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exhaustively with each charge of the indictment nor with cach
defendant. To undertake a full and detailed exposition of this
sort would, we think, prolong this statement unnccessarily and
needlessly duplicate mmuch of what vill appcar in our brici‘s.:
Today we shall attempt principally to cmphasize the law of the
case and to suggest its application with respect to thcse

defendants.
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did participate in waging, and upon that ground found
him guilty under Count II, as charged., Since the IMT
decision, the General Tribunal in the French Zone of
Occupation, consisting of French, Belgian and Dutch
Roechling, This.Tribunal was exercising jurisdiction
under Control Council Law No. 10. In its Judgment

1t also dvew the distinction between planning, prepa-
ratinn and initiation of wars of aggression, and the
waging of such wars, In that case, Roechling was
charged on épecific counts with, i) having partici-
pated in the prepavration and planning of aggregsive
war, and 2) participating in the waging 6f aggreasive
war. The Judgment of the General Tvlbunal, which we

-dlscuss 1in detall in our brief, ascquitted Roechling

of the count charging him with participating in the
planning and preparation, but found him guilty of the
count charging participation in the waging. The Mili-
tary Tripunal in the I, G. Farben case also made a

similar dlstinction,

This, then, brings us to the problem of what is

embraced in the concept of "waging" aggressive war.

— ——

The Concept of "Waging" Aggressive War.

As a general principle of criminal résgponsibility,
1t 1s necessavry to establish that a defendant suf-
stantially participated 1n a criminal act, and that
such participation was accompanied by criminal intent _
or to gtate it another way, the state of mind of the

defendant whlch accompanied hisg activity, must be euch

. that it can be adduced that he had knowledze or ig

-8







[

for the formulation and execution
of the policies that result in the
carrying-on of such a war?!

The Tribunal in trying to prescribe the limits
of the class of persons who are embraced within the
concept of waging,  stated: (p. 61)

-"to depart from the concept that
only major war criminals - that 1is,
those persons in the political,
military, and industrial fields,
for example, who are responsible
for the formulation ani execution
of poliscies, may be held liable fovr
waging wars of aggression, would
lead far afield. # % %* To gay that
the Government of Germany was
guilty of waging aggressive war,
but not the men who were in fact
the Government and whose minds con- .
ceived the planning and perfected
1ts execution, would be an absurdity."

The Trlibunal then construed the LT decision as
having fixed the standard of participation: (p. 83)

"% % % high among those who .
lend their country into the war.n

The Tribunal concluded that the Farben defendants were:

Hes## not high public officials in
the civil Government, nor high mili-
tary officers. Their pawrticipation
was that of followers, and not
leaders. !

What troubled the Tribunal in the Farben case,
was the extent of the standard dealing with waging war,
go as not to include within its sﬁope the ordinary
.German. The Teibunal said: (p. 64)

"¥e cannot say thnt a private citizen
shall be placed in. the position of
being compelled to determine in the
heat of war, whether hls Government
is right or wrong, or if it gtarts
right -~ when 1t turns wrong. We
would not require the citizen, at the
risk of becoming a criminal under the
rules of international justice, to
decvide that his country has become

an aggressor, and that he must lay
agide his patriotism, the loyalty

-10-















austria and Czechoslovakls; 1s necessgary. From the
legal agspect, we see the problem to be this: Were

the invasions of Austria and Czechoslovakia, waere

no hostilitles actually occurred, Crimes against
Peace? Does the fact that there was no physical
resistance by Austria ovr Czechoslovakia in the form

of sending an army into the field to resist the German
invasion, make this invasion permissible under inter-

nationgl law?

The position of the Prosecution is that if the
Invasion ig unlawful, it does not become lavful be-
cause the military force of the invading power vas
S0 superior that the occupied power felt it useless,

in the military sense, to resilst.

The moral problem/fﬁg'legal problep, heve involved,
relates to the use of force as an instrument of national
policy., It is the exercise of such force on another
Government, compelling the latter Government %o yleld
to the superior force, which constitutes the crime.

