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I do not feel guilty. I did my duty working from morning till night

for my country, just as the English would work for their country.

�Bruno Tesch, interrogation of September 26, 1945

It is an o�cial duty of humanity to exterminate vermin.

�Bruno Tesch, interrogation of September 26, 1945

In March 1946, Bruno Tesch, the head of the �rm Tesch & Stabenow (often
abbreviated as TESTA), was put on trial along with his Prokurist Karl Wein-
bacher and the gassing (i.e. fumigation) technician Joachim Drosihn, on the
charge that they �did supply poison gas used for the extermination of allied
nationals interned in concentration camps well knowing that the said gas was
to be so used.�1 Tesch had been brought to the attention of British authorities
by former employee Emil Sehm, who had claimed that while working at the
company he had seen a travel report in which Tesch had agreed to provide tech-
nical assistance with exterminating the Jews with poison gas. After seven days
of proceedings, Tesch and Weinbacher were convicted and sentenced to death,
while Drosihn was acquitted.

The trial received early revisionist attention from chemist William Lindsey,
who wrote a substantial (if somewhat intemperate) 1983 article outlining its
process,2 and has also been criticized from the orthodox side, notably by Jean-
Claude Pressac, who wrote that �In 1946, simple malicious gossip could easily
lead to someone being hung. I do not know whether the `trip report' was pro-
duced before the Tribunal,3 but if it was not then, this trial was a masquerade.�4

In the only signi�cant orthodox account of the trial, Angelika Ebbinghaus fo-
cuses on background information, o�ering little on the details of the trial.5 Some
aspects of the trial have also been covered in a history of Tesch & Stabenow.6

1PRO WO 235/641
2William Lindsey, Zyklon B, Auschwitz, and the Trial of Dr. Bruno Tesch. The Journal

for Historical Review, Vol. 4 No. 3, p. 261-303
3It was not. �FJ
4Jean-Claude Pressac, Auschwitz: Technique and Operations of the Gas Chambers, The

Beate Klarsfeld Foundation, New York, 1989, p. 17
5Angelika Ebbinghaus, �Der Prozeÿ gegen Tesch & Stabenow. Von der Schädlingsbekämp-

fung zum Holocaust,� in: 1999. Zeitschrift für Sozialgeschichte des 20. und 21. Jahrhunderts
13 (1998), No. 2, pp. 16�71

6Jürgen Kaltho� and Martin Werner, Die Händler des Zyklon B: Tesch & Stabenow; eine
Firmengeschichte zwischen Hamburg und Auschwitz, VSA-Verlag, Hamburg, 1999
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For their information on the Tesch case, the works cited above relied almost
exclusively on the trial transcript. This paper aims to deepen understanding of
the trial through the materials available in the investigation �les. These �les
o�er insight into both the speci�c case against Tesch, as well as the conduct of
postwar investigations in general. An additional bene�t is that the investigation
�les contain a number of sources of independent interest. This paper will not
address the witnesses concerning homicidal gassings who appeared at the trial
(notably C.S. Bendel and Pery Broad), �rst, because they are better considered
in a broader context, and second, because their statements have already been
discussed in the revisionist literature. We are not aiming at a treatment of all
aspects of the trial, and will be content to pass over topics we consider unenlight-
ening or which have already been adequately covered by other authors. Though
in principle self-contained, this paper is not structured as an introduction to the
Tesch trial, and the reader may �nd it useful to �rst familiarize himself with the
case by reading Lindsey's article. The published summary of the case7 may also
serve as a useful introduction. When quoting from the investigation materials,
we have always used the original English translation when one was available,
while sometimes noting discrepancies from the original German. Where there
was no original English version, the translation is the author's.

The Investigation

The investigation of Bruno Tesch and TESTA began with a letter from the
former TESTA bookkeeper Emil Sehm to British authorities on June 29, 1945.
Sehm wrote:

According to my estimation I am able to supply very important
information that means fresh evidence to commit war criminals for
trial. The war crime I am referring to concerns an o�cial discussion
which took place between a businessman of an IG Farben sister
concern with leading men of the OKW, about the application of the
hydrocyanic acid process to kill human beings. Further the training
of SS men to apply this process.

My profession gave me the opportunity to see top secret �les and
that is where my knowledge results from.8

As his �rst letter received no response, Sehm sent another letter on August 24.
He wrote:

In my capacity as accountant and later in special cases dealing with
the correspondence I got acquainted with a few top secret docu-
ments. When dealing with a particular �le, I was instructed by
Dr.TESCH about the secrecy which had to be kept about this par-
ticular �le. The contents of this �le was a report and I can very well
remember it. It had the meaning as follows:

7Law Reports of Trials of War Criminals, volume 1, 1947, pp. 93-103
8Sehm letter, 29.6.45, PRO WO 309/1602
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Dr.TESCH reported about an invitation he received to a conference
at the OKW BERLIN. He stated to which members he was intro-
duced and in which way and form. About the subject of the confer-
ence he wrote that the speaker explained that the execution of the
Jews by shooting has developed in a mass execution and furthermore
it is very unhygienic. Dr. TESCH was asked to submit any sugges-
tion, whether and how Jews could be exterminated by using hydro-
cyanic acid. Afterwards technical points about the application of
hydrocyanic acid were discussed and amongst other suggestions one
way was suggested that all Jews detailed for extermination should
be taken into a barracks previously prepared (gas-tight). During the
night a trained man (using a respirator) should enter the barracks
and place hydrocyanic acid plates in the rooms. In future, instead
of getting buried, dead bodies will be cremated. Dr. TESCH o�ered
himself to SS men who will be selected by the OKW and put at
his disposal to train on courses for this purpose (using hydrocyanic
acid).

In fact there were some SS men trained by him and his fellow worker.
The book-keeping disclosed further that the �rm has supplied hydro-
cyanic acid called �T� Gas9 to the OKW and SS o�ces (Dienstellen).

I copied this report and showed it to one of my reliable friends. Later
I told it as well to Herr Frahm, Lorenzenstrasse 10. This copy was
burnt immediately as I realized that it would have been useless to
take any further steps for the time being to stop the crime. [...]

On this conference according to the report of Dr. TESCH not high
ranking SS were present, but the highest authorities of the OKW
were leading this discussion. [...]

As an economical adviser, I was convinced from the beginning that
NSDAP means only war and destruction of the economy and it gives
me a satisfaction to write this statement.

Through the knowledge of all these happenings my eyes were opened
and I was fully convinced that the German nation has criminals as
leaders and it will be the tragedy of the German people to be made
responsible for the crimes in�icted on the human race.10

To recapitulate: Sehm claimed to have seen one of Tesch's travel reports in
which it was speci�ed that (1) the method of killing Jews and disposing of
their corpses was to be switched from shooting+burial to HCN+cremation, (2)
the reason for this transition was hygiene, (3) the planning for gassing Jews was
handled by the OKW, and (4) the killing with HCN was to take place by having
a gassing technician enter the barracks in which Jews resided during the night,
when the Jews would presumably be asleep, and carry out a disinfestation. This

9This is, of course, incorrect. Sehm had confused T-gas with Zyklon-B. �FJ
10Sehm letter, 24.8.45, PRO WO 309/1602
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gassing method is so absurd that it is di�cult to believe that Sehm was taken
seriously - but he was. That September, British investigators visited TESTA
with Sehm in tow and arrested Tesch. The date of the visit is a little uncertain.
The investigative team's report on the case says that it took place �on or about
the 18th September 1945.�11 Authors relying on the trial transcript have stated
that Tesch was arrested on September 3,12 as the prosecutor Gerald Draper
stated in his introductory speech.13 However, the dates of September 19 and
September 12 were also given during the trial.14. As the arrest is described in a
statement dated September 18, the date of the 19th would at least seem to be
excluded. In the aforementioned statement, Sehm wrote that �the �ling room in
which I believed the �le which would incriminate Dr. Tesch to be, was burned
out [...] during Mar 1944, after an air attack�. He detailed his confrontation
with Dr.Tesch:

I stated to him: I have knowledge of a Traveling Report compiled
by you. According to this you have negotiated with leading persons
of the OKW. It was submitted to you that the shooting of Jews had
increased to such an extent that this could no longer be justi�ed from
the hygienic point of view. It was proposed to employ the prussic
acid process for the �liquidation� of the Jews. You were asked for
your opinion in the matter. Furthermore, the single phases of the
operation were explained in the report.

Interrupting my statement, Dr. Tesch said that I15 knew perfectly
well that the �rm was only carrying out gassing of vermin, etc; only
after being repeatedly questioned did he deny to know of such a
Travel Report. The female stenographers, Miss Radtke and Miss
Knickrehm were also questioned as to whether they could remember
that this Travel Report was dictated to them by Dr.Tesch. Both
denied it.16

In his statement of October 10, Sehm stated that these events took place on
September 18.17

Tesch was interrogated by Captain Gerald Draper and Captain Frank on
September 26. The interrogation is available only in English. He was told that

11Dr.Bruno TESCH and The �GIFTGAS� Case, section 1, PROWO 309/1602. This report,
which will be referenced frequently, is not dated. However, it mentions Tesch's statements
(Productions 31 and 32), which were drawn up on October 31, and it was sent to �DJAG (War
Crimes Section) HQ British Army of the Rhine� on November 4.

12Lindsey, Zyklon B, Auschwitz, and the Trial of Dr. Bruno Tesch; Kalthof & Warner, Die
Händler des Zyklon B, p. 144

13Tesch trial Day 1, PRO WO 235/83, p. 165
14ibid, pp. 170, 176
15The English translation reads �he� here, but the German original clearly shows that �I� is

correct. The translation problem was �xed when the same material was rehashed in Sehm's
October 10 statement. �FJ

16Sehm statement, 18.9.45, PRO WO 309/1602, 1603
17Sehm statement, Prosecution 1, PRO WO 309/1602, 1603; original signed German copy

in PRO WO 309/1603
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�ve million people had been gassed at Auschwitz, and replied that this was news
to him - he had �rst heard of homicidal gassings in the press and radio. He did
not believe that the gas he had supplied had been used for mass killing. He saw
little sense in the description he was given of fake showers being used as gas
chambers, and absolutely denied Sehm's story about the travel report. While in
many cases he was deferential to the interrogators on matters outside his direct
experience (�If you say so, gentlemen, perhaps it is true; you may have better
evidence�), he was very de�nite about the travel report (�It does not exist�).
Sehm, he said, had always been a �book of seven seals� to him, and may have
borne a grudge against him because of their past di�erences regarding pay and
because of Sehm's dismissal from the �rm.18 The interrogators, however, told
him that Sehm's statement could be con�rmed, because Sehm's friend Frahm
(mentioned in Sehm's letter of August 24) had also seen the travel report:

Q. In a secret �le there was a report about an invitation to a
conference in Berlin, was there not?

A. The only invitation received was to a conference with the
Army and SS, the Reichs Ministry of Food and the Reichs Ministry
of Interior.

Q. It is useless for you to say that is not so, as Sehm has seen the
�le. Is it possible there were �les in the o�ces which were so secret
that they could be seen by Sehm and not by you?

