.

He commanded Luftwaffe units during the invasiorrofand, the West and
Russia. In 1942 he became Commander in Chief Selitth gave him overall command
in the Mediterranean, including overall chargehs#f tampaign against the Allies in Italy.
By the end of the war he commanded all German $oocein the West. He also helped
organize the surrender of all German forces iy ltde surrendered on May 9 1945. He
was an early arrival at ASHCAN, where he remainetil moving on the Nuremberg.

Colonel General Georg Lindemann

Lindemann was born in 1884. He served in World Waard remained in the

army between the wars. He commanded tH’éIB&ntry Division in 1940. By the end of

the war he was in charge of the defense of Denmankl, he signed the surrender of
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German troops in this area. The British placed timder arrest in June 1945 and sent
him to ASHCAN. He acted as a witness during the Hvdls.
Captain Walter Luedde-Neurath

Luedde-Neurath was born in Heunigton Germany ird18ie commanded
several ships during World War I, but at the efithe war he served as an aide to
Admiral Doenitz. He came to ASHCAN as part of thensburg government interned at
Mondorf.

General Der Infantrie Hermann Reinecke

Reinecke, born in Wittenberg in 1888, studied wii# Cadet Corps and joined
the 79" Infantry Regiment in 1905, remaining with thattuthrough the end of World
War I. After the war, the stayed in the army, irsiions at the Ministry of Defense. He
was a member of the NSFO (Nationalsozialistischa igoffiziere). This group
promoted Nazi ideas within the army, and he rarGaeeral Office of the Armed Forces
at OKW. He held this position until the end of thiar. He was part of the Flensburg
government brought to ASHCAN.

In the Preamble of the Interrogation Report, Ivar@iini wrote:

Source is a highly intelligent officer and seentheaanxious to

establish the fact that his ‘hands are clean’. infemation he gives in

this report is considered possibly reliable onlgdese it touches slightly

on material source may consider self-incriminatétg.was told the

information requested was for historical purposes @sked to be as

careful and exact as possible.

General WARLIMONT describes Source as a go-betvieen
KEITEL and Party. As Chief of the NSFO it was REIGIE’s duty to
influence the Officer Corps in National Socialigfe was a stranger in

the General Corps and was looked upon by officeneras a Party man
than as a soldier?

3% |yo Giannini. “Detailed Interrogation Report: Hearm Reinecke General Der Infanterie,” NARA,
RG478, Box 1328, 20-21 July, 1945, 2.
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Captain Otto Salman
Salman commanded the German submarine U-52 froneiNber 1939 until May
1941. The IMT interrogated him regarding U-Boatitzcand the handling of survivors
of ships torpedoed by his U-BoRfOtto Salman came to ASHCAN as the personal
adjutant to Doenitz. He remained in this capactythere was no interest in interrogating

him and eventually he was released.

Rear Admiral Gerhard Wagner

Wagner, born in Schwerin in 1898, joined the GeriNamy in 1916, and served
in the German-Italian forces during the Spanishl@uar. During the first part of the
Second World War I, he was Naval Attaché in Sphii@.later became head of the
operation department for the Naval Staff, and Hpdtenegotiate the surrender of
German naval forces in Northern Germany before @ays final surrender. He came to
Mondorf at the end of the Flensburg government ayNl945. When ASHCAN closed,
he went to Nuremberg as a material witness, tésgjfgiuring the trial. While at
Nuremberg, the Office of Chief of Counsel interrtsgbhim regarding the Commando
Order Hitler gave. In his interrogation he told lohn B. Martin that he was personally
opposed to the order but did pass it on throughmiia3®®
General Der Artillerie Walter Warlimont

Warlimont, born in 1894 in Osnabruck, received mgossion in the army in

June 1914 after being an officer candidate. Heeskemv an artillery unit during the war

397 t. John B, Masttin, Interrogation of Otto SalmByiLt. (j.g.) John B. Martin, on 2 November 1945
(AM and PM),” Cornell University Law School, Willla Donovan Nuremberg Trails Collection, 1.

08 t. John B. Martin. “Brief of Interrogation of Geard Wagner, 29 October, 1945", Cornell University
Law School, William Donovan Nuremberg Trials Cotleq, 1.
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and afterwards was a member of Freikorps Maerketw&en the wars he served in both
administrative positions in the Army and in vari@usllery units. During the Polish
Campaign and in Western Europe in 1940, he sersdo@l’s deputy. Beginning in
December 1941, he began attending the daily ‘WamniR@onferences. He steadily rose
in rank, ultimately being promoted to General Detilkerie in April 1944.

Present at the July 20 1944 bomb plot against ke suffered a concussion.
The results of this concussion led to his retirenoen6 September 1944. He was at
Flensburg when the Allies arrested the governmedtramoved to ASHCAN at that
time.

He proved to be very cooperative and helpful inadyg becoming one of the
German leaders of the Historical Division histofytiee war from the German
perspective. As previously mentioned, his wife wadeir to the Busch family
breweries. He spent a lot of time in the United&dand knew General Donovan
personally.

In the Preamble to his Interrogation Report, Ivariini writes the following
about Warlimont:

Source has been very cooperative in our behalfnkists that he

has not been in favor of Nazi policies, and citestances in his career as

witness to this fact. He attributes his rise togrissent rank to General

Field Marshall KEITEL'’s estimation of his (sourcesjility. The 1.O

making this report can vouch for the fact that KELTconsidered Source

one of the ablest officers in his command, haveagried this fact from

previous personal conversation with KEITEL.

Source suffered a brain concussion in the 20 Jeingit on Hitler’s
life, which did not manifest itself until 6 Sept 4dwhich time he retired
from duty and never returned. He maintained thaides his injury as an

excuse not to return to duty, as he was sick oétitee program, and he
offers Prof. BUMKE as witness to the truth of tetatement.