We cannot ses, as a matter of principle, that i1t can
make any difference whether the Covernment yilelds after
a bvattle, or before a battle, when from the military
point of view, 1t 1g known that actual resistance can

geérve no useful purpose.

The IKT considered that polnt, and stated: (p.194)

"It was contended before the Tribunal
that the anneXation of Austhia was
Justified by The strong deslre ex-
presged 1in many duarters for the union
of Austrla and Gevmany; % % % gnd that
in the regult, the objentive was
achieved without bloocdsghed., These
matters, even if true, are really
immaterial, for the facts nlainly

=18






Its holcing was directly to the contraryi

It should be pointed out in this connection,

that the Indictment lodged before the JMT did not

~charge the invasion of Austria wags an aggressive war

(Count II of the IMT, Vol., I, Trlal of the Major
War Criminals, at p. 42). The IMT made special ref-
erence to.that point when it discussed the guilt of
of Kaltenbrunner, and stated:

"The Anschluss, although it was

an aggressive act, is not charged
ag an aggresgive war, !

In this Indictment, we have snecifiocally charged
that the invasion against Austria was an invasion
and et of agression in violation of intevnational
laws and treaties, We have then in thig case & charge
which was not made against any of the defendants
before the IIiT. The findings of the IMI that the
invasion of Austria was an aggressive gct, is binding
on this Tribungl. In view of the specific charge
in the Indictment that this particular activity is

an invaclion and a war of aggression in violation of

international treatles, a specific finding 1s regqulred

as to each of the defendants who are here chargzed
with responsibllity for participation in the planning

and preparation for the invasion of Austria.

Czechoslovakia presents a slightly different
problem, There are two factusl phageg dealing with
the situation in COzechoslovakia: 1) the Sudetenland
whieh was occupied under the Munich Agreement, and
2) Bohemia and Moravia, which was occupied on 15
March 1939 in violation of the [funich Agreement, and

1n violztion of international law generally.
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e now come to the defendant Otto Meissner,. -Meissner
participated in a number of outstanding international meetings
ﬁhich were part and parcel of Germany's political aggression. ..
Meissner was present at the meeting with the Slovak President
Tiso which prepared the scparation of Slovakia from the sovereign

Czechoslovak State, He was present at the conferences with

President Hacha when Hacha was bullied into surrendering

Czechoslovakia without resistance upon threat of devastation.
Meissner was present at the confercences with Japanese Foreign

Minister ilatsuoka in which Japén'was urged:

.., to strike at the right moment and take the risk
upon herself of a fight against America."

But upon a reconsideration of all of the evidence in the case, we
are not convinced that the evidence proves beyond a reasonable doubt
that the defendant lMeissner took substantial initiative or played an
important role in bringing about these conferences, in influencing
what was said or done, or in following up on any decisions taken.
After Hitler became both Fuchrer and Re®ch Chancellor of Germany,

it appcars that in the consolidétion of executive functions under
Hitler, the functions of the Chief of the Presidential chanccllery:
were narroweds In the field of foreign policy, the Office of theo
Presidential Chancellery did perform certain functions of protocol
and no doubt it was not entirely sterile in influencing or
executing the forecign policy of the Third Reich. But on the basis
of the entire record.we are not convinced that we have established
ouryburden of showing a substantial participation by Heissner in
the preparation, initiation or waging of aggrossive war. It does
appear that the 0ffice of the Presideﬂtial Chancellery played a
highly significant part in eertain policy matters, espeeially in
respect to the treatment of certain prisoners turned over for
"special treatment" or murder to the Geétapo, Such conduct,

hewever; is propeily a matter for consideration under Count V.
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Therefore,;upon consideration of all the evidence in the case;
the prosccution feels that it has not established its burden of
proof as against the defendant Meissner with respect to crimes
against peace.~.The prosecution hereby formally withdraws its
charges againsf the defendant Otto leissner under Counts I ana IT

of the indictment.