A. It is possible.
Q. And you are the head of the business?
A. I was away for more than half the year. I was away often, and

whilst I was away secret papers arrived.
Q. Do you remember going to a very big conference in Berlin,

with many high-ups?
A. No, I cannot recollect.
Q. Is it possible?
A. No, I do not think so. I did participate in conferences with the

Reichs Ministry of Food and representatives from the three Services
were present, but not high-ups.

Q. What were the ranks of the senior members?
A. Senior Sta� Medical O�cers.
Q. Do you remember a conference at which they talked about

methods of doing away with the Jews?
A. No.
Q. Is it not unfortunate that Sehm read about it in one of your

�les?
A. I cannot imagine what he read.

18Tesch interrogation, 26.9.45, PRO WO 309/1603. While the available text of the inter-
rogation is plainly based on a real Tesch interrogation, it is no original, and contains some
eyebrow-raising passages that suggest that it has undergone a certain amount of petty alter-
ation. When plans of what to do with Tesch were being considered, prior to Tesch's second
arrest, copies of the interrogation were sent to various recipients. It may be hoped that some
of these are closer to the original, and survived in �les unrelated to the Tesch trial.
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Q. But someone else also saw the �le � Frahm?
A. I have not met him.
Q. He is a friend of Sehm, and he also saw the �le?
A. I do not understand, I cannot understand how a stranger could

see a business �le.
Q. Because Sehm showed him it.
A. I cannot credit Sehm with such a breach of con�dence. He was

not entitled to show such things to strangers, but if he did so he must
have known what he was doing. I have absolutely no recollections
of what Sehm could be thinking about.

Q. Sehm extracted the report from the �le and showed the report
from the �le to his friend Frahm. It is easy to �nd out whether Sehm
is lying, because we can ask Frahm.19

Indeed, one could and did ask Frahm. Two weeks later, Frahm gave a statement.
Unfortunately for the investigators, Frahm did not con�rm that Sehm had shown
him such a document. Rather, Frahm stated that Sehm had shown him the
letter he had written to the British in the summer of 1945:

I have not worked for the �rm of TESCH and STABENOW but a
friend of mine, Herr Emil SEHM, worked for this �rm as bookkeeper.
He told me one night that he did not want to work for TESCH and
STABENOW any more but he did not tell me why.

One day in July or August 1945 Emil SEHM told me the following:
�Now I can tell you why I wanted to leave the �rm of TESCH and
STABENOW�. He showed me a letter that he had written to the
British Military Authorities. It said that Dr TESCH had been in
BERLIN with the Commander of the Wehrmacht and Dr TESCH
had been told by the Commander of the WEHRMACHT that he or
a member of his �rm would have to instruct 30 SS men in how to
use BLAUSAUERE-GAS [sic]. These SS men, when they had been
instructed in the use of this gas, had to wear gas masks and go into
the barrack rooms in the concentration camps and put tablets of the
gas in the corners of the room and go out and shut the door.

Emil SEHM also told me that he had seen in a �le in Dr TESCH's
o�ce that the Ober-Commander of the Wehrmacht told Dr TESCH
to instruct the 30 SS men in the use of BLAUSAUERE-GAS [sic].20

Frank and Draper's seeming belief that Frahm had seen the �le is inexplicable
in terms of the available documents. The reader may verify that in the passages
quoted above, Sehm did not make this claim. There are several possibilities for
explaining this: Frank and Draper may have been lying in order to intimidate
Tesch, they may have misunderstood the documents, Sehm may have verbally
told them something along these lines which was not put down in writing, or the

19Tesch interrogation, 26.9.45, PRO WO 309/1603
20Frahm statement, 10.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
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available versions of Sehm's early statements may have been altered in order to
remove contradictions from the prosecution's narrative. In light of the numerous
cases of dishonesty on the part of the investigative team which will be proved
below, the last possibility cannot be dismissed out of hand, given that the
available versions are not originals, but copies in English translation. That
said, there is nothing to prove that this was the case.

Emil Sehm also gave a statement on October 10. He explained that he had
found the alleged travel report �led under �Wehrmacht�, and that it was not
marked as secret or con�dential. He then quoted from the alleged travel report
as follows:

Mr. ......... (Name of the Wehrmacht representative missing) ex-
plained to me that the shooting of Jews became a Mass Shooting
and it proved to be unhygienic. He thought this could be improved
by gassing the Jews with BLAUSÄUREGAS and burn the corpses
afterwards. He asked me to supply him with suitable propositions.
I suggested to carry out the extermination of the Jews by the usual
method of gassing. After they have been put into the Barracks (the
Jews) which were made airtight, a BLAUSÄURE expert proceeds
to the rooms at night for the purpose of laying BLAUSÄUREGAS
tablets. The corpses could be disposed of in the morning. 21

In case his previous statements had left any doubt in the matter, he reiterated
that �With regard to the travel report I want to mention again that according
to the report the negotiations were not carried out by the higher SS leaders but
with the leading personalities of the Army High Command.�

While Sehm's statement did not say that he showed the documents to Frahm,
as the British interrogators claimed, it did state that he had told Frahm about
his reason for leaving TESTA. In denying that Sehm had told him this (�he
did not tell me why�), and claiming that Sehm had said after the war that
he was �nally able to inform him of this reason (�Emil SEHM told me the
following: `Now I can tell you why I wanted to leave the �rm' �), Frahm directly
contradicted Sehm's assertions.

Had Frahm's statement been taken earlier, and had the investigators been
more clearheaded, that might have been the end of the case. But by Octo-
ber 10, the case could no longer be easily stopped. On September 28, the
�rm had been visited again. The report on this visit written by Sergeant D.
Ellwood complained that Weinbacher �could not or would not give all the in-
formation sought�. Ellwood spoke to two gassing technicians, Marczinkowski22

and Pietsch:23

Both stated that they knew nothing about Gas Chambers, but had
been engaged in `delousing' only. It is practically certain that they

21Sehm statement, Prosecution 1, PROWO 309/1602; original signed German copy in PRO
WO 309/1603

22Elsewhere spelled Marcinkowski.
23Occasionally spelled Peitsch.
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had been `briefed' in what they should say when questioned, as they
both professed ignorance of the simplest things. It was only after
having been spoken to sharply that the above was wormed out of
them.24

Ellwood's report was forwarded along with a note that underscored how the
investigators sought to interpret normal delousing facilities as homicidal:

It will be noticed that the �delousing� apparatus referred to is in
fact a Gas Chamber installation as pictured in the pamphlet here-
with entitled �Die kleine TESTA-FIBEL über Normal-gaskammern�.
These chambers [10 cubic meter delousing chambers. �FJ] are cer-
tainly large enough to have been used for the purpose of annihilation
of human beings. [...]

The �rm has asked if they can have the enclosed �le back!25

On October 2nd, after reading Ellwood's report, Tesch's interrogation, and a
report (presumably Sehm's) on the confrontation between Sehm and Tesch,26

Group Captain A.G. Somerhough wrote that he was �by no means satis�ed
that [Tesch] was not well aware of the purposes for which he was supplying
this cyanide and that he did not only act as a technical advisor on the ques-
tion of its use for the purpose of exterminating human beings.�27 Because of
Tesch's connection to Sachsenhausen, Somerhough suggested handing him over
to the Russians for interrogation �if they think they can get any more out of
him, bearing in mind that they are in possession of some actual lethal chamber
apparatus�,28 proposed �to turn a War Crimes Investigation Team on to this
case�,29 and suggested that Tesch, Weinbacher, Drosihn, and twelve TESTA
gassing technicians be arrested.30

In the meantime, Tesch had been released. Like so many things about the
investigation, the date of his release is uncertain. The investigative team stated
that it took place on October 1st,31 a claim which was repeated at the trial.32

The same date was also claimed by A.W. Freud33 during his interrogation of
Drosihn, but the latter remembered that Tesch returned on a Saturday,34 which

24Sgt.D. Ellwood, Report on Firma Tesch & Stabenow, Hamburg, 28.9.45, PRO WO
309/1602; copy in PRO WO 309/2040, p. 23.

2539 Field Security Section to War Crimes Investigation Team, 29.9.45, PRO WO 309/1602.
A copy of the pamphlet in question can be found in PRO WO 309/1603.

26PRO WO 309/2040, p. 24
27ibid, p. 25
28ibid. The assumption that the Russians must be in possession of conclusive physical

evidence is telling, and false.
29ibid
30ibid, pp. 23, 25
31Dr.Bruno TESCH and The �GIFTGAS� Case, sections 4-5, PRO WO 309/1602
32Tesch trial Day 1, p. 165, PRO WO 235/83
33Captain Anton Walter Freud, a grandson of Sigmund Freud, was a leading �gure in the

investigation, and carried out many of the interrogations. In a 2003 interview he took exclusive
credit for getting Tesch hanged: Lesley Chamberlain, `Freud squad', Financial Times, 28.6.03.

34Drosihn interrogation, 17.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603. That the investigative team should
have been wrong about this date is not so surprising, as it had not yet been assigned to the
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would necessarily have been Saturday September 29.
Once on the case, War Crimes Investigation Team [WCIT] Number 2 carried

out arrests on a scale even broader than intended by Somerhough, rounding up
and arresting all available employees of TESTA, secretaries and accountants
along with gassing technicians. Weinbacher was arrested on October 6th, and
Tesch and Drosihn the next day.35 According to the investigative team's report,
nine employees were arrested on the 6th, three on the 7th, three on the 8th, one
on the 9th, two on the 19th, and two on the 20th.36

Thus, by the time Frahm gave his statement of the 10th of October, the
authorities had already committed to the Tesch case by ordering and carrying
out the mass arrest of TESTA personnel. Given this commitment, the case
could not be given up lightly. Although Sehm was the only witness against
Tesch, and his statements had been directly contradicted by his friend Frahm,
the case had to go ahead. On October 22, another version of Frahm's statement
was made, which attempted to remove these contradictions. The text now read

I have not worked for the �rm of TESCH and STABENOW but
a friend of mine, Herr Emil SEHM, worked for this �rm as a book-
keeper. He told me one night in the early part of 1943 that he did
not want to work any more for the �rm of TESCH and STABENOW
because his principles did not agree with those of Dr TESCH, and
he might also have told me of the gassing operations of TESCH and
STABENOW at concentration camps, but I am not certain now.

In August or July 1945 Emil Sehm showed me a letter that he had
written to the British Military Authorities. It said that Dr TESCH
had been in BERLIN with the Commander of the Wehrmacht and
Dr TESCH had been told [...][remainder of letter follows the version
of October 10]37

The reader should compare this to Frahm's statement of October 10th, and will
readily see that the changes were exactly the removal of the two contradictions
between Sehm's story and Frahm's.

case when Tesch was released. Drosihn, on the other hand, remembered Tesch's return in
some detail.