206



It is believed that the information contained irstreport is a fair

account of Source’s knowledge and convictions aagl be considered

reliable3®®

German Politicians
Hans Borchers

Borchers, born in Berlin in 1887, went to law schiodHeidelberg and Berlin. In
1914 he entered into service with the German Far@iffice. When World War | began,
he joined the army but after being wounded, hetheftarmy and returned to the foreign
office. In 1923 he opened the German Consulatdemeland, Ohio and in April 1933 he
became German Consul General at the Consulateviniéek City when previous
Consul ran afoul of the Nazi Party. According teadiments, he joined the Nazi Party in
1936 in order to keep his government job. In themmer of 1941 the Foreign Office
ordered him back. He returned to Germany in lakg 7841. However, he ended up in
Chile, although originally headed to China, andaerad there until September 1943
when Chile broke off relations with Germany. On ii@irn to Berlin, he continued to
work at the Foreign Ministry, but he also had agaiganda role. He refused to work with
the propagandist, and in November 1944, would bewed from his job. He spent the
rest of the war in Heidelberg, where he was ardesteMay 28 and moved to ASHCAN.
At ASHCAN he proved to be a very cooperative wimédhe assessment him from the
Preamble of his June 22 1945 Interrogation Repestidbes him as ‘a well-educated
career diplomat who deplores, it is believed hdgette whole development that
GERMANY underwent since 1933. He has consistentipleasized that he had nothing

to do with any German espionage activities in tintédli States because of the bad affect

399 |yo Giannini. “Detailed Interrogation Report: GeaWalter Warlimont” RG478, Box 1328, 2.
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such activities invariably had on diplomatic redass. It is believed the following
information is reliable ¥°
Admiral Nicolaus Horthy, Regent of Hungary

Horthy, born in Hungary in 1868, served in the ImgeAustrian Navy in World
War |. At the end of World War | the realignmentEafropean states left Hungary
without the need for a navy, so Horthy retired.cug attempt by Hungarian Communists
brought him back in to service. The Hungarian Ne&lcAssembly tried to recreate the
Kingdom of Hungary in 1920. The victorious powefsh® Triple Entente would never
accept the king back on the throne so the goverhoreated a regency with Horthy in
charge of the country.

When World War Il began, Horthy was in a uncerate. He claims he felt no
affection for Hitler's Germany, but he was much manti-Communist than anti-Fascist.
Under him Hungary participated in the invasion aefgéslavia, more in a support role at
first but ultimately seeking a piece of the countiprthy became a reluctant ally, but
dragged his feet on sending Hungarian Jews to damientration camps. This and his
wavering support of the German war effort as welHangarian attempts to seek peace
with the Allies before the Soviets could invadeutesd in German occupation of
Hungary. On 15 October, 1944, the Germans captdogthy while his son was
negotiating with the Soviets. The Germans took koto Bavaria where they
imprisoned him in a castle, allowing him to liventiortably. He remained there until

arrested by the Allies on 1 May, 1945.

31%Thomas C Van Cleve. “Hans Borchers, Former CoB&uieral in New York City Life History and
Reply to CI Questionnaire,” 25 June, 1945”", NARAG4/8, Box 1328, 2.
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After his arrest, the Allies placed him first aétbriginal ASHCAN in Spa,
Belgium, and then moved him to ASHCAN in LuxembauFgere was not much Allied
interest in Horthy. A British Army officer interr@ged him once about Nazi participation
in Hungarian government during the war. When Mohdlmsed he went to Nuremberg.
On 17 December, 1945, the Allies released him dod/@d him to settle with his family
in a town in Bavaria, in the American Occupatiomeowhere the former U.S.
Ambassador to Hungary John Montgomery supportedfimamcially. Because of the
Communist regime in Hungary, he never returned,ched in 1957 having lived his final
years in Portugal.

Otto Meissner

Meissner was born in Bischweiler, Germany in 1880ich is in Alsace-Lorraine
so is now in France. He went to law school wherpdssed his exams in 1902. He joined
the army reserves in 1903. In 1907 he went to imrkhe German State Railway and
served in World War | in a railroad unit. In Noveenld918 he entered the diplomatic
service, becoming Charge d’Affaires in the UkraimeMarch 1919 he moved to the
Foreign Office, working in the Russian Division base he spoke Russian. In April 1919
he transferred to the Chancellery of the Presidadtbecame head of the Chancellery in
1920, eventually rising to the title of Staatmiarstand he remained in this post until the
end of the war, although his power gradually disineid under Hitler. In 1933 he was
part of the group, along with Papen, that enablgi@ito become Chancellor. The
Preamble of his Interrogation Report, written byiifas C. Van Cleve, states the
following:

PW is 65 years old, a lawyer and civil servanthaf 6ld school. He
was for 25 years head of the Praesidial. He ispmiaally well informed,
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bitter toward the Nazis, particularly toward LamsyeChief of the Reich

Chancellery. He feels that the latter usurped altyuall the functions of

the Praesidial. Accordingly, he is inclined to lm®gerative and to discuss

freely his experiences under the NaZis.

The Nazis
Ernst Bohle

Bohle, born in Bradford, England on July 28 190@wgup in England and then
South Africa before going to Germany for college. jpined the Nazi Party in 1932 and
worked in the import-export business and then ttieraotive industry until 1933. In
May, 1933 he became head of the NSDAP/AOQ, the Radiy’s foreign organization. He
joined the staff of Rudolf Hess, Hitler's Deputyhfar, and was also State Secretary in
the Foreign Office.