- 38~




F

/

2. KROSIGK

There is ¢n adequete basis for convicting von KROSIGK

on Countel by analogizing his case to the cases of Funk

_end Schacht, defendents in the IMT case. In fact, his

guilt is more clearly csteblished than thet of Fuik, in some
respécts, because of the‘long period of time during
which he gave his services to the Nazi regime, He
€ncompassesg much of the early period during which the
IUT found Schacht played a dominant role, as well as
the later periqd when Schacht retired and Funk was

Plenipotentiary General for War Economy,

To elaborate‘this a little more: As to Schacht,
the IMT summeg up the igsue in the following sentence
(Vol. 1, MT, p. 310):

"The case againgt Schacht therefore
depends on the inference that
Schacht did in fact know of the
Nazi aggresgsgive plang, "

That inference, the IMT saiq,
"has not been establighed beyond a
reasonable doubt, " (Ibid, p. 310)

The basis for that remaining reasonable doubt 1is
éxplained in the earliep discussion of the case agalnst
Schacht, It was not that Schacht could not have

known of the aggressive objective of the rearmament
Program; quite the contrary, the IMT specifically
recognized that anyone with e knowledge of Germaﬁ
flnances was in g particularly good position to realize
that the armament pPolicy had aggreesion ag its object,
The IMT saild:

"On the other hand, Schacht, with

hir intimate knowledge of German
finance, wag in g peculiarly good

-39~



position to understand the true
significance of Hitlex's frantic
rearmament, and to realize that the
economic policy adopted was consis-
tent only with war as its object."
(Ibid, p. 309).

The basis, then, was the lack'of_participation
in the economic program after';ts aggressive purpose
became evident. The DT apparently accepted Schach$'s
own explénation of his conduet., of it, the I¥T said:

"Schacht, as early as 1936, began to
advocate a limitation of the rearma-
ment program for financigl reasons.

Had the policieg advocated by him

been put into effect, Germany would
not have been prepared for a general
European war, Insistence on hig
policles led to his eventual dismigsal
from all positiong of economic signifi-
cance in Germany, " (Ibid, p. 309).

- In the light of thig reasoning, theve can be no
question but that Schacht would have been guilty
under Count.II of the IMT case (Count I, this case)
had he continued to cooperate in- the economic program,
rather than adopting & policy of opposition which |
éventually brought about his dismissal. If there
weré any doubt gbout 1t, the judgment ag to Funk

dispels it. The first sentence of the judgment
flnding Funk guilty states:

"Funk became active in the economic
field after the Nazi plans to wage
aggressive war had been clearly
defined." (Ibid, p., 304).

Then, after outlining his sctivity, the IKT concluded:

"Funk was not one of the leading
figures in originating the Nazi
Plang for aggressive war, His
activity in the economic sphere
was under the gupervigion of
Goering as Plenipotentiary General
of the 4-year plan. He did, how-
ever, participate in the economic
broparation for certain of the
aggressive wars, notably those

=40--




agalinst quand’and the Soviet Union,
but his guilt can be adequately
dealt with under Count Two of the
Indictment." (Ibid, p. 305).
Schacht escaped conviction becsuse the INT was
at least partiglly convinced by his story that he
i began to put on financial brakes as soon as he was
convinced of the aggressive designs of Hitler. How
ever, when Schacht was trying to slow do@n.rearmament,
o KROSIGK increasingly was sponsoring the measures
which made Schacht's objective impossible., Schacht
R4 was not only in oppogition to Geering in the economic
Tield, but was also in opposition to von KROSIGK in
b - the financial field. KROSIGK knew that if the MEFO
bills were to be pald — 12 billion of them — that
‘reéarmament would slow down, because the money was
not there for both repayment and continued rearmament,
He chose, despite that fact, td allocate the money
J to further armement, rather than meet the IiEFO obliga~
tion. A% the very best, he cast his lot with the
aggressors, rather than with Schacht. The facts are
discussed at length in the KROSIGK brief of the Prose- -