35War Criminal Arrest Reports, PRO WO 309/1602
36Dr.Bruno TESCH and The �GIFTGAS� Case, section 27, PRO WO 309/1602. This re-

port, however, claims that Tesch was arrested on the 6th, while his arrest report demonstrates
that the arrest took place on the 7th. The release dates given by the report also seem some-
what unreliable, as they show the TESTA secretary Wilma Nachtweh as having been released
upon completion of her interrogation on October 8th, when in fact she was interrogated on the
25th, with a supplementary statement the next day. There were also a number of individuals
who were interrogated but who do not appear on the arrest lists; in some cases these were
former employees, who seem to have been considered separately.

37Frahm statement, 22.10.45, PRO WO 309/1602. It should be noted that both versions of
Frahm's statement exist only in English, and that neither is signed - they are simply drawn
up, ready to be signed.
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The Interrogations of Drosihn and Weinbacher

The interrogation transcripts for Drosihn and Weinbacher, unlike those of Tesch,
exist in full in both German and English. Neither knew anything about Sehm's
travel report, or about the gassing of humans. Their interrogations are partic-
ularly interesting, however, in that they give us a look into the operating pro-
cedures and ethical standards of the British War Crimes Investigation Team.
The interrogations, in fact, exist in two di�erent versions each in both German
and English: an original transcript of the interrogations, which took place on
October 17 in Drosihn's case and October 16 in Weinbacher's, and a doctored
version.38 The doctored versions have had certain passages embarrassing to the
prosecution removed, but are still signed and certi�ed as accurate transcripts by
Captain Freud and the stenotypist. Altogether, then, there exist (1) a German
original, with the passages to be removed indicated in pen, (2) an English trans-
lation of the German original, (3) a sanitized German copy with the o�ending
passages removed, and (4) an English translation of the sanitized German copy.

What kinds of passages were thought worth removing? To start, the very
beginning of Weinbacher's interview was removed:

Q Take your hands out of your pockets if you come in here.
A Yes, I have done it already,
( Owing to the obstinate behaviour of the prisoner Captain FREUD

ordered the presence of an armed guard )

What was this obstinate behavior? In the report on the case, it is stated that
Weinbacher was �so insolent� during his interrogation that �special steps� had
to be taken.39 Another excised passage from the interrogation gives a sample
of this �insolence�. After having �rst claimed that Dr.Tesch had bribed Wein-
bacher, something Weinbacher indignantly denied (the entire exchange being
later excised from the transcripts), Capt. Freud then claimed that Dr. Tesch
had given the members of the �rm instructions about what to tell investigators.
Weinbacher denied this, and in the exchange that followed (which was cut from
the transcript) showed more of his �insolence�:

Q Don't lie.
A No. As sure as I am standing here, there was no question

about it. You are under a misconception.
Q Don't shout at me.
A I am speaking in the same voice as you are talking to me.
Q Don't become insolent. What did you get from Dr TESCH?
Q I didn't get anything. I can only say that you do not appre-

ciate Dr TESCH [German original reads �daÿ Sie Dr. Tesch falsch
beurteilen�.]

38all versions in PRO WO 309/1603
39Dr.Bruno TESCH and the �GIFTGAS� Case, section 41(b), PRO WO 309/1602
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When Weinbacher denied that TESTA had specially secured �les,40 he was
threatened by the interrogator, but the exchange was later removed from the
transcript:

Q How do you like the prison? Apparently too well. We shall
send you to a working camp [Arbeitslager ] if you don't want to speak
the truth.

A I can only tell the truth and nothing more. I can't say anything
but the truth.

Dr.Drosihn's October 17 interrogation experienced similar expurgations. As in
Weinbacher's interrogation, a passage to do with the disparagement of Tesch's
character was removed. (The �rst two lines of the following quotation were not
removed; they are included here to provide the proper context.)

Q What did Dr.Tesch say when such an enormous order came?
A �Good; that is a beautiful order�.
Q He did not say: �Good, another 100,000 Poles or Russians

dead�?
A No, he never did say that. In my opinion he would always

have been against that.
Q I am very much disappointed with you. I thought you would

speak more openly.
A I did so.
Q No you did not. You did not say anything about the gassing

of men.
A I don't know anything about it.

In another removed passage Captain Freud expounded on the converted shower
theory that dominated thinking about gas chambers at the time.41 (He also
made such a sketch and description of gassing showers during the interrogation
of TESTA employee Johann Holst.42)

Q We will show you how we found the gas chambers. (Captain
FREUD makes a sketch). I show you the chambers of RIGA. These
rooms had once been shower baths. The SS was standing armed
on the roof, the people were driven into the yard, then the doors
were locked and the SS pushed the people into the rooms, allegedly
to take a shower bath. They were told that, then the doors were
locked and the ZYKLON gas was sprinkled through the holes in
the ceiling. After ten minutes the people could be brought to the
incinerator, How many of these installations did you see?

A Not a single one. In RIGA I only saw the normal installation.

40The prosecution was trying to show that Dr. Tesch had had key documents destroyed.
41The shower idea dominated even at the trial. A document concerning Riga, discussing

a delousing facility which would simultaneously delouse personnel and their clothing, was
regarded with particular suspicion at the trial, due to its mention of (real) showers. Tesch
trial Day 4, pp. 295-96

42Interrogation of Johann Holst, 19.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
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Figure 1: A page from the original transcript of Weinbacher's interrogation,
showing passages to be excised.
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Figure 2: A page from the original transcript of Drosihn's interrogation, showing
passages to be excised.
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The questioning of Drosihn on Sehm's travel report story was also cut, with
the following text being removed:

Q I will tell you what records we have found. At the end of
1941 Dr Tesch was in BERLIN and had conferences with the highest
o�cials of the Wehrmacht and the SS. And in the course of these
conferences it was said literally: �Because the shooting of Jews is
unhygienic it is suggested that BLAUSAURE GAS should be used.�
That is to be read in black and white in a letter from the High
Command. I am rather sure that you, too, took some part in this.
What do you know about the destruction of men? But this time I
don't want to hear the same lies, but the truth.

A I state once again that I heard of it only after the occupation.
Q That is impossible for the shower baths were only camou�aged;

there was no water there.
A I assume that they were perhaps hot air chambers, but it is

not allowed to build them like that, for that is not permitted by the
law, that chambers must stand quite apart.

Q It was a barrack standing alone. Didn't you supply anything
for it?

A No, nothing. That is not the expert way and cannot be brought
in accordance with the laws relating to BLAUSAURE.

As in Weinbacher's interrogation, threats were removed from the edited version
of Drosihn's interrogation. First to go was a threat to hand him over to the
Russians to be tortured:

Q I see, Dr DROSIHN. We won't get anywhere like that. I had
thought you would like to speak, but as you are not doing that,
we must proceed di�erently with you; for we want to know what the
�rm had to do with the gassing of men. You know the �rm's position
today, as well as yours, and that of the other gentlemen, Dr TESCH
andWEINBACHER? Your sphere of activity was mostly in the East,
such as AUSCHWITZ, RIGA, LUBLIN, ORANIENBURG, and all
those places are now under Russian authority. We shall be forced
to pass you on to the Russians who now deal with such cases and
probably employ other methods to make you speak.

A I cannot make any other statements. I can only assure you that
my tongue has been loosened and that I will tell you everything.

Q Until now you have not told us anything.
A I must adhere to my statement that only after your victory

did I hear that men had been gassed in the concentration camps.

Also removed was a veiled threat against Drosihn's wife:

Shall we �rst hear [verhören, translation should be `interrogate']
your wife about [what Drosihn had heard about Auschwitz]? We
want to spare her this.

14



Figures 1 and 2 show pages from the original German transcripts of the inter-
rogations, with the passages to be excised marked in pen.

The revelation of this procedure of sanitizing interrogation transcripts has
signi�cant implications, and raises the question of how far this practice extended
to other similar cases of the time. Certainly one must suspect similar alterations
to Tesch's interrogations, neither of which exists in a true original (meaning the
copy actually taken down during the interrogation). However, there is also a
strong possibility that similar acts took place in other British and American
interrogations. In one similar case, there was testimony in the Congressional
investigation of the Malmedy trial that the investigators engaged in extensive
rewriting of interrogation-derived statements.43 Interrogation materials are of-
ten not available in the original typed version, as seen in Figures 1 and 2 (with
characteristic lack of formatting), but only in better-formatted, retyped ver-
sions. In light of the modi�cations demonstrated here, scholars cannot deny
the very real possibility that they are dealing with doctored materials - �the
interrogation as it should have been�. Though this is not the time to treat the
subject thoroughly, one must remark that when using interrogation and trial
materials, holocaust scholars have not shown adequate sensitivity towards the
type of evidence with which they were dealing. It is no surprise that reading the
prosecution's �le makes the accused look guilty: the prosecution was aiming for
that e�ect, and often was not being particularly honest in the process. On the
theme of caution with interrogation-derived statements, one should also note
the penchant of prosecutors to use their own statements in the deposition of a
witness. In simpli�ed and somewhat caricatured form, the process looks like
this: one begins with an interrogation as follows:

INTERROGATOR: Statement 1 is true, right?
WITNESS: Yes.
INTERROGATOR: Statement 2 is true, right?
WITNESS: I guess so.
INTERROGATOR: Statement 3 is true, right?
WITNESS: No, de�nitely not.
INTERROGATOR: Statement 4 is true, right?
WITNESS: I don't think so.
INTERROGATOR: Is it impossible?
WITNESS: Well, I guess I can't prove it didn't happen.

Through the magic of the prosecution's rewriting, this becomes

DEPOSITION OF WITNESS: Statement 1. Statement 2. It is
quite possible that Statement 4.

In this way, the witness simply becomes the mouthpiece for as much of the
prosecution's case as he will assent to, or at least not explicitly deny. The

43Letter of James J. Bailey, Malmedy Massacre investigation. Hearings before a subcom-
mittee on the Committee on Armed Services, U.S. Government Printing O�ce, Washington,
1949, pp. 53-54; Testimony of James J. Bailey, Malmedy Massacre investigation, pp. 154-190.
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appearance of voluntary or spontaneous admissions in the resulting statements
makes them much more convincing evidence than the interrogation transcript
itself would have been. This, of course, was intentional on the prosecution's
part. To give a simple example from the Tesch case, consider the following
exchange during Drosihn's interrogation

Q What was your impression of Dr TESCH as a man?
A Dr TESCH could be very inconsiderate.
Q He would step over corpses if it helped his business?
A I don't know whether I can express it that way. It is true he

neglected my salary.
Q It astonishes me that you still protect him thus, for now he

will not have an opportunity to employ people. I want to know your
real opinion of him.

A I have already stated at the beginning that I had several quar-
rels with Dr TESCH. Besides, he was very correct and tried not to
come into con�ict with the law.

Q Did Dr TESCH tell you about the conference in BERLIN?
A No.
Q Where did he keep secret records?
A I don't know. I only know that he wrote a secret letter about

me. I don't know what was in it. He put it into a blue, closed
envelope and laid it in the upper shelf of the cupboard.