Dr. Karl Brandt

Brandt, born on 8 January 1904 in Mulhouse, Germbegame a physician in
1928 and joined the Nazi Party in 1932. In 1931blcame part of Hitler's inner social
circle at Berchtesgaden, and he traveled with Hatehis personal physician. Brandt
supported the idea of euthanasia and became dhe ob-leaders of the T-4 Euthanasia
Program, the program that first began the Germé&r@nation process by killing the
infirm, handicapped, deformed and mentally chaléehg

He became Reich Commissioner for Health and MedeaVices in 1942 and
Reich Commissioner for Sanitation and Health in4l @®ntrolling the number of beds

available for military and civilians in Germanygtproduction of medical goods, and

most significantly, medical research. The Nazi expents at the concentration camps

31 Tomas C. Van Cleve. “Detailed Interrogation RepDetvelopment of the Structure of Nazi German
Government; Otto Meissner, 10 June 1945” NARA, R&§&0X 1328, 2.
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came under his sphere of control. In the fall 44, Hitler relieved him of his duties and
he went into semi-retirement. He attributed the lokhis job to “friction with Dr.
Morell,” who became Hitler's personal physician.

In April 1945 he attempted to move his family otiBerlin and was arrested. He
stood trial at Goebbels’s villa and stood accudeteteatism. His execution was
continuously stayed until finally Grand Admiral K&oenitz freed him. He went into
Allied custody with the rest of Doenitz’ governmentFlensburg on 23 May, 1945.

The impressions of his interrogator was that Brdseéms reasonably reliable
and talks freely. It is believed that most of thiBormation contained in this report may be
considered reliable**?

Walter Buch

Walter Buch, born on 24 October, 1883, was trulyadte Kampfer’, joining the
Nazi Party in 1922 and participating in the Beel Ratsch in November 1923. As a
leader in the SA, he worked to keep that groupttogeafter Hitler went to prison. Buch
had another connection to the party; he was tihefan law of Martin Bormann. He
became the Chief of the Supreme NSDAP Courts, blydnelping make Nazi excesses
legal under the law.

According to his interrogation report, Buch regartémself as an “arbiter of
disputes involving party members.” The report stdfgn view of PW’s long association
with the Nazis, his position as Head of the Supr@ay Court, his pea of ignorance
respecting both organizations and activities isadible. A man of intelligence,

obviously faithful to the ideology which he servée, masks the proceeding of the

312 Thomas C. Van Cleve. “Dr. Karl Brandt; His Cardgis Position as Reich Commissioner for Health
and Medical Services.” NARA, RG478, Box 1328, 306J11945,2.
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Partigericht behind the alleged code of honor efahcient Prussian court.” In the view
of Colonel Van Cleve, author of the report, “[ijargeral what PW has seen fit to state
may be regarded as truthful. What he has omittedifar greater significance’™
Kurt Deluege

Deluege, born in Upper Silesia in 1897, joined@sman Army in 1916 and
fought on the Western Front. In1921 he became abaenf Freikorps Rossbach and a
couple years later joined the Nazi Party. He joittexlSA in 1926 and the SS in 1930. He
became leader of the SA in Berlin, in addition ¢&ing Goebbels’ deputy Gauleiter. In
1930 he joined the SS. He became Deputy Protemtdddhemia and Moravia in 1942.
After the Czechs killed Reinhard Heydrich in 1948 helped organize the destruction of
the villages of Lidice and Lazaky, which includednalering all the men of the village
and the sending the women and children of thegaiato concentration camps. In May
1943, Himmler relieved him of his duty for medicahsons. He went home to Libeck
where the British arrested him on in May 1945 amy@d him to Mondorf. His
interrogator wrote in the Preamble of the IntertagaReport:

PW is 48 Years Old, very nervous and suffering feomeak heart.

He is an engineer by profession and claims to haes a hard-working

man all his life. His contribution to the Nazi Bawas organizational and

administrative, but not policy-making. He suffefeaim congenital

syphilis and was close to insanity at the time las wmore or less forcibly

retired by HIMMLER from his position as Chief ofeth

ORDNUNGPOLIZEI, May 1943. He took the severe malaure for

syphilis at this time and retired, under HIMMLERS&ders, from all

further participation in political life.
Estimate of Reliability: Possibly true repdtt.

33 Tomas C. Van Cleve, “Special Report on Walter BuRéichsleiter and Oberster Parteirichter.” NARA,
RG478, Box 1328, 5 June, 1945.2.

¥4 Thomas C. Van Cleve. “Deluege: Reply to SpeciaQ@estionnaire.” NARA, RG478, Box 1328 , 12
June 1945,2.
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Richard Walter Darre

Born in Argentina in 1895, his family sent Darrestthool in Heidelberg in 1911.
He fought for Germany during World War |. After thear he ended up at the University
of Halle pursuing a degree in agriculture focuse@nimal breeding. He received a
Ph.D. in 1929. Darre bought into the con Bfut und Boden, Blood and soil. In 1930 he
met Hitler and joined the SS. In June 1942 he bedaeich Minister for Food and
Agriculture. Disliked by Himmler, by 1942 the Paforced him to resign. He was out of
any office for the remainder of the war. The U.8n4% arrested him in 1945. He
remained in Allied hands a material witness uri49 when the Americans indicted him
as part of the Ministries Trial.

Erwin Krauss

Erwin Krauss, born in Karlsruhe in 1894, servethie Imperial Army in World
War | and joined Freikorps Berlin after the wardatudied mechanical engineering and
joined the Nazi Party in 1929, and in 1933 he jdittee NSKK, the National Socialist
Motor Corps, which trained drivers and providedrdrs for German groups such as
Organization Todt. He held a seat in the Reichftag 1936 until the end of the war. He
became corps commander of the NSKK in 1942 and théd position until the end of
the war.

When the war ended the Allies placed him in ASHCA¥hile in Mondorf, no
one interrogated him. The Allies eventually fre@th land he moved to Freiburg and later

Munich after the war.