cution,

? Relative to later rearmament the IMT said, in
1ts decision on Funk:
. "Funk became active in the economic
fleld after the Nazi plans to wage
aggressive war had been clearly
defined." (Ibid, p. 304).
As to von KROSIGK, we need modify that sentence in
only one respect, so that i1t would vead: Von KROSIGK
SQEF;EEEQ Yo be active 1in the economic field after
the Nazi plens to wage aggressive war had been clearly

defined. The IMT begina its recitals on Funk .

-4]1-



with the Goering speech of 14 Ootober 1938, at which

a "gigantic increase in armaments! was announced. For
von KROSIGK, we can go further back to pick up the
threads, and show how, by the end of=1938{.the inlgtry
of ¥inance was completely allied with and an integral

part of the whole. rearmament program.

It will be vemembered that 1t wag in 1936 that
Schacht, according to the IMT began to advocate a
limitation on armaments, and, as the IMT said, because
nf his intimate knowledge of Gevrman finance, was in a
good position to realize'that Hitler's "frantic
rearmament® was "consistent only with war as its
objeet®" (Ipbid, p. 309). The documénts cevrtalnly fully
bear out the intimate knowledge whiéh von KROSIGK had
of all matters of finance and economics in the prepara-
tion for war. They also show that von KROSIGK's
attitude conformed thqroﬁghly to the will of Hitler ‘
to rearm as quickly as possible, and that von KROSIGK
participatéd in the top-level digcussions at which
the policy of more and more armgment was re#ealed

and ineisted upon despite Schacht's objection.

It 1s worthwhile noting again the disgsimilarity
between von KROSIGK and Schacht., Thies was the tlme ~
when Schacht began definitely to lose out., The IMT
sald:

"Goering advooated a greatly expanded

program for the production of synthe-

tic raw materials which was opposed

by Schacht on the ground that the

resulting financial strain might in.

volve inflation." (Ibid, pp.307-308).
As we have geen, Von KROSIGK, who was also on the
councll which had to do with raw materials end foreign

exchange, went glong with the program.

42w
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' The IMT said:

"The influence of Schacht suffered
further when in Oc¢tober 16, 1936,
Goering was appointed Plenipotentinsry
for the 4- year plan with the task of
putting !the entire economy in a

state of readinesgs for war! within
four years. Schacht had opposed the
announcement of this plan and the
appointment of Goering to head 1it,

and 1t 1s clear that Hitler's actlon
repregsented a decision that Schacht's
economic policiles were too conservative
for the drastic rearmament policy which
Hitler wanted to put into effect,"
(Ibid, p. 307).

There is no evidence that von KROSIGK opposed the plan,
or Goeringl's apoointment, He went along, fully. Schacht
went on leave of absence from the ilinigtry of Economlcs
in September, 1937, and resigned as lilnister of Economics
and as Plehipoténtiary for War Economy in November, 1937
(IMT, p. 307), Von KROSIGK stayed on, cooperating at

the highest policy level, GCertainly when one was in a
position so high — a cabinet minister —- that he parti-
cipated in all of these activities, the denial of

knowledgé and realization 1s.patently absurd.

- Like Funk, von KROSIGK knew what he was dolng
when he continued action in late 1938. That von KROSIGK
knew of the plan to smash CZechdalovakia, and. lent hils

'willing ald to finance the necessary preparations 1is

not contested. On 1 September 1938 von KROSIGK wrote
to Hitler (Exh. 1165, EC-419, Bk, 70-B, p. 67). 1In 1%
he explains the financial situation; the measures he
has teken to meet the vearmament program, and the steps
he has taken to meet the "basic change" in 1938 caused
by the retaking of Austria, the Western fortifications
and the "increased tempo of armament." He ends the

letter with a statement that:
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". « . the day will not be far off .