Q Perhaps he wanted to bring you to a concentration camp?
A That is possible. [Das kann sein.]
Q Then you would perhaps have been gassed and experienced

the matter from the other side?
A Yes; possible. [Ja, möglich.]44

In his statement, this became

I also know that Dr TESCH kept a sealed envelope which prob-
ably contained my criticisms of the State in order to be able to
blackmail me.45

Tesch's Second Interrogation

On October 24, Tesch was interrogated by Anton Freud. This second interroga-
tion does exist in German, but in a fragmentary form, severed into 31 numbered
chunks. While the interrogation contains some particulars that are of interest
in connection with speci�c points, some of which are cited elsewhere in this
paper, the interrogation as a whole o�ered little new. Mainly, Freud took the
opportunity to vent his anger and frustration over the weakness of the evidence
the WCIT had gathered, accusing Tesch of engineering a cover up with his

44Drosihn interrogation, 17.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
45Drosihn statement, 26.10.45, PRO WO 309/1602
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employees, and of burning key documents. At the time, there was still a real-
istic possibility that Tesch would be turned over to the Russians,46 and Freud
took the opportunity to threaten that because of the 4.5 million people he had
killed, the Russians would rip out Tesch's [�nger and toe] nails.47 Faced with
Freud's threats and name-calling, Tesch mostly con�ned himself to repeating
his previous statements.

The Trial

The Tesch trial lasted from March 1 to 8, 1946. The Judge Advocate was C.L.
Stirling, who had also presided at the Belsen trial. Major Gerald Draper started
things o�, reminding everyone what the trial concerned:

Zyklon B was going in vast quantities to the largest concentration
camps in Germany east of the Elbe, and in those same concentration
camps the SS Totenkopfverbunden were systematically exterminat-
ing human beings from 1942 to 1945 in an estimated total of six
million human beings, of which four and a half million human be-
ings were exterminated by the use of Zyklon B in one camp alone
known as Auschwitz/Birkenau.48

The trial was conducted in English, and its transcript records only the English
language versions of statements. The quality of the translation varied. A letter
from Major Peter E. Forest, sent the day after the trial concluded, described
the four interpreters. Captain Sempel received top marks, with Sergeant Rees
a step behind. Sergeant Cunningham's English was inadequate for the job,
his translations incorrect, his manners poor. (�The Court was most displeased
with his remark `Shut up' to the Defending Counsel.�) Corporal Jacobson was
too nervous and distracted to perform up to standard.49 Certain problems of
translation are evident in the transcript, for instance when the gassing of �mules�
is mentioned (a mistranslation of Mühlen, the German word for �mills�).50

The main fact which the prosecution attempted to prove was that the defen-
dants had known that the gas they provided was used for extermination. While
witnesses for the gassings did appear, they were not the focus of the trial, and the
�fact� of mass extermination with gas in concentration camps was largely taken
as known, having already been �proven� at the Belsen trial. In establishing the
defendant's �guilty knowledge�, the vital witnesses were the trio Sehm-Frahm-
Pook, as well as the TESTA secretaries Biagini and Uenzelmann. We will focus
on the evidence which these witnesses presented at the trial, how it compares
to their previous statements, and the pretrial machinations concerning how the
case would be presented.

46See, for instance the October 22 recommendation that if the Russians requested Tesch he
should be given to them. Copies in PRO WO 309/625, p. 1, and PRO WO 309/2040, p. 41

47Tesch interrogation, 24.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
48Tesch trial Day 1, p. 164, PRO WO 235/83
49PRO WO 309/626, p. 141
50Tesch trial Day 2, p. 205
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Sehm, Frahm, Pook

Sehm was the �rst witness to appear. He made a number of mistakes that dam-
aged his credibility, such as alleging that TESTA had delivered gas to Dachau
and Belsen,51 and stating that �it was well known in the �rm that Dr. Tesch
was not a chemist, but a Doctor of Philosophy and interest only privately in
the chemical science [sic].�52 Sehm's presentation of his story concerning the
crucial travel report was consistent with his pretrial statements. With respect
to the contentious question of what he had told Frahm, he stated that in the
Spring of 1943 he had told Frahm all about the travel report, and Frahm, a
�very temperamental person�, had �behaved in a rather violently anti-national
socialist way�.53 With respect to Pook, he stated that the latter �came back to
Hamburg in October or November 1945 and we have been having discussions
since.�54

Frahm was the next witness to appear, and contradicted Sehm's account:

Q. Did [Sehm] tell you why he wanted to leave [TESTA]?
A. He indicated that things were going on at that �rm with which

his conscience could not agree.
Q. Did he particularise what those things were?
A. No. He did not give me any particular details because at that

time to talk about such things was quite impossible.55

Wilhelm Pook and his wife Kate Pook did not appear until Day 3 of the
trial. On direct examination Wilhelm Pook was not asked about the Sehm
travel report, but did give an account of what Sehm had told him during the
war:

Sehm told me that he was working at Tesch & Stabenow and that
that �rm supplied prussic acid for the territories in the east and that
it was mainly a question of the killing of Jews and that Dr. Tesch
undertook journeys there to give instruction about the manner of
using that poison, and I know that Tesch & Stabenow furnished
themselves this poison gas.56

Only on cross examination was he asked about the travel report. He con�rmed
Sehm's story insofar as he stated that Sehm had told him about �nding the
travel report, read notes he had taken from it, and that he, Pook, had advised
Sehm that it was dangerous to carry such a paper.57 He did not, however,
remember Sehm's story about burning the note in an ashtray on the table:

51Tesch trial Day 1, pp. 171, 176. In fact, TESTA delivered only east of the Elbe, while
Dachau and Belsen lie west of the Elbe.

52ibid, p. 177. Tesch was in fact a degreed chemist who had enjoyed a fairly illustrious
career. The idea that Tesch was not actually a chemist was also expressed by Anton Freud in
Tesch's October 24 interrogation; presumably he was told this by Sehm.

53ibid, p. 169
54ibid, p. 170
55ibid, p. 181
56Tesch trial Day 3, p. 243
57ibid, pp. 243-44
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Q. Did anything happen with this copy made by Sehm in your
presence?

A. I cannot remember any more if he put it again in his pocket
or what happened.58

Far more important than whether Pook could con�rm Sehm's bizarre tale of the
travel report outlining the OKW's plan to gas Jews at night in their barracks,
however, was a fact revealed by Tesch's lawyer Zippel. The reader may have
noticed that Pook's pretrial statements have not been mentioned. This is for
good reason: they are not present in the �les. While cross examining Pook,
Zippel revealed that pretrial statements were taken from both of the Pooks.
He pressed Pook on the discrepancy between his earlier statement and his trial
testimony.

Q. Why did you not mention [the travel report] whilst you have
been interrogated by Captain Lee, the British Interrogation O�cer?

A. In the meantime I could think about it.
Q. Have you in the meantime spoken to Sehm about it?
A. Yes, we did, but we did not gain any new facts.
Q. When did you speak with Sehm about it?
A. Last week.
Q. Have you spoken to Sehm after Sehm appeared as a witness

before this court?
A. Last week.59

Q. Did Sehm tell you what was the evidence given before this
court?

A. It was only repetitions of what he had said before.
Q. Please answer my question now. Did he tell you what he gave

as evidence before this court?
A. Yes he did - what was printed in the newspaper.
[...]
Q. Whilst interrogated by the British Interrogation O�cer you

could not remember that Sehm did show you a paper and yet now,
months later, you can remember what was in this document.

A. We talked over this happening just as I gave the evidence a
few moments before.60

Wilhelm Pook was followed on the witness stand by his wife, Kate Pook, who
delivered similar testimony, with a few notable di�erences. First, she claimed
that she had thought at �rst that the document Sehm brought with him was
an original document but only later realized that it was a copy - a story which
clashes with Sehm's claim that it was just his own handwritten and fragmentary
notes.61 Second, unlike her husband, she managed to remember Sehm's story

58ibid, p. 244
59Sehm had testi�ed on a Friday, and Pook the next Monday. �FJ
60ibid
61ibid, p. 245
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about burning the note in an ashtray, although she was forced to admit that she
might have merely been �reminded� of this by Sehm when he visited.62 Third,
in original statement to the British interrogating o�cer, she had apparently
mentioned something about Sehm showing her one of Tesch's letters (rather
than Sehm's notes on a travel report, as she claimed at the trial), and she stated
that she only remembered about the document after her initial statement.63

It is not entirely clear how Zippel acquired a copy of the pretrial Pook
statements, or why they are not preserved in the records of the investigation
and trial. Indeed, the casual reader of the Tesch investigation �les could be
forgiven for not noticing (either) Pook's existence. From a few traces, however,
we can reconstruct the events of the investigation involving Pook.

Sehm had alluded to Pook without mentioning him by name in his August
24, 1945 letter. His September 18 description of his confrontation with Tesch
named Pook for the �rst time, giving a lengthy description. Sehm repeated his
description of Pook in his October 10 statement. Pook, however, was located
in the American zone, and was consequently not the easiest witness for the
Hamburg-based team to get at.

On October 27, Ashton Hill, the commanding o�cer of the No. 2 WCIT,
requested that a statement be taken from Pook:

It is requested that a statement be obtained from POOK who is
now in the American zone, in order to corroborate the evidence of
the chief informant Emil SEHM, who has made a statement on the
lines set out below [Hill then quotes four paragraphs from Sehm's
statement]64

Making mention of this request, the investigative team's report on the case notes
that

In its present form there is very strong indirect evidence against
all three accused but only weak direct evidence against Dr TESCH
and no direct evidence at all against Herr WEINBACHER and Dr
DROSIHN. The direct evidence against Dr TESCH can be strength-
ened slightly if a corroborative statement is obtained from Wilhelm
POOK.65

Referencing the report, a November 9 letter stated that Pook was being searched
for.66 Eventually, No. 2 War Crimes Investigation Team received a message
informing them that Pook had arrived in Hamburg on November 23:

RESTRICTED. CONFIRMING TELEPHONE CONVERSA-
TION BENTHAM GREEN/ASHTON HILL RE GIFTGAS

62ibid, p. 245-46
63ibid
64L. Ashton Hill to DJAG (War Crimes Section), HQ British Army of the Rhine, PRO WO

309/1602
65Dr.Bruno TESCH and the �GIFTGAS� Case, paragraph 54, PRO WO 309/1602
66PRO WO 309/625, p. 11
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CASE AND DOCTOR TESCH. WILHELM POOK NOWRE-
PORTED ARRIVED HAMBURG 23 NOV ADDRESS AL-
TONA STRESEMANNSTRASSE 71 BEI FAMILY MEYER.
PLEASE ARRANGE IMMEDIATELY INVESTIGATION FOR
CORROBORATION OF EVIDENCE OF EMIL SEHM AND
REPORT ACCORDINGLY67

This message is dated only �02�, as in �the second day of the month�, at 1800
hours. The position in the �le, however, indicates that the month was January.
We will trace through the chronology of the pretrial period to see where Pook
came back into the story. The report on the case, dating to early November,
mentions only that a statement should be taken from Pook. A November 28
advisory report by Brigadier H. Shapcott recommended charges against Tesch
only, suggesting that the cases of Weinbacher and Drosihn be left for a later
date.68 Though it listed all witnesses and other evidence to be brought, the
report made no mention of Frahm or Pook. These two were also omitted from
a December 12 list of witnesses to be called.69

On December 21, however, the charge was altered to include three defendants
rather than Tesch alone. At this time, Frahm was added to the list of witnesses,
but Pook still went unmentioned.70 On January 3, referencing a telephone
conversation between Smithers and Ashton Hill, Pook's arrival was noted:

It has been reported that Wilhelm POOK has left the American zone
and is at HAMBURG-ALTONA, Stresemannstrasse 71 by Family
Mayer. An immediate interrogation has been ordered by this Branch
to be conducted by a member of No. 2 WCIT, and the result will
be noti�ed to you accordingly if it is intended to call POOK as a
witness.71

On January 19 both Pooks were on the witness list, but with a handwritten
note that they were �not to be produced�.72 Wilhelm Pook's statement was
acknowledged as received by 8 Corps district on January 31,73 and eight further
copies were sent on February 2.74 On February 7, the originals of both Pook
statements were passed on, along with copies.75

I have narrated these events in such detail to show the compelling evidence
that statements from the Pooks were �rst taken at some point during January. It
is important to establish this clearly because there is an intriguing circumstantial
argument to the contrary. Here we return to the theme of the manipulation

67EXFOR to No. 2 War Crimes Investigation Team, PRO WO 309/1602
68copies in PRO WO 235/83, WO 309/625, WO 309/1602
69PRO WO 309/625, p. 19
70ibid, p. 39
71ibid, p. 48
72ibid, p. 47 The handwritten day of the month given in the report is very messy and could

be interpreted as 4, 9, 14, or 19. Fortunately, another paper in the �le (p. 75) refers to this
exact report, assigning it the date January 19.