213



Friedrich Wilhelm Kritzinger

Kritzinger, born in 1879, studied law before Wovitar |, but he served in the
army during the war where he became a prisondreoFtench. After the war, he finished
his legal studies. He worked in several differentistries at the state and federal level.
In 1938 he became Ministerialdirektor to the Rettancellery and joined the Nazi
Party. In 1942 Lammers made him State SecretateifReich Chancellery, a position he
held until the end of the war. He left Berlin fdeRsburg on April 21 1945. The British
arrested him and sent to ASHCAN on 23 May, 1945.

In the Preamble of his Interrogation Report, Ivau@iini described him in this
manner:

Source is a typical example of the faithful Gernoauil-servant.

He sympathizes with Nazism in its theoretical fdyut violently

condemns its radical outgrowth. He tries to takeailt from the German

people and blames its leaders for conditions in RBRY. 3*°

At the IMT trials in Nuremberg he served as a wsgiaNhen the trials were over
the Allies released him.

Hans Heinrich Lammers

Lammers, born in 1879, received a law doctoratEip4 and became a judge in
1912. He served in World War |, and at the enchefwar he returned to his career as a
lawyer, joined the German National People’s Paty] became an undersecretary in the
Reich Ministry of the Interior in 1922. He joineketNazi Party in 1932 and quickly

moved through the ranks, becoming Chief of the R€hancellery in 1932. He

eventually added the titles of Minister without #alfo and President of the Reich

3% |vo Giannini. “Detailed Interrogation Report: Fitch Wilhelm Kritzinger.” NARA, RG478, Box
1328,27 July 1945, 2.
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Cabinet. The Nazis arrested him in April 1945,@hg he had a role in Goering’s
“attempt” to seize power. Lammers avoided deathnndaptured by American forces.
He went to ASHCAN and remained there until movetlltwemberg. An
assessment of Lammers is provided in an Interrogd&ieport dated 22 July 1945,
presumably conducted by Dr. George Shuster, althoogauthor is provided. The report
describes him in this manner:
LAMMERS, an old civil servant and expert on constdnal law,

was Hitler's mentor in administrative matters anorenor less took over

the functions of Reich Chancellor after Hitler beesthe Chief of State.

His notes on government, administration, and lagmh can therefore be

considered as authoritatit.

Jakob Nagel

Nagel, born in 1899, served in the Imperial GerrAamy during World War 1. In
May 1920 he began an apprenticeship as a Postnefarkarlsruhe, spending his entire
career in the German Postal Service. He joinedNdma Party in 1932 and worked his
way up the administrative ladder ultimately beimgned State Secretary in the
Reichspost Ministry. At the end of the war, thetBh arrested him and sent him to
Mondorf. He never faced a trial for war crimes oy &ort.

Ivo Giannini wrote in the Preamble of his Interrbga Report:

It is rather difficult to understand why NAGEL hbden selected

as State Secretary of the REICHSPOSTMINISTERIUMessIhe

possesses outstanding technical knowledge oryalilé possibly owes

his position to his friendship with OHNESORGE, wbaasders he always

carried out with great Loyalty. His manners arenarbservient and his

demeanor in general is that of a middle class GerfBBAMTER” or

minor executive. His present attitude is one of,faad he seems overly
anxious to impart any and all knowledge he possesseiew of this, the

31° George Shuster, “ Detailed Interrogation Repoen$iHeinrich Lammers”,: George Naumann Shuster
Papers, University of Notre Dame, 22 July 1945, 2.
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information he gives is believed to be fairly rel@and probably true.
Further interrogation will exploit his technicaldageneral knowledg®’

Philipp, Prince of Hesse

Philipp, born in 1896, supported Hitler and hisaglevhen the Nazi party began
making gains in elections. Philipp “joined” the 8an 1930, after meeting Hitler the
first time. According to Philipp, after the initialeeting, Hitler told Goering to process
his membership in the Party personally, so Phitipper actually signed anythiritf
During the early years of Hitler’s rise, he ofterught out the support of German royalty,
and, in particular, the Hohenzollern family, foetNazi Party. In 1934, Philipp became
the Oberprasident in Kassel. His official posit@ame as a gift since Goering and the
Prince knew each other well. When the war begattippPthelped with the plundering of
art for the Nazis.

In the spring of 1943, he began to fall out of fawith Hitler. At the end of
April, Hitler put Philipp under virtual house artealways keeping him nearby. He
moved wherever Hitler moved. Finally, on Septemii&r1943 Philipp ended up in the
Flossenbiirg concentration camp, remaining thernéAypitil 15, 1945. After this, the
Nazis sent him to Dachau, and from here he moveuhara great deal during the last
few weeks of the Third Reich. Americans capturad at his last camp on May 4, 1945.
After this, he again moved around a lot until filpahaken into American custody at
Darmstadt. He arrived at ASHCAN on July 6, 1945¢ Hilies never put him on trial,

but he went through a De-Nazification Court in 1947

317 |vo Giannini, “Detailed Interrogation Report: Jakiagel,” NARA, RG478, Box 1328, 2 July 1945, 2.
%1% Jonathan Petropoulos, Royals and the Reich (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006), 106.
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Hans Joachim Riecke
Riecke, born in Dresden in 1899, served in the GerArmy during World War
l. After the war, he attended the University ofppzg, earning a degree in farming in
1925. That year he also joined the Nazi Partyr @ joining the SA, rising to the rank
of SA-Gruppenfuerer. He became a member of thesRmidandtag and then a member
of the Reichstag in 1933, and later served as dfiafricultural department in the East
Ministry. In 1943 Darre relieved him of his dutiésit he was then called back when
Herbert Backe succeeded Darre at the Reich Ministrifood and Agriculture and given
the title Acting State Secretary. He joined thePéear Plan when relieved by Darre and
in July 1944 became a State Secretary and losthadl jobs except for working on the
Four Year Plan. The Allies arrested him in Flengbam 23 May 1945 and sent him to
ASHCAN.
Once in prison he became something of a repentazit k his Interrogation
Report he is described as follows:
Source now admits that Nazism was a catastropbyf(si the
German people. An old party member, and a Nazeatthhe insists that
Nazism in its original form was the best for hi®pke but that its
outgrowth brought about the happenings of theflagtyears.
He feels sorry for the ‘poor German people’ whoéauffered
much and are continuing to suffer ‘innocently’ undar non-
fraternization policy. He claims that only the n@mntop are for the war.
He himself takes willingly all responsibility féris share and
knows that the Russians could very easily declameahcriminal for all
the food and grain which he ordered to be sent EGERMANY from
occupied Russian territories. He is willing to stanal and expects it. His

only hope is that he will not be turned over to hessians...