when the final death thrust can be

dealt to the Czechs.," (Exh. 1165,p.70

supra).
Von KROSIGK may argue that the letter counsels caution,
as 1t does, and that 1t makes von XROSIGK 1like Schacht.
The difference is that von KROSIGK's worriesg are not,
as Schacht's were found to be, about whether there
would be an aggressive war, but one solely as to when
the aggresslion should occur. He thought, and argued,
that Germany's head start on the Western Democracles
was not yet great enough. He gaid (p. 70, supra):
"Most important i1s: 'time works in our favor!. . .
We thevrefore can bnly gain by waiting." But beyohd
a doubt, as early as 1 September 1938 -~ before Goering's
speech of 14 October 1938 — von KROSIGK was aware that

the first object of all the frantic rearmament was "the

‘final death thrust" to the GCzechs.

We can put von KROSIGK gide by side with Funk.,
The IMT said, in discussing Funk's Crimes against
peace:

On October 14 1939, after the war

had bsgun, he made a speech in which
he sgiateé that the economic and
financlal departments of Germany
working under the 4-year plan had
been engaged in the secret economic
preparation for over a year," (Vol.I,
LT, p. 305).

This would put the beginning of Funk's and von KROSIGK!g

‘most seoret war preparatlon back to about mid-1938,

when the new armament plan was announced, the Relch'g
Defense Gouncil wae reorganized, and when the new
flnaneing plan was drawn up. In every aspect, von

KROSIGK was in up to his neck.
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pPeople certain themes, such as the leadership principle,
the Jewish problem, the problem of living space, or
other standard‘Nazi ideas ﬁhich served as a condltion
precedent in tempering the masses of German people to

each aggression.

The evidence before this Tribunal clearly
establiches DIZTRICH's guilt for Crimes against Peace,
as well as War Crimes and Crimeg against Humanity.

The facts are discussed in the DIETRICH brief. The -
application of the principle of law get forth in the
Strelcher casée by the IIMT makes the conclusion

inescapable,

5. BERGER and SCHELLZNBERG

The defendants BEZRGER and SCHZLLINBZRG found

full geope for their talents in areas where activities

-+ of the S8 and of the Governmant proper were most

closely fused and where the politics and the programs
of the Third Reich, muvrderous in nature from the

beginning, reached their natural fulfillment.

The record is replete with evidence of  thelr

fanatical contributions to the genocidal policy of
the Third Reich. lMpre reference to the briefs sufflces,
However, the part played by the S5 in Crimcs againet
Peace 1s directed to the Tribunalls attention. Of the
S8, the IMT sald: )

"gs unite were active participants.

in the steps leading up to aggreesive

waps W | (TMT. Ds 27O
BERGER and SCHELLENBERG werc not minor figures in the
S8, BERGER was chicf of the 88 Mailn Office and

SCHELLENBERG was subordinated only to Heydrich and

=D
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later to Kaltenbrunner in the 8D (a component part
of the 88). The INMT specifically stated of 8S
activities:
~ "The Verfuegungstruppe was used in

the occupation of the Suydetenland,

of Bohemia =nd loravia, and of Memel.

The Henlein Free Corps was under the

jurisdiction of the Reichsfuehrer S5

for operations in the Sudetenland in

1938, and the Volkcdeutschemittelstelle

financed fifth-column activities there.
(OEIED, S ks 20 ),

The defendnnt BZIRGEZR issued the orders subordinating
the Free Corps to the §S for the purpose of effecting
the aggression with full knowledge of the purpose

of the Free Corps. BERGER was the sole link between

the S5 and the Free Corps. The proof shows that

@

he supplied the Free Corps with the arms necessary

ey b b e e U =l o )

BIRGIR's activities did not etop there howevVver,
He was engaged in organizing so-cnlled defense unlts
of forces indigenous to the occupied eastern terrl-—
tories, three weeks after the invasion of Poland,
He cetablished contact with the Dutch Nazi leaders
in Duecsseldorf which led to the setting up in 1940
of the Dutch special duty regiment ”West'Land”.
Immediately after the invasion of Belgium, BERGER
became president of DeValag, a pro-Nazl politieal

party in Belgium under German sponsorship, He em-

 ployed this party primarily to further aggréssive

warfare, And, he succeeded in bringing the German
racial group in Yugoslavia under the 85 six months

before the invasion of that country.