73ibid, p. 75
74ibid, p. 77
75ibid, p. 83
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of witness statements by the WCIT. In addition to the Sehm statement of
October 10 cited above, a second version of Sehm's statement was prepared and
is included in a set of copies of exhibits to be used at trial.76 This version,
which is given the same date, is identical to the normal statement, with one
exception: Sehm's discussion of his friend Pook, to whom he showed a copy of
the mysterious travel report, is omitted.

The existence of this version of Sehm's statement would appear, on �rst
glance, to be linked with another case of document manipulation, namely that
alluded to in the above mentioned November 28 advisory report, which states
that Sehm should be presented as a witness �in accordance with Sehm's state-
ment as amended by this o�ce.�77 The question arises whether the Pook-less
version of Sehm's statement is that amended version. If so, it would be tempting
to suggest that the Pooks' failure to con�rm Sehm's story caused the British au-
thorities to create a new, Pook-less statement. This would require the hypothesis
of an additional, earlier, undocumented meeting between Pook and War Crimes
investigators. The chronology of events related to Pook was given in such detail
in order to show that such a hypothesis is untenable. The documentary record
is too clear to allow for such speculation.

If the Pook-less Sehm statement is identical with �Sehm's statement as
amended by this o�ce�, then the amendation was done prior to taking a state-
ment from Pook, presumably having been performed in order to conceal Pook's
existence from the defense, since at the time his evidence remained a wild card.
If the Pook-less Sehm statement is not identical with �Sehm's statement as
amended by this o�ce�, then the latter was either for some reason not pre-
served in the Tesch trial �les, or is nothing other than the standard version of
Sehm's statement, the true original not having been preserved. Whichever of
these options one prefers, it's clear that a great deal of document manipulation
went on in the preparation for the Tesch trial.

Biagini and Uenzelmann

Aside from the trio Sehm-Frahm-Pook, the only witnesses o�ering evidence that
Tesch and his fellow defendants had known that their gas was used to kill humans
were two secretaries, Erna Elisa Biagini78 and Anna Uenzelmann.79 Neither of
these witnesses told such a spectacular tale as Sehm, but they were seen at the
trial as providing con�rmation. Of the two, Biagini is the more interesting, in
that she completely changed her story between her pretrial and trial statements.

In her interrogation, Biagini stated that she had not seen written materials
concerning homicidal gassing, but mentioned that rumors on this subject had
circulated at TESTA. These rumors, which she �rst heard in Winter 1942, were

76PRO WO 309/625
77copies in PRO WO 235/83, WO 309/625, WO 309/1602
78Middle name sometimes spelled �Eliza�.
79Sometimes spelled �Unzelmann�.
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not given any credence.80 The same story is given in her statement81 and
in the report on the case.82 Her statements to this e�ect may well be true.
Rumors concerning the gassing of humans did circulate in Germany during the
war. It would not be surprising if some typists at a gassing �rm gossiped about
them. That said, Biagini claimed that she had heard the rumors from her fellow
typist Erika Rathcke, which Rathcke denied in her interrogation, asking to be
confronted with the witness who claimed this. She maintained this denial in the
face of a threatening interrogation (�I tell you that you don't speak the truth.
That rumor was circulated in the o�ce and you must know. I shall let you sit
here for years if you don't speak up.�). She had heard rumors about �idiots�
being put to sleep (the euthanasia program), and knew of an institutionalized
family member who had died shortly after a transfer, causing suspicion. She
had not, however, heard anything about the use of gas for this purpose.83

At the trial, however, Biagini's testimony was completely di�erent. She �rst
denied having heard rumors, but then told a new story about seeing a travel
report:

Q. Did you ever hear any rumours about Zyklon B whilst you
were with Tesch & Stabenow?

A. No rumours. What sort of rumours?
Q. Were there rumours about Zyklon B whilst you were with

Tesch & Stabenow?
A. No rumours.
THE JUDGE ADVOCATE: When you were working with the

�rm, were there any rumours going about as to what Zyklon B was
being used for?

A. I do not know for certain.
Q. Have you understood the question?
A. Yes.
Q. Let the court have an answer. It is a very simple question.
A. That the gas was used in concentration camps for disinfection.
MAJOR DRAPER: Did you ever hear that they were using the

gas for any other purpose than for disinfecting vermin?
A. Yes.
Q. Will you tell us the circumstances and what you heard?
A. I was working at a document; I have read it - that it might

be used for human beings as well.
Q. Do you say you read that yourself?
A. Yes.

80Biagini interrogation, 17.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603. She stated that these rumors cir-
culated among members of o�ce sta�, who were separate from the technical sta�. The
WCIT endeavored diligently to obtain statements from the numerous members of the techni-
cal (gassing) sta� to the e�ect that they had heard rumors about gassing of humans during
the war, but met with no success.

81Biagini statement, 24.10.45, PRO WO 309/625
82Dr.Bruno TESCH and the �GIFTGAS� Case, section 46(b), PRO WO 309/1602
83Rathcke interrogation, 18.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
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Q. Having read that, did you mention it to any of your co-
employees?

A. Yes.
Q. To whom and in what circumstances?
A. To Fraulein Rathcke. [...]
Q. Did you learn anything else about Zyklon B being used for

exterminating human beings whilst you were in that �rm?
A. No, nothing else.84

Under cross examination, she stated that this report was one of Dr. Tesch's travel
reports, but did not remember anything about the context of the document. She
could testify only to having read in a travel report something concerning the
possibility that Zyklon could be used against humans.85 When questioned about
the matter, Tesch thought that Biagini's new story might be based in fact, and
o�ered the hypothesis that a student in one of his courses might have asked him
about the e�ect of Zyklon on humans, and he might have taken note of this
in a travel report. When challenged on this he emphasized that he indeed did
frequently write down students' questions in the travel reports from his courses,
that he could prove this, and that students did indeed ask such questions at his
courses.86 Rathcke, for her part, denied that Biagini had told her about this
document.87

The prosecution clearly did not know Biagini's new story before the case
went to trial, as can be seen from the fact that Major Draper mentioned her
old story in his opening speech.88 Her reasons for changing her story are not
apparent. Like her old story, her new story is perfectly plausible and not at all
incriminating, despite the prosecution's insinuations. Her new story certainly
cannot be interpreted as con�rmation of Sehm's travel-report story.89 While
both stories involve a travel report, the two descriptions of that travel report
are quite di�erent, as Tesch himself noted at the trial.90

The other TESTA secretary to o�er evidence that Tesch had known of
gassings was Anna Uenzelmann. Unlike Biagini, she stuck to her pretrial state-
ments: at some point in 1942, after returning from Berlin, Dr. Tesch had said
something to the e�ect that he had heard that there were plans to use Zyklon
to kill humans, but had not given any details whatsoever.91 Tesch denied that
there was any truth to Uenzelmann's story, and noted that �Frau Unzelmann is
well known in the business as a very confused person�, and suggested she may
have become confused during the years since the event and made a mistake.92

84Tesch trial Day 1, pp. 184-185
85ibid, pp. 185-187
86Tesch trial Day 3, pp. 275-76
87Tesch trial Day 5, p. 348
88Tesch trial Day 1, p. 165
89This interpretation is given in Kaltho� & Werner, Die Händler des Zyklon B, p. 150
90Tesch trial Day 3, pp. 275-76, 291
91Tesch trial Day 1, p. 189-190, PROWO 235/83; Uenzelmann interrogation, 22.10.45, PRO

WO 309/1603; Uenzelmann statement, 23.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603; Dr. Bruno TESCH and
the �GIFTGAS� Case, section 46(a), PRO WO 309/1602

92Tesch trial Day 3, p. 274. Tesch contrasted Uenzelmann, who was a highly confused
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Excess Zyklon Supply?

It would be di�cult to overstate how much emphasis was placed on the size of the
Zyklon supply to Auschwitz during the Tesch investigation and trial. According
to the prosecution, the supply was so large that Tesch must have known that the
gas was used for extermination. TESTA's employees, under arrest at the time,
were pressured to provide support for this argument. Meanwhile, in his �rst
interrogation, Tesch had indicated skepticism towards this line of argument:

Q. I am going to tell you something instead of asking the ques-
tions. 5 Million people died from gassing in Auschwitz. What do
you understand from that?

A. It is news to me.
Q. Tonight you are learning something, are you not? You are

astounded, are you not? So some of the gas which went in did not
kill merely bugs, did it?

A. I do not know; there were a lot of bugs in Auschwitz.93

In one case, the investigation team managed to secure a sort of endorsement
for the excess Zyklon supply [hereafter EZS] argument, but only based on the
assumption that Auschwitz was much smaller than it in fact was: a statement
taken from the gassing technician Gustav Kock94 stated that he would be �as-
tonished� at Zyklon orders of one ton monthly for two years from a camp the
size of Neuengamme.95 He repeated this statement at the trial.96 Auschwitz,
which had ordered 19 tons in two years, was meant, and the interrogator had
suggested to Kock that Auschwitz was the size of Neuengamme or Gross Rosen.
In another case, the British interrogating agent explicitly stated that Auschwitz
was a normal sized camp, and was smaller than Sachsenhausen.97 The confusion
about the size of Auschwitz was compounded by the statements of the gassing
technician August Marcinkowski, who recounted an early trip to the camp:

In March 1940 I carried out a gassing in AUSCHWITZ. This was
just before it was due to become a concentration camp. At this time
AUSCHWITZ consisted of seven to eight one-storeyed [einstöckigen]
stone houses and we used about 120 kilograms of ZYKLON gas to

person, and Biagini, who was not. He did not simply disparage all witnesses against him.
93Tesch interrogation, 26.9.45, PRO WO 309/1603
94Surname sometimes spelled �Koch�.
95Summary of examination of Gustav Kock, 24.10.45, copies in PRO WO 309/1602, 1603.