The information given in the following report isgaaded to be

fairly reliable3'

319 |vo Giannini, “Detailed Interrogation Report: Halsachim Riecke,” NARA,RG478, Box 1328, 12 July
1945, 2.
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Franz Schwarz

Franz Schwarz was Franz Xaver Schwarz’ son. HemwASHCAN mostly to
take care of his father. The son held the titI&8fBrigadefuehrer, and he was President
of German Breweries. He served no purpose in ASHO#&MNr than taking care of his
father so the interrogators put him to work. Thayeghim a typewriter and had him type
up Julius Streicher’s “Bekenntniss” or credo. Heswmaver interrogated or charged.

Franz Xaver Schwarz

Schwarz, born in Glinzburg in 1875, served in Wuvlar | but did not serve on
the front lines after 1916due to a medical conditide joined the Nazi Party in 1922,
and after the Beer Hall Putsch he raised moneuldigh Hitler'sMein Kampf. He
became a member of the Reichstag in 1933 and ealgngained the title of Reichsleiter.
As treasurer of the Nazi Party, he kept it finalhgiaable until the end of the war.
Schwarz was a rather colorless man, but he wageartsider. While he may not have
known the extent of the Holocaust, he was certaamigire of it, due to the circles in the
party in which he traveled.

No one interviewed him at ASHCAN and barely atldi died in Allied custody
in 1948. An interrogation by the U.S. Chief of Collistaff barely interrogated him at
all, just asking about party dues and who was erptrty payroll. His interrogator, Mr.
Sackett, wrote that Schwarz “ is quite old and sehe feeble and had to be carried to
the interrogation room in a chair. His memory isp@ither intentionally or because of

old age and he probably would not make a good w&t/f&°

320 sackett, “Interrogation of Schwarz, Franz XaverNBy Sackett Time 6 November 1945, PM,” Cornell
University Law Center, William Donovan Nurembergals Collection, 1.
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Lutz Graf Schwerin von Krosigk

Krosigk, born in Rathmannsdorf, Germany in 188udstd law and political

science at Halle and Lausanne, and even becamede&Bcholar at Oxford. He served

in World War | and held a number of positions ivgmment after the war, and by 1931

worked in the department in the Finance Ministigt thversaw reparations payments to

the Allies.

In 1932 he became Minister of Finance, first apfemrby Franz von Papen,

retained by his successor Kurt von Schleicher ¢ayed in his post after Hitler assumed

power, remaining there throughout the war. WhetteHtommitted suicide, he became

Leading Minister in Doenitz’ new government unkietarrest of the government in May

1945.

The Preamble of his Interrogation Report describesas follows:

PW is 58 years old and has been connected witGémman
Ministry of Finance since 1920. He has been Mimistéd=inance since
1932. Admiral DOENITZ appointed him Foreign Ministen 2 May, 1945
because von NEURATH could not be located and hddwoet have
RIBBENTROP. PW is a patriotic and nationalistic @an, and he stayed
within the government, he claims, in the hope thatviolent and
revolutionary element in the Nazi Party would evealily lose its grip and
disappear. Unfortunately, the reverse happeneds Mery tense and
grows eloquent in defense, not of the Nazis, buhefpositive German
action in the crisis of the early thirties. At thimhe, he claims also, the
final act could not yet be known. It is believedtthe is reliable.

Estimate of Reliability: Probably true repdtt.

Franz Seldte

Born in Magdeburg in 1882, Seldte went to workiatfamily’s factory and by

1909 owned and managed the factory. He becamenddowf the Deutsche Volkspartei

%21 Thomas C. Van Cleve, “Detailed Interrogation Réplontz Graf Schwerin von Krosigk,” NARA,
RGA478, Box 1328, 2 June 1945, 2.
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along with Gustav Stresemann in 1918. He also b&gamhelm in 1918, an organization
for veterans of the war to show their dissatistactvith the peace. He ran this
organization until its demise in 1936.

In 1933 Hitler named him Reich Minister for Labarposition he held until the
end of the war. He tried to resign seven diffetenes in protest of Hitler's actions but
Hitler never accepted his resignation.

According to the Preamble by Ivo Giannini:

He presents the strange and almost paradoxicairpiof a

patriotic German who is opposed to aggression aarg ¥ a Prussian who

seeks to reconcile and combine discipline and treedHe is evidently

sincere in his desire to assist the Allies in tipeasent tasks in Germany,

and can be considered as a reliable source ofhnafoon, although he

naturally attempts to present his own position attitide in the most

favorable light“?

The Allies arrested him with the rest of the peal&lensburg on 23
May. He died in Allied hands before ever being igmad for crimes.

Baron von Steengracht von Moyland

Steengracht, born in 1902, grew up on his fathestate and studied law and
national economy at universities in Bonn, Lausaame Cologne. His mother died and he
took over the administration of the family estatd930. He joined the Nazi Party and
the SA. in 1933.