It 1s next to impossible to single out any one

portion of the 88 which was not involved in these

o
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the SCHELLENBERG case reveals that the staging of
#n incident for a pretext to invade Poland was only
a fore-rupner to further trickery by the Gestapo
and §S under the direct command of SCHZLLENBERG in
creating a pretext to invade Hollond, The Venlo

incident was clearly ~n underhanded SS method 1O

< g

provide Hitler with sufficient provocation tO march

inte Holland,

The record is complcte. BERGER and S CHELLENBERG

i 1€
participated in the criminal plane of the S5 1R 2

m

g 4 mey by
steps leading up to aggressive wars as outlined bBY

the IMT,

























of armaments in casc of wir. EIverything possible
mst be undertaken on the part of the German firns
and the State must take over when German firms have
proven themselves no longer able to carry on.t

The Hermann Goering "Io:ks was the brainchild of PLEIGER, not
of Goering. This he proudly admitted when he testified:

T was firmly convinced that the iron and stecl
sItuation was onc which was bound to interest Goering,
as Plenipotentiary for the Four year Plan. «.. S50, in
my opinion, the situation was very favorable and I
decided that I would by-pass the official channcls,
through Office Chief Loecb and State Secretary KOERNER,
and approach Goering directly ‘«ss I had ++. a short
acmorandum submitted to Goering, in his capacity as
Plenipotentiary for the Four Year Plan ... It contained
all the arguments by which I migzht hopc te rouse Goeringts
- interest. That is why I pointed out that thc plant was of
military imporftancc beccuse we were arming all along the
Tine, the foreign currency question;  espccially, howover,
I nade it clecar to him what it would mean if there should
be a miners! strike in Sweden, when in only three months
the whole German industry would comc tc a standstill.
The ore stocks at thet timec amounted to not over a four
weck's supply. It wes o situation for me by which I -
could make Goering takc a bite out of the sour applo.
There couldn’t have becn a morc favorable argument.it

(Tr.14803, 1480L)
In July 1937 the announcement of the founding of the Hermann Gocring

“Torks vas madc. PLEIGER's participation in the setting up of this
instrunentality and his utilization of the Hermann Goering "Torks
for the development of a wider base for iron ore and iron, is fully
disclosed by the record. |

The only question presented as we see it is whether PLEIGER
had knowledge of the military objuetives 4n conncetion with this
natter. From all the cvidence, the rceord is clear that he did
have such knovledges He acquired furthor insight in the planning
to take over the Austrian deposits in the AW Caso, Ho-wa,s prescnt
at a meeting of 17 Harch 1937, along with KOERNER and KEPPLER, when
Goering stateds |

"It is Important that the soil of Austria is reckoned

as part pf Gernany in case of war. Such deposits as

zinir}irzsgemﬁig Sinu m{stria m:s‘b be attended to in order

-~ Gorman soil, in whgghyiﬁézfg‘élt{'1':Zti;:£pflzmiozu§iﬁze
with 211 her pussibilities arc to be added ¢ Tn
Casc A cne could count on 6 million tags per year from

Austriz.t  (Exh.966,NI-090,Bk,1188B,p.229 Yo
67
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His participaticn in the preparations for the exploitation of
industrial property in Czechoslovakia appéars fron the fact, among
other things, that the "Titkowitz Iron and Stecl plant in Bohemia
and Mofavia which was occupied on 1i March 1939, the day prior to
the full scale invasion of Czechoslovakia, was immediately taken
over by a board to control and operate the plant for the Reich,