Kock's statement adds an expression of incredulity that anyone would not see that this was
an excess supply, which was directed against Tesch - in fact, the interrogators even quoted it
to Tesch during an interrogation. The statement, however, falls �at, not only for the obvious
reason that Auschwitz was not in fact the same size as Neuengamme, but also because a tran-
script of Kock's interrogation survives, and reveals the extent of the interrogator's in�uence
on Kock's statements, as well as Kock's desire to please the interrogator (the interrogation
ends with Kock begging for approval by mentioning that his wife is a foreigner).

96Tesch trial Day 2, p. 217
97Interrogation of Johann Holst, 19.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
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gas it.98

Marcinkowski was called at the trial and repeated the story, stating this time
that 120 to 130 kg of Zyklon had been used.99 Captain Anton Freud, in turn,
repeated this claim while interrogating Tesch, in order to prove that the Zyklon
supply to Auschwitz was excessive:

Q Not conspicuous! Do you know what people have said about
you? If a camp ordered 1 ton of gas a month, throughout 2 years,
and you didn't notice it, then you are either moronic or you don't
want to know it. You know that the entire Auschwitz camp can be
gassed with 120 kg.

A One barrack?
Q No, the entire Auschwitz camp.100

The possibility that the Auschwitz for which Tesch supplied gas might have
been somewhat larger than the Auschwitz which Marcinkowski gassed in early
1940 seems not to have occurred to Freud. Indeed, it was taken for granted by
the investigating team that the quantity of Zyklon supplied to Auschwitz was
so immense as to be su�cient to prove that large scale extermination of humans
occurred at the camp. An entire segment of Tesch's October 24 interrogation is
devoted to Anton Freud's rant against Tesch's claim that the quantity supplied
was not surprisingly large:

Q There aren't enough insects in all of Germany that one needs 1
ton Zyklon per month. If a camp ordered that much, you must have
been aware that it wasn't only used against insects. Do you know
what your people have said about that? That you are an idiot or
you didn't want to know what the gas was used for.101

Here Freud was alluding to Gustav Kock's statements mentioned above, origi-
nally made during his interrogation of October 20.102

At the trial, the prosecution strenuously objected to Tesch's statement that
Auschwitz's demand for a larger supply of Zyklon was unsurprising due to the
fact that Auschwitz was a larger camp.103 Their plan for the EZS argument
was to claim, based on inaccurate statements from Drosihn, that the SS could
not carry out disinfection of barracks without the help of TESTA technicians,
but could only perform gassings in gas chambers. Therefore all Zyklon sent to
Auschwitz had to be used in (delousing) gas chambers or for homicidal purposes.

98Summary of examination of August Marcinkowski, 24.10.45, copies in PROWO 309/1602,
1603

99Tesch trial Day 2, p. 215
100Tesch interrogation, 24.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
101ibid
102Kock interrogation, 20.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
103Tesch trial Day 3 p. 277. In the entire following discussion, �Auschwitz� must be taken
to mean the entire Auschwitz complex, not merely the Stammlager. It was on this basis that
the calculations of Zyklon supply were calculated, and in this fashion that the matter was
discussed in the investigation and at the trial.
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As the quantities ordered were in excess of those needed by delousing chambers,
therefore Tesch had to know that Zyklon was being used for mass extermination
of humans at Auschwitz. Tesch rejected these arguments as well:

Q Do you know how many delousing chambers there were in
Auschwitz in 1942?

A I do not.
Q Do you know how many you supplied to this concentration

camp.
A Yes
Q How many, roughly?
A As far as I know we did not supply any.
Q You would agree, would you not, that seven thousand kilo-

grams of Zyklon B gas is unlikely to have been used for the purposes
of delousing chambers?

A On the contrary, I even now today am of the opinion that even
a bigger amount could have been used.

Q And you say the same about twelve thousand kilograms in
1943?

A Yes, that means 1,000 kilograms a month and that is not ex-
aggerated for a big camp.104

Despite the prosecution's best e�orts, the EZS argument consistently failed to
persuade competent observers. The gassing technicians to whom it was put
invariably rejected it, the only exceptions being in those cases where the tech-
nicians were given erroneous information concerning the size of Auschwitz.105

Tesch rejected it, as did Weinbacher106 and Drosihn, the latter even under the
assumption that the Zyklon sent to Auschwitz cannot have been used for disin-
fecting barracks, but only in gas chambers or homicidally:

104Tesch trial Day 4, p. 295.
105Mention should perhaps be made of Karl Ruehmling, who provided a very weak kind
of support for the EZS argument. Ruehmling was mainly employed as an accountant, but
also worked as an assistant gassing technician at times of high demand for gassing, until
December 1943, when he entered military service. When the EZS argument was �rst suggested
to him during his October 13 interrogation with reference to the size of individual orders
from Auschwitz and Sachsenhausen, he rejected it, noting that these camps were very large,
although when pressed he did express a general sort of surprise at the size of camp that would
need such quantities of Zyklon. When the interrogation was continued the next day, after
receiving further threats from the interrogator, he managed to express a generalized kind of
surprise at the size of individual orders of Zyklon, but stated that he had never heard such an
expression of surprise from any of the three defendants. While the interrogations of the other
interrogated (current and former) TESTA employees were promptly converted into deposition
form, Ruehmling's was left to linger before �nally being put into the form of a deposition
and signed on December 30. The deposition mentions large orders of Zyklon but expresses
no surprise at their extent, and mentions that none of the other employees expressed such
surprise. At the trial (Day 1, pp. 194-199) Ruehmling was not questioned about surprise at
the size of Zyklon orders. The Ruehmling statement is in PRO WO 309/1602, while copies of
the interrogations can be found in PRO WO 309/1602, 1603.
106Tesch trial Day 5, p. 329
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Q. If it is so from the books of the �rm that 7000 kgs. [of Zyklon-
B] went to Auschwitz alone [in 1942], would that strike you as the
proper quantity for disinfecting only in gas chambers?

A. I do not know the conditions in Auschwitz, but I think it may
be possible. [...]

Q. Auschwitz took in 1943 12000 kgs. of the gas. Would you have
been surprised if you had heard that?

A. I knew that Auschwitz was a very big camp.107

The prosecution also put the argument before Karl Schwarz, Professor emer-
itus at the (Hamburg?) Institute of Hygiene, who declined to endorse it.108

Despite its consistent rejection by everyone with expertise in gassing, the
EZS argument remained the prosecution's favorite, and went on make the rounds
with holocaust historians. For example, in a well known anthology on the al-
leged National Socialist gassings, the size of the Zyklon deliveries to Majdanek
was held to be proof that they were intended for homicidal use.109 While the
EZS argument was repudiated by Jean-Claude Pressac,110 it was resurrected by
Robert Jan van Pelt in connection with the Irving-Lipstadt trial.111 Van Pelt's
shoddy arguments need not concern us beyond a few brief remarks.112

Van Pelt uses Zyklon delivery quantities from Tesch trial documents, but
these numbers are not complete and hence not suitable for comparisons of the
sort van Pelt wants to draw.113 The quantities van Pelt quotes do not include
the gassings that TESTA carried out themselves in the camps,114 notably in
Sachsenhausen and Neuengamme, where these quantities are large enough to
dramatically alter the results of van Pelt's calculations for 1942.115 TESTA's
books record that in that year it gassed a total of 334,720 cubic meters at

107Tesch trial Day 4, p. 304
108Tesch trial Day 5, p. 339f
109Eugen Kogon, Hermann Langbein, and Adelbert Rückerl, Nazi Mass Murder: A Docu-
mentary History of the Use of Poison Gas, Yale University Press, 1993, p. 175. In support of
this claim, correspondence between TESTA and the Majdanek administration is cited. It is
sourced from the documents left at Majdanek rather than from those gathered from TESTA's
�les by WCIT No. 2. The Tesch trial documents do contain a number of documents relating
to the planning of the Majdanek (sanitary) gas chambers, which establish quite clearly that
they were planned for hygienic purposes. This fact, however, has been largely conceded by
orthodox Majdanek historians, and consequently will not be further developed here.
110Jean-Claude Pressac, Les Crématoires d'Auschwitz: La machinerie du meurtre de masse,
1993, p. 47
111http://www.holocaust-history.org/irving-david/vanpelt/vanpelt-zyklon.shtml
112The interested reader may wish to consult the following critique of van Pelt's arguments:
Carlo Mattogno, Auschwitz: The Case For Sanity: A Historical and Technical Study of Jean-
Claude Pressac's �Criminal Traces� and Robert Jan van Pelt's �Convergence of Evidence,�
The Barnes Review, Washington, 2010, pp. 503-509
113This can be seen in the example of Majdanek by comparing van Pelt's numbers with
those given in Carlo Mattogno and Jürgen Graf, Concentration Camp Majdnek (3rd ed.),
The Barnes Review, 2012, p. 200�.
114This fact is explicitly explained in Zaun's statement of October 24 (signature dated Oc-
tober 26), whose original is in PRO WO 309/1603.
115These additional quantities are given in Dr. Bruno TESCH and The �GIFTGAS� Case,
section 45(6)(e), PRO WO 309/1602.
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Sachsenhausen and 112,260 cubic meters at Neuengamme. At 15 grams per
cubic meter, the standard concentration for gassing barracks,116 this means the
use of 5,020.8 and 1,683.9 kg of Zyklon, respectively. These quantities dwarf
van Pelt's annual totals of 1,438 and 180 kg for these two camps. When the
two sets of �gures are added together, it appears that the quantities of Zyklon
going to Sachsenhausen and Neuengamme in 1942 were, if anything, excessive
in comparison with the quantity going to Auschwitz, perhaps as a result of
German fear that epidemics in these camps might spread and a�ect the nearby
urban areas.

Further, van Pelt assumes that the Zyklon supply to camps other than
Auschwitz, Neuengamme for example, was adequate on a per-prisoner basis,
while in reality Neuengamme prisoners complained that delousing was scarcely
ever done, and blamed the camp administration for this omission, which was the
result of a shortage of Zyklon.117 Moreover, citing the Nuremberg document
NI-9912 (of little direct relevance to Auschwitz), van Pelt assumes that the
Auschwitz delousing chambers would have used a concentration of 8 grams per
cubic meter. The concentration normally recommended by TESTA, however,
was 10 grams per cubic meter (Type `D'). Even worse, van Pelt assumes a con-
centration of 5-8 grams per cubic meter for the delousing of barracks. TESTA's
recommendation for the gassing of barracks was 15 grams per cubic meter (Type
`E').118 Correcting this last �gure alone su�ces to overturn van Pelt's analysis.