In 1936 the Nazis offered him a job as Agricultukttiaché in London. He remained in
London, until August 1938when he became Chief otdtol in the Foreign Office. Once

the war began, he headed an advance section Bbteegn Ministry which meant that he

followed Hitler in all his travels. He became St8&cretary under Ribbentrop in the

322 |yo Giannini, “Detailed Interrogation Report: FraSeldte,” NARA, RG478, Box 1328, 8-9 July
1945,2.
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Foreign Office in 1943. He was still in this positiwhen he was sent to ASHCAN with
the rest of the Flensburg government on 23 May 1Bdthe Preamble of the
Interrogation Report, Giannini described him atofws:

PW is a German of Dutch descent. Although a pasdyniver since

1933 he strongly condemns the outgrowths of NatiSoaialism. Though

PW leaves the impression that he is trying to wiigh himself, it is
believed that whatever information he gave is pbbpaue*

Karl Stroehlin
Stroelin, born in 1890 in Berlin, was the son gfeseral in the Imperial German Army.
He joined the army and commissioned a8’ 2utenant, in 1911. He fought on the
Western Front in World War | and resigned his cossiain in 1920 with the rank of
captain.

After the army he entered into public service int®fart, first as a clerk, but
eventually winning a seat on the city council. Hebae an Oberbuehrgermeister in
1933, a position he held until the Nazis arresieddn 25 April, 1945. His arrest came
when he negotiated with the French and Americaniégrto surrender Stuttgart.

He became a party member in 1931 and was an hgmgeaeral in the SA. He
served as President of the Deutsches Auslanduh@Berman Overseas Institute). The
Americans arrested him in April 1945 and he endedttASHCAN.

In the Preamble to Stroehlin’s Interrogation Repdhiomas C. Van Cleve

wrote the following:

PW asserts that he has always been very activeamational
social welfare agencies, and has many lettersmhoendation regarding

this work. He was President of the Internationatitote for construction
of houses and Housing Development (sic), and hadtedoout an

323 |vo Giannini, “Detailed Interrogation Report: BarSteengracht von Moyland.” RG478 Box 1328, p2.
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elaborate program for the protection of cities framraids, which he
submitted to the International Red Cross at GENEVA.

PW states that his life and public career wereaimgeér because
HIMMLER and other Nazi officials constantly invegited and plagued
him with suspicion. He was suspected of being shanmposed to
National Socialism, and was mentioned in Alliedibilas’ news
broadcasts as being a member of an opposition gmesrt>2*

Wilhelm Stuckart

Stuckart, born in Wiesbaden in 1902, received aebegs Doctor of Law in 1930.
In 1933 the Nazis appointed him the mayor of Stetthd also became a State Secretary
in charge of the Educational Division at the Kuftuisisterium in Berlin. Forced out of
these jobs in intra party fighting, he became Flezti of the District Court of Appeals in
Darmstadt. He worked in the Ministry of the Inteérfilom 1938 until the end of the war.

He joined the Nazi Party in 1931and rose to th& drObergruppenfuhrer. He
stayed active in the NSDAP Administrative Lawyekssociation. He represented
Wilhelm Frick at the Wannsee Conference in Jant@d2. At the end of the war, he
became Interior Minister in Doenitz’ new governmantl entered captivity at the arrest
of the Flensburg government in May 1945.

Giannini’s Interrogation Report of Stuckart incladde following description:

Source joined the Nazi Party in 1931, and clainas hie was ‘practically

forced’ to become a Nazi in order to keep his pasitHe appears very anxious to

blame all of his Party connections — including fsition as

STANDARTENFUERER in the SS — on the Nazi systerrexjuiring all public

servants to join these organizations.’

Source is very cautious and hesitant in answenuggiipns about the

Ministry of the Interior or Nazi Party activitieBlis replies to questions were

somewhat evasive and full of excuses about nonigagference material and

papers to answer questions in detail. Source cthiime his memory was very

poor; he was quite ready to find faults in the vaaywas forced to live in the
detention center, and gave the impression of besng vague about detailed

324 Thomas C. Van Cleve. “Detailed Interrogation Répbr. Karl Stroehlin.” NARA,RG478 Box 1328,
11-12 June 1945, 2.
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information. However, source was able to furnislaaswer to most questions
concerning organization in the Ministry of the Inbe. He was especially evasive
when the questions became personal or the answt imvolve’ himself or
other people.

Therefore, the information in this report may besidered fairly reliable,
as it is general in form and does not involve amy8n

Franz Ritter von Epp

Born in Munich in 1888, during World War | he sethi@ a Bavarian unit and
after the war he formed Freikorps Epp, part offtrees that crushed the brief Bavarian
Soviet Republic in 1919. He left the army in 1928d became active in rightwing
politics. He became a Nazi Party member, and a reeofithe Reichstag in 1928, and in
1933 became Reichsstathlter of Bavaria, a postbepsed until his arrest in April, 1945.
He was implicated by name in a plot to surrendenigtu He was in the hospital with
heart issues when the war ended. Informed of leisgorce by a nurse, the Allies arrested
him and placed him in ASHCAN on 15 June.

The Preamble to his Interrogation Report descrifi@sas “a senile bachelor who
is completely taken in by the achievements of Nazisits ‘glory’... The following
answers to SHAEF questionnaire 9 Jul 45 are balitwde given to the best of the
source’s knowledge®*® To perhaps further underscore his devotion to $taziinder
Allied custody Giannini writes that “von EPP empizas that his name was mentioned
against his will in connection with the MUNICH uging and that he had nothing to do
with it.” %%

Epp died in Allied custody on 31 December, 1946.

325 lyo Giannini, “Wilhelm Stuckart and Wilhelm Frian the Reich Ministry of the Interior.” NARA,
RG478, Box 1328, 3 August 1945,2.