The Chairman of that bonrd was PIEIGER. Tho board was dominated
by the Hermann Goering Tforks. PLEIGER, when asked wheﬁher he was
aware of such acquisitions, answered: "I don't think therc was any
acquisition about the carrying out of which I did not kno%."
(Trep.15329) _

In comnection with the spoliation activitics of PLEIGER in
Czechoslovakia, Poland, France and Russia, the details are sct
forth in our bricfs. ™ 2lso eaphasize that PIDIGIR's activity in
the acquisition of industrial property in occupicd territorics
matcheg similar activity by Roecehling. e hgve already pcinted out
that as to Roeehling the General Tribunal in the French Zone held
that this constituted the waging of aggressive war within the meaning

of the Control Council Law No,10, TJe ask for a similar finding with

respect to PLEIGER.

PIEIGER's activitics in conncction with slave lzbor on behalf
of the Hermamm Geering “Jorks and on bohalf of the Reich éoal
Association, arc detailed in our bricf. The cvidence shows that he
had knowledge of the progran regarding the utilization of slave
labor as an instrunentality for the waging of war, and he
substantially p&rticipated in caffying that progran outs In
addition to constituting Tar Crimcs and Crimes against Humanity,
this particular activity of PIRIGER constitutes tho waging of wnrs

of aggression under the meaning of Control Council Iaw No.1lO.
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DARRE

~mong the many and varied fieélds which of necessity must be
regimented in nobilizing a national econcmy for war, food is of
najor importance. The defendant Richard Walter DARRE is responsible
for mobilizing the agricultural and food resources of Gernany, for
doveléping the war important gutarchy program of the Four Year Plan, .
and for formulating plans to acquire the food rescurces of
Europcan countries for the purpose of preparing for and waging
aggressive war, '

DARRE’S general knowlcedge of Hitler's aggressive objectives
is the result of his carly association with the Nazi Party. His
nembership in the NSDAP dates from 1930; his membership in the SS 
dates from 1931, Dircctly following Hitler!'!s seizurc of powor in
1933, DARRE was appointcd a Roichsleitér, thus becoming onc of the
seventeen menbers of the heirarchy of thc Nazi Party. At'the sane
time he acquired the high and responsible government position of
Reich Minister of Food and Lgriculture. ILater he was appeinted
by Hitler as the Reich Peasant Ieader. In his ficld, his position
and his functions are analagous t~ thosc of Funk in ceononic |
mobilization.

bARRE, as a member of Hitler'!s cabinct; signed the law
restoring the "chrnacht in 1935, DiRRE, in conjuncti~n with the

Plonipotentiary Genoral for the “Tar Econony, draftod plans relative

to mobilizing tho German Food Eeonomy for war. Tho purpose was to

nake available all of the eceonomic forces nceessary to the conduct
of war. In the nonth following the Hossbach Confercnce of Noverber
1937, DiRRE propared a coﬁprchonsivo'program relating to the
organization of the "Tap Food Eeonomy. He also issued the adninistra-
tive deerees reiating to the government control of agricultural
products. jccording to this plan, all vitally important foudstuffs
were fo be covered by a systen of raticning cortificates. This was
offocted by DARRE's "Docroc on the Safeguarding of the Vital Nocossitieg
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DiARRE!s activities arec résolved briefly in the short sentence
which he wrote after the war was under way:
"Tn a gigantic effort before 1939, I created the

Yo wage this war at all from the point of wicw of
fond.m  (Exh.1048,NID-12720,Dcc.Bk.102,p.126).

e turn now to the discussion of War Crimes and Crimes against

Hunanity.












No defense; and no mitigating eircumstances; can
be adduced in connegtion with these acts, The defendents
in this case are more culpably responsible and deserve
no less punishment for such crimes than the German
Soldiers and civilians who have been sentenced to death

for enforcing the murder policy transmitted to them

from above,
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