Van Pelt compounds his errors by assuming that all camps require the same
amount of Zyklon per prisoner, without considering regional di�erences in hy-
gienic conditions. This allows us to return to the arguments made at the Tesch
trial. In his �rst interrogation, Tesch remarked on the regional di�erence in
the need for disinfestation, stating that �Eastern territories were particularly in
danger of spotted fever�, although this was not said in the context of the EZS
argument.119 In his second surviving interrogation he made this point as well,
this time in the EZS context, responding to the suggestion that the deliveries
to the concentration camps were �a little strange� with a reference to the great
danger of louse infestation in the east.120

116The assumption that this concentration was used is also supported by the size of the bills.
For instance, in one Sachsenhausen gassing operation encompassing 196,800 cubic meters, the
bill for Zyklon was RM 21,622.19. The other bills were on a similar scale relative to the volume
gassed. The price of Zyklon varied but was usually around 6 RM per kg.
117PRO WO 309/872
118Dr.Bruno TESCH and the �GIFTGAS� Case, section 24, PRO WO 309/1602; Ruehmling
interrogation and deposition, PRO WO 309/1602. The latter fact was also mentioned by
Weinbacher in his interrogation. The concentration of 10 grams per cubic meter may well
understate what was used for delousing; Drosihn mentioned at the trial (Day 4, p. 304) that
delousing employed triple the concentration used in general gassing.
119Tesch interrogation, 26.9.45, PRO WO 309/1603. The term �spotted fever� is doubtless
a translation of the German Fleck�eber (Fleck = spot, Fieber = fever), which means typhus.
As this term was used throughout the investigation and at the trial, it will not be corrected;
the reader should understand that typhus is meant.
120Tesch interrogation, 24.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
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Tesch elaborated on this point at his trial, noting that there was a greater
infestation problem in the east than in the west,121 and stating that among the
reasons he was not astonished by the quantity of Zyklon supplied to Auschwitz
was that �Upper Silesia was a much infested province of Germany, and because I
experienced in Poland a sort of infestation with insects and vermin as I had not
thought possible.�122 When the prosecution expressed incredulity that Tesch
should not have thought it strange to see Auschwitz order four times as much
gas as Sachsenhausen over a certain period,123 Tesch observed yet again that
�one is a territory which is infected by vermin�. He explained that this was both
general knowledge (�We knew that the whole of Poland and Upper Silesia were
territories which were very badly infested�) and something he knew on the basis
of his own experience.124

The prosecution also knew Tesch's statement to be true. Their own trial
Exhibit DB, a travel report dated March 20, 1941, reporting on Tesch's expe-
riences in Upper Silesia from 7-11 March, contained a discussion of the poor
sanitary situation in Upper Silesia, including the remark that while the disin-
festation plan was not yet de�nite, all were agreed that �something radical must
take place.�125

Finally, in his attempt to obtain an upper bound for the amount of Zyklon
that could have been put to �ordinary� use, van Pelt assumes that the entire
supply of that product delivered to the Auschwitz complex had to be used in
either the Stammlager or in Birkenau. He gives no justi�cation for the assump-
tion that the other Auschwitz subcamps never required Zyklon. The need to
supply subcamps was repeatedly mentioned at the Tesch trial.126 As van Pelt
cites the trial transcript, it is unclear how he remained ignorant of this fact; the
most charitable interpretation is that while he found it a �ne thing to cite the
trial transcript in support of his arguments, he did not feel obligated to go the
trouble of reading it.

Sentence, Appeal, and Execution

Tesch and Weinbacher were found guilty and sentenced to death,127 while
Drosihn's groveling earned him an acquittal. On March 19, Tesch submitted
a petition against the judgment, as did Weinbacher the next day. Both men
referred to the written appeals of their lawyers.128 Tesch's lawyer Dr. Zeppel
wrote a lengthy appeal which addressed a number of issues which had looked
bad for Tesch during the trial. Chief among these was the issue of large gas
chambers. Tesch had made various denials concerning his ignorance of large

121Tesch trial Day 3, p. 266
122ibid, p. 277
123The prosecution attacked the idea that Auschwitz was a larger camp complex than Sach-
senhausen.
124Tesch trial Day 4, p. 288
125Exhibit DB, PRO WO 309/1603
126Tesch trial Day 3, pp. 267, 277, 288
127Tesch trial Day 7, pp. 407-408
128Petitions in WO 235/83
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size gas chambers. At the trial, the prosecution sought to show that these were
lies in order to destroy his credibility. Drosihn wrote a statement on appeal
concerning these large gassing facilities:

I hereby declare under oath that the small 10 cbm. normal gas-
chambers, which were used for quick de-lousing of clothing and si-
multaneous bodily de-lousing of the wearers of this clothing, f.i.129 in
barracks, are unsuitable for the de-lousing of winter clothing for the
troops, which is returned from the front in large quantities during
the spring and summer months by car, lorry, or truck loads for re-
pair, because this material was continually brought to the collecting
stations of the Army Clothing Departments, and had then to be
taken in hand. For this purpose I therefore considered the employ-
ment of large gassing rooms more practical than the corresponding
number of small chambers. The places known to me indeed all only
used large rooms for gassing, but did not install typical gas cham-
bers. As instances I would enumerate the clothing department of
the Heeresgruppe Nord

1) in Riga - Mühlgraben
1 gassing room of 1500 cbm.

2) in Pleskau
1 gassing room of abt. 150 cbm.

furthermore the Field Clothing Department of the air force Riga

3) in Riga - Ilgeziem
1 gassing room of abt. 180 cbm.

Big rooms have the advantage of a considerable saving in building
material for the construction of inner walls, and that instead of many
equipments only one is required and the handling of the clothes
(taking and handing out) is quicker and simpler. By extending the
time to 8 - 24 hours for the gas to take e�ect in comparison to the
gassing duration of not quite one hour with simultaneous personal
(bodily) de-lousing, the gyratory equipment could be dispensed with
altogether.

In the repair workshop of the Reichsbahn in Posen �nally whole
trains with military winter-clothing were regularly de-loused by means
of Zyklon in truck loads with afore-mentioned Pintsch Tunnel. This
disinfecting establishment of abt. 500 cbm.was not only arranged to
be operated with heat but also for the production of sub-pressure, so
that quick time for the gas to take its e�ect and high outputs could
be attained. The tunnel in Posen is illustrated on the page before
last of the Testa-Fibel regarding Zyklon.130

129Short for �for instance�. The a�davit is present only in English, but presumably there
was a German original in which Drosihn used the common German abbreviation z.B. for �zum
Beispiel�. �FJ
130Drosihn A�davit, 19.3.46, PRO WO 235/83
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This confusion appears to have resulted in part from the prosecution's use of
the term Gaskammer to designate all kinds of gassing spaces, even the kind
that gassing professionals would call generally a Gasraum, and in part from the
prosecutors' failure to consistently distinguish between equipment that TESTA
themselves supplied and equipment that they had merely heard of. Thus in
his interrogation, Drosihn says that he has never heard of large Gaskammern

one minute, and immediately afterwards discusses an immense gassing facility
in Riga.131 This is clearly not an attempt to deceive, but rather proof that
he did not classify the Riga facility as a Gaskammer. The fact that the term
Gaskammer was assumed to have a somewhat restricted usage is also supported
by the interrogation of Gustav Kock, who distinguished an improvised Gasraum

from a Gaskammer.132 Thus, the prosecution's belief that Tesch was lying in
his statements concerning large gas chambers is simply the result of their failure
to understand the usage of the relevant specialized vocabulary.

Tesch's lawyer also sought to call for the testimony of additional scien-
tists as character witnesses, including the Nobel laureate Otto Hahn.133 Such
gambits were tried by any number of accused Germans, and rarely did much
good. A highly favorable personal letter from Léon Blum did nothing to pre-
vent Dr. Schiedlausky from being sentenced to death at the British Ravensbrück
trial.134 British agent Sigismund Payne Best's highly sympathetic account of
Sachsenhausen commandant Anton Kaindl135 did nothing to prevent the British
from transferring Kaindl to Russian hands and to his death in imprisonment.
Even more futile was Kurt Eccarius' wife's attempt to aid her husband by pro-
viding his former prisoner Martin Niemöller as a witness to his character: by
the time she wrote, he had already been turned over to the Russians.136

Attempted help came from outside as well, as Fritz Kiessig, who had worked
with Tesch's company on disinfestation in the east, wrote to o�er his services
in their defense. His letter reads

Dear Sirs,

on the evening of 2nd.March I heard from a British wire-
less station that three gentlemen of your �rm had been arrested for
having participated in gassing operations in the East.

Whilst I was in the O.K.H.B of the Adm.Amt V2 during
1942/43 I also had to do among other matters with the entire de-
contamination problem and collaborated a great deal with your good
�rm or respectively with one of your directors in this question. This
matter is therefore not unknown to me and as far as it concerns
the section �Army� of our forces the happenings in �gassings� as
indicated in the British radio are entirely new to me.

131Drosihn interrogation, 17.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
132Kock interrogation, 20.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
133Appeal on behalf of Tesch, PRO WO 235/83
134Blum letter, 14.11.46, PRO WO 235/310
135PRO FO 1093/339
136PRO WO 309/2041
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If you should have any interest in my evidence I will gladly
hold myself at your disposal, as the practices of the �rms occupying
themselves in the east with de-contamination are known to me from
personal experience.

Yours faithfully

(signed) Fritz Kiessig

Oberfeldintendant a.D.137

The letter was received only after the trial had �nished. In his appeal, Zippel in-
formed the authorities of the letter, and requested �that arrangements be made
to cross-examine this witness� in order to con�rm or refute Sehm's claims.138

This was not done. In a memorandum recommending con�rmation of the sen-
tences, Brigadier H. Scott-Barrett claimed that the appeals �do not disclose any
substantially new matter.�139 The sentences were duly con�rmed. The death
warrants were signed on April 26 and executed on May 16.140

Several weeks later, Tesch and Weinbacher's lawyers �led a protest, noting
that neither they nor the families of the victims had been informed that the
execution had been scheduled or even that it had taken place. Their complaint
was forwarded to the headquarters of the British Army of the Rhine, with the
observation that �It would appear unnatural that the nearest relatives of a man
about to be executed are not advised of the forthcoming execution,� and the
question, �Are relatives entitled to receive the body for interment?�141 The
reply was negative, and read:

Accused sentenced to death are not noti�ed that their sentences
have been con�rmed until the evening before execution. It is unde-
sirable that there should be any demonstrations in connection with
executions and it is therefore necessary to withold any information
relating to the dates of execution until they have been carried out.
In this latter connection, the question of notifying next of Kin that
death sentences have been carried out and giving notice of con�r-
mation of prison sentences, is at present being considered [. . . ] It
has been decided that bodies of executed persons will not be handed
over to next of kin, or their place of burial made known.142

The Theft of Tesch's Property

In the absence of substantial direct proof of Tesch's guilt, a large portion of the
prosecution's strategy �xed on portraying him as a liar. The report on the case
gave a list of his alleged lies, and those of his co-defendants.143 One of Tesch's

137Kiessig letter, 4.3.46, PRO WO 235/83
138Appeal on behalf of Tesch, p. 6, PRO WO 235/83
139Summary of the case by M. Scott-Barrett, 5.4.46, 1946, PRO WO 235/83
140Death Warrants, PRO WO 235/83
141PRO WO 309/626, p. 183
142ibid, p. 184
143Dr.Bruno TESCH and The �GIFTGAS� Case, sections 51-53, PRO WO 309/1602
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alleged lies was the claim that when a British agent left the room on October 23,
he had not exchanged whispers with head bookkeeper Zaun. The prosecution
laid out their view of the incident:

Arrangements were made for the �rm to be allowed to continue
business after the release from prison of all its members except Dr
TESCH, Dr DROSIHN and Herr WEINBACHER. Military Govern-
ment appointed Alfred ZAUN, the former Chief of Accounts, to act
as manager in the absence of Dr TESCH. In order to obtain the
necessary written authorities, Herr ZAUN applied for a personal in-
terview with Dr TESCH, which was granted and arranged for 23rd
October. The opportunity was taken to lay a trap in the form of a
microphone in the o�ce in which the interview was conducted, and
a German stenographer was detailed to record the conversation.

As a cover, in order not to rouse the suspicions of either Dr
TESCH or Herr ZAUN, an interpreter of this Team was initially or-
dered to remain in the room, being summoned out by a bogus tele-
phone call. Immediately he had left the room Dr TESCH and Herr
ZAUN's conversation dropped to a whisper which could not be un-
derstood; but certain passages were recorded which revealed that Dr
TESCH had handed over to ZAUN his wallet containing RM 3,700
and certain personal possessions to be given to Frau TESCH. The
failure of this ruse to obtain any concrete evidence, owing to the fact
that the microphone apparatus was not su�ciently tuned for whis-
pers, was unfortunate. However, there is little doubt that quite a
considerable amount of whispering was interspersed between normal
conversation, and great suspicion fell upon both these persons. At
the subsequent interrogation of both of them, done independently,
they both strongly denied that any whispering took place. The pos-
sibility of ZAUN being re-imprisoned was seriously considered, but
it was felt that he still was blameless as regards the main crime
that was being investigated; further, he would be of less value to the
Team in the conduct of the investigation if in prison than he would
be at large.144

During that period, Tesch had given Zaun valuables to pass on to Tesch's wife.
Resentful at the failure of their ploy, the British confronted Tesch during his
October 24 interrogation, claiming that he had tried to bribe Zaun:

Q. Herr Zaun is very sorry that he could not bring your things
to your wife, but he found that RM 4,000 was too small a bribe.

A. That was not a bribe.
Q. You want to deny that you gave Herr Zaun money?
A. No, I gave Herr Zaun RM 3,700, which was not supposed to

be a bribe; he was supposed to deliver it to my wife.

144Dr.Bruno TESCH and The �GIFTGAS� Case, section 44(3), PRO WO 309/1602
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Q. Did you have permission for that? Herr Zaun told us all the
secrets that you shared with him there, and as a bribe you gave him
money.

A. I can only say that we shared no secrets, and he was supposed
to give the money to my wife.

Q. What else was he supposed to give your wife?
A. My fountain pen, my watch, my rings.
Q. What else?
A. I don't know.
Q. What else? Penholder, perhaps a tie pin?
A. Yes, that also.
Q. And letters to your wife?
A. No.
Q. Tasks for your wife?
A. No, I did not say that to Herr Zaun. I only said that he should

give the money to my wife.
Q. No tasks for your wife? Herr Zaun has informed us otherwise.
A. I only said that he should bring the gold securely to my

wife.145

It should be mentioned that the investigation team was already accusing Zaun of
being bribed a week before the meeting,146 and that they made such accusations
very freely. The questioning of Tesch continued to address alleged whispering:

Q What did you whisper yesterday with Herr Zaun?
A Nothing, we did not whisper anything. I spoke to him only on

points due to business a�airs.
Q What did you whisper?
A No, we did not...
Q You did not whisper. It did not occur to you at all to lower

your voice. You continued to speak normally when we were outside?
A Yes, I did not whisper.147

Tesch reiterated this version of events in his statement.148 According to the
description of the incident quoted above, Zaun was also interrogated about the
alleged whispering on October 24th, but the statement taken from Zaun on that
same day contains no mention of the meeting with Tesch, or of whispers, or of
bribes,149 and the transcript of the interrogation is not present in the case �les.

145Tesch interrogation, 24.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
146Zaun Interrogation, 16.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603. (Only the English copy is dated, not
the original.)
147Tesch interrogation, 24.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
148Tesch statement 31.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
149Zaun statement, 24.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603. Zaun's signature on the German original,
however, is dated October 26. In the English translation the latter date is retained, while the
date of the 24th, which appears at the head of the original statement, is omitted.
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As for the property which Tesch had tried to pass on to his wife, it was
con�scated by the British. On January 23, 1946 - three months after this inci-
dent - WCIT No. 2 transferred the property of Tesch, Weinbacher, and Drosihn
to Property Control. The receipt included some of the items taken from Zaun
(fountain pen, pocket watch, tie pin) along with other items, but not Tesch's
rings, and it included only 3,500 marks, rather than the 3,700 Tesch had given
to Zaun.150 More precisely, they claimed to have handed over the property.
The property was not returned (just as the families were not informed of the
executions). Eventually, a custodian was appointed by the British military gov-
ernment to look after the property. He wrote to the war crimes investigation
section of the military government

According to information received from Mr.Alfred Zaun, a book-
keeper in the �rm of the deceased, the following objects were taken
from Dr.Tesch on 23 October 1945 in the course of an interrogation
held after his arrest in the War Crimes Enclosure in Hamburg [...]151

Lt.Col. R.A.Nightingale's reply noted that the gold wedding ring and gold di-
amond ring were not contained on the receipt.152 Property Control Section,
however, reported that �No trace of this property could be found in Hamburg
nor is the name of Capt.H.B.Bursar, S.O. III P.C., who is supposed to have
signed the receipt, known at this HQ.�153 While there is no certainty here, it
appears that someone in the war crimes investigation team invented H.B. Bur-
sar (note the name!) and forged the receipt in order to cover up the theft of
Tesch's property.

It wasn't only the investigative team that had �nancial motivations. Emil
Sehm, who had been so keen to stress his �top secret� knowledge in his initial
letters, hoped for some gain from the case, and claimed compensation as an
expert witness for the period in September 1945 during which he worked on the
case, but after a series of correspondence it was found that he was completely
ineligible for such wages,154 which were up to 3 RM per hour, or 6 in exceptional
cases, in comparison with ordinary witnesses' wages of 20 Pf. to 1.50 RM.155

Miscellaneous Elements

We will take the opportunity to gather a number of pieces of information of
interest which are contained in the �les of the Tesch trial. The collection is by
no means comprehensive.

150Receipt, 23.1.46, PRO WO 309/1602
151T.A. Lohmann to War Crimes Investigation Section, Hamburg, 15.4.48, PRO WO
309/1602
152Lt.Col R.A. Nightingale to T.A. Lohmann, 6.5.48, PRO WO 309/1602
153Property Control Section to War Crimes Group (North West Europe), 31.8.48, PRO WO
309/1602
154memos of 29.3.46, 2.4.46, ?.4.46, and 5.4.46, PRO WO 309/1602
155Appendix �G� to Headquarters, British Army of the Rhine Administrative Instruction No.
104, Part I, PRO 309/626

36



The Witness Pery Broad

Despite Jean-Claude Pressac's dismissal of his �report�156 the Auschwitz witness
Pery Broad has returned to the prominent position in the pantheon of Auschwitz
witnesses which he obtained during the Frankfurt Auschwitz trial, being relied
on in in an important recent collection of articles concerning claimed National
Socialist gassings.157 According to Michael Shermer, �Broad was never tortured,
and he had nothing to gain and everything to lose by confessing.�158 The �les
of the Tesch trial demonstrate that this was not the case. When Broad was
transferred from one prison to another in preparation for the Tesch trial, we
was accompanied by a note requesting that he receive preferential treatment:
�Perry Broad has recently given much useful information. He should therefore
receive as good treatment as is possible within ALTONA Prison.�159 While this
dynamic was not responsible for all German testimony on homicidal gassings, it
was, as revisionists have contended and this note con�rms, a structural factor.

The Witness Rudolf Diels

One witness managed to in�uence the Tesch trial greatly without having to
make an appearance. This was Rudolf Diels, whose statement was used by the
prosecution to support their contention that the extermination of the Jews by
gas was general knowledge in Germany during the war. Somewhat surprisingly,
the previous studies of the Tesch trial that have discussed Diels do not seem to
have realized just who he was. Rudolf Diels, in fact, was the �rst head of the
Gestapo, Heydrich's predecessor in that role. Diels was a political opportunist
who sought to make himself useful to the Allies. He presented himself as a
victim of National Socialist persecution, claiming that he had been sentenced
to death,160 and giving statements damaging to former colleagues and rivals.

As one observer wrote, �The case of Dr.DIELS is rather peculiar, if not
unique.�161 Opinion among Allied authorities on Diels was divided. Some
British o�cials supported him. Major Draper recommended his release, noting
that � �he has proved of considerable assistance in rendering specialized infor-
mation to British War Crimes Executive and also to this o�ce.�162 Others did
not, stating that Diels should not be given any liberty, as he was a �dangerous
conspirator and professional revolutionary.�163

Diels was later kept in the Allied prosecution's �Guest House� in Nurem-

156J.-C. Pressac, Auschwitz: Technique and Operation, p. 162
157Robert Jan van Pelt, `Auschwitz', in Günter Morsch and Betrand Perz (ed.), Neue Studien
zu nationalsozialistischen Massentötungen durch Giftgas: Historische Bedeutung, technische

Entwicklung, revisionistische Leugnung. Metropol, Berlin, 2011, pp. 196-218
158Michael Shermer and Alex Grobman, Denying History: Who Says the Holocaust Never
Happened and Why Do They Say it?, p. 138
159Memo dated 22.2.46, PRO WO 309/626
160Diels interrogation, 22.10.45, micro�lm publication M1270, roll 3
16117.12.45, PRO WO 309/294
162Draper memo, 15.10.45, PRO WO 309/768
163Major A.Gordon Hewson to Colonel Phillimore, 30.11.45, PRO WO 309/768
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berg,164 and among other things provided key testimony supporting the pros-
ecution's attempt to blame the National Socialist leadership for the Reichstag
�re.165

On February 13, Thomas Dodd wrote to Colonel Phillimore, noting that
Rudolf Diels had been called as a Nuremberg defense witness for Schacht. He
asked to be sent all pertinent information derived from the British interrogations
of Diels as soon as possible.166 The next day, it was noted that Diels might not
be available at the Tesch trial because he might be required as a defense witness
at Nuremberg.167 At the trial Draper explained that Diels could not come:

He is at present undergoing interrogation by the military authorities.
He cannot be released. [...] he is undergoing interrogation on security
matters. Application was made through the proper channels, but it
was said that he could not come. [...] It is also within the knowledge
of the convening authority that the witness is being held at the
disposition of the Nuremberg International Tribunal.168

Diels' evidence exists in two forms: his statement169 and the interrogator's
notes.170 The two are compatible, and the latter was probably used to compose
the former. Most of the former was read into the record during the Tesch
trial.171

There are a few points of interest in Diels