328 |yo Giannini, “Detailed Interrogation Report: FeaRitter von Epp., 29 July 1945.” RG478 Box 1328, 2
%27 Giannini, 4.
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Paul Wegener

Paul Wegener, born in 1908 in Varel, Germany, joitree Nazi Party in 1930 and
the following year joined the S.A. He served as ldgReichskommissar for the
Occupied Norwegian Territories. He became Gauleit&/eser-Ems in May 1942. He
proposed a reorganization of the Nazi Party in idiahown as the Wegener
Memorandum, essentially shrinking the size of tagypto a core of elite members and
using membership in the Hitler Youth as the pathwagyarty membership. Beginning in
July 1944 he ran the administration of the Pler@pbtéary for Total War. Arrested after
the war, he spent time in prison for civilian desith Bremen. There is no record an
interrogation of him at ASHCAN.

Werner Zschintzsch

Zschintzsch, born on 26 January 1888 in Rossla am,Htudied law and passed
his professional exam in 1909. He served as anesfiuring World War I, but not on the
front lines. He joined the Nazi Party in 1933 and 936 he became State Secretary in the
Reich Ministry for Science, Education and Natio@alture, serving in this capacity
throughout the war. The Allies arrested him whezytimprisoned the Flensburg
government in May 1945. Along with most of the relsthese men, he went to
ASHCAN.

When interviewed he denied any knowledge of Names. In the Preamble of
his Interrogation report of 14 July, 1945, the iragator, Ivo Giannini wrote the
following:

Source is a Civil servant who faithfully followedsNazi leaders.

He claims that he was never interested in PoliBesore 1933 he was

“DEUTSCHNATIONAL", but as civil servant could noevy well keep
out of the Nazi sphere.
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He entered the Party in Jul 34, supposedly upomestgpf
SPRENGER, who was GAULEITER at that time. Howevemained
inactive. About 1935 he joined the NSRB... (Natio8atialist Jurists’
League).

In Mar 1936 he was nominated SS OBERFUEHRER by
HIMMLER but held this rank only in an honorary cajg, without any
functions.

The information given is regarded as fairly relatsf

The Allies never charged him with any war crimes.

The Allies held a large variety of prisoners at ASAN. These included
generals and field marshals who helped Hitler pllath execute the war. These
men also willingly supported orders from Hitler buas the Commando Order.
The group also included the most despicable arttadieNazis in Germany, most
of them unrepentant to the end. Politicians who prayay not have actively
supported the regime were also held at Mondorfr& aee some who may have
been held because the Allies did not truly undedstaeir role in the Nazi regime
and perceived them to be guilty of crimes. Finadlygmall number of men worked
as aides and adjutants under some of these méngtéatest sin perhaps being
the position they held. The Allies cast a wide todfill ASHCAN and ended up

with a rather diverse collection of prisoners frafmom they hoped to gather

more detailed information about Hitler's Germany &s crimes.

Appendix B:

328 |yo Giannini. “Detailed Interrogation Report: WerrZschintzsch.” NARA, RG478, Box 1328, 8 July
1945 2.
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ASHCAN Prisoners Put on Trial by the Allies
Once all of these prisoners left for Nuremberg,ttlaé process began. All of
these men either stood trial or remained in Albedtody until the war crimes trials
conducted by the Allies finished. The followingtlis separated by the trial at which
some stood trial, and reveals their fates. Thectnaents of the trial and the counts of
which they were convicted are included.
International Military Tribunal

The charges were as follows:

5. All the defendants, with divers other persons, mya period of years
preceding May 8 1945, participated as leaders,mzges, instigators, or
accomplices in the formulation or execution of amomon plan or conspiracy
to commit, or which involved the commission of Cesnagainst Peace, War
Crimes, Crimes against Humanity, as defined inCharter of this Tribunal,
and, in accordance with the provisions of the Gdradre individually
responsible for their own acts and for all acts eotied by any persons in the
execution of such plan or conspira®y;

6. All the defendants with divers other persons, dyamperiod of years
preceding 8 May 1945, participated in the plannprgparation, initiation,
and waging of wars of aggression, which were alabiwviolation of

international treaties, agreements, and assurdrites;

3% Avalon Project at Yale Law School. “Nuremberg Trial Proceeding Vol.1, Indictment: Count One,.”

http://avalon.law.yale.edu/imt/countl.asp (accessed April 15, 2015).
%9 Avalon Project at Yale Law School, “Nuremberg Trial Proceeding Vol 1, Count Two,”
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/imt/count2.asp (Acessed April 15, 2015).
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7. All the defendants committed War Crimes betweergt&nber 1939 and 8
May 1945, in Germany and in all those countriestandgtories occupied by
the German Armed Forces since 1 September 1939nazkchoslovakia,
and ltaly, and on the High Se¥s;

8. All the defendants committed Crimes against Hunyashitring a period of
years preceding 8 May 1945 in Germany and in ae¢hcountries and
territories occupied by the German armed forcesesinSeptember 1939 and

in Austria and Czechoslovakia and in Italy andfu iligh Sead®

These indictments gave Colonel Amen and his teadetines to use for their
guestioning of the defendants during interrogatiditne interrogators at ASHCAN, under
the guidance of the 6824 DIC and the Shuster Comamsnever asked questions that

would obviously tie the prisoners to these crinmeghe IMT indictment.

Karl Doenitz
Convicted on Counts Two and Three and received-ge¢ar sentence. He served
out his time at Spandau Prison and the Allies selddim on October 1, 1956. He died
on December 24 1986°
Hans Frank
Convicted on Counts Three, and Four and sentelocaedath by hanging. Hanged

October 16, 1946.

31 Avalon Project at Yale Law School, “Nuremberg Trial Proceeding, Vol 1, Indictment Count Three,”

http://avalon.law.yale.edu/imt/count3.asp, (accessed April 15, 2015).

32 Avalon Project At Yale Law School, “Nuremberg Trial Proceedings Vol 1 Indictment Count Four.”
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/imt/count4.asp, (accessed April 15 2015).

33 peter Padfield, Dénitz: The Last Fiihrer: Portrait of a Nazi War Leader (New York” Harper & Row. 1981),
490.
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Wilhelm Frick
Convicted on Counts Two, Three, and Four and seatketo death by Hanging.
Hanged October 16, 1945.
Walther Funk
Convicted on Counts Two, Three, and Four and seatkto life in Spandau
Prison. Released due to illness on May 16, 195F hardied on May 31, 1966
Hermann Goering
Convicted on all four counts and sentenced to degatimnging. Goering,
however, managed to cheat the hangman by commstirmide several hours before he
was to hang. He died October 16, 1946.
Alfred Jod|
Convicted on all four counts and sentenced to deatanging. The Allies
hanged him on October 16, 1946. In 1953, a Wesn@erAppeals Court overturned the
verdict and rehabilitated him, returning all configed property over to his widott?
Wilhelm Keitel
Convicted on all four counts of the indictment a@etitenced to death by hanging.
The Allies hanged him on October 16, 1946.
Robert Ley
Indicted on all four counts by the IMT, he comntiuicide on October 25 1945.

Franz von Papen

3% Christian Zentner and Friedemann Beduirtig, eds., The Encyclopedia of the Third Reich, Vol. 1 (New York:

MacMillan, 1991), 310.
3% |bid, 474.
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The IMT indicted him on Counts One and Two, buttzes found not guilty.
After his release the West German government pudsddim in 1949. They sentenced
him to eight years in a work camp but released dhe to time served.

Joachim von Ribbentrop

Convicted on all four counts of the indictment a@etitenced to death by hanging.

The Allies hanged him on October 16, 1946.
Alfred Rosenberg

Indicted and convicted on all four counts of théiatiment, the Allies hanged him

on October 16, 1946.
Arthur Seyss-Inquart
Convicted on Counts Two, Three, and Four, the IMiitenced him to death by

hanging. The Allies carried out his sentence oroet 16 1946.

Julius Streicher
The IMT indicted Streicher on Counts One and Fand convicted him on Count
Four. Sentenced to death by hanging, the Alliesethout his sentence on October 16,
1946.
Subsequent Nuremberg Proceedings

Doctor’s Trial
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At the completion of the IMT trial in October 1946¢ Americans began a new
group of trials known as the subsequent Nurembeygdedings. The Americans held
twelve other trials of Nazi war criminals at Nuresnd.

Karl Brandt

At the Doctors Trial, Dr. Karl Brandt stood accusdatonspiracy to commit war
crimes and crimes against humanity, war crimesydicg performing medical
experiments, Crimes against humanity and membemlagriminal organization. The
court found Brandt guilty of Counts Two, Three, &ualir and sentenced him to death by
hanging. The Americans hanged him on June 22, 1§48.

Ministries Trial

The Ministries Trial tried members of Nazi Govermmministries accused of war
crimes from January 6, 1948 until April 13, 1948eTAmericans announced the verdicts
on April 13, 1949. The indictments covered eigiasate counts. Several ASHCAN

prisoners stood before the court in this trial.

Ernst Wilhelm Bohle
Bohle, State Secretary in the Foreign Ministry bedd of the Nazi Foreign
Organization received a five-year prison sentedckn J. McCloy, U.S. High
Commissioner for Germany pardoned him on Decembget 249.

Richard Walther Darre

36 uIf Schmidt, Karl Brandt: The Nazi Doctor (New York: Hambledon Continuum, 2007), 396.
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Darre, former Minister for Food and Agricultureceéved a seven-year sentence,

but was released in 1950.
Lutz Graf Schwerin von Krosigk
Krosigk received a ten-year sentence, but the Ataps released him in 1951.
Hans Heinrich Lammers

Lammers, former state secretary for the Reich Gy, received a twenty-
year sentence. The Americans reduced his senteri@5l to ten years and released him
on December 16, 1951.

Otto Meissner

The court acquitted Meissner of all charges agdnimst

Gustav Adolf Steengracht von Moyland
Moyland, sentenced to seven-year by the courtjwede reduction in sentence
to five years in December 1949, and the Americateased him in 1950.
Wilhelm Stuckart
Found guilty at the trial, the Americans released tiue to the time he already

spent in prison.

By the time these men received their sentencest G&snany had formed.
Sentence reductions and early release occurredendlyy as the Americans sought to
placate the new government to support them, reamnchjoin NATO.

High Command Trial
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At the High Command Trial, German generals andamhmiral stood accused of
war crimes. The counts were crimes against peamecumes, crimes against humanity
and a conspiracy charge, although the tribunalgidghe conspiracy charge.

Johannes Blaskowitz
Blaskowitz committed suicide during the early stagéthe trial by throwing
himself off of a balcony.
Hermann Reinecke
Reinecke, sentenced to life in prison, was releayatie Americans in 1954.
Walter Warlimont

The Americans found him guilty of counts Two and@éand sentenced him to

life in prison, which they reduced to eighteen gaar1951 and released him in 1954.
Other Trials

The British held a trial with Albert Kesselring e main defendant in February
1947. When the trial ended, he received a deatieises The British held the trial in
Venice, Italy, but Italy refused to carry out a thesentence, because Italy no longer had
the death penalty. Instead, the British commutedséntence to life in prison and in
October 1952, Kesselring got out of jail and reedia pardon from the West German
government, and got out of prison in October, 1952.

The Czech government wanted to try those respanfiblthe massacre at Lidice
June 10 1942. The Czechs put Kurt Deluege onfarahis crime and found him guilty.
The Czech government hanged him on October 24,.1946

Most of the remaining prisoners never faced tnl after being held as material

witnesses, most eventually gained their freedorfevAsuch as Franz Xaver Schwarz
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and Walter Buch received punishment from West GarBbe-Nazification proceedings

beginning in 1949 after the formal establishmenthefFederal Republic of Germany.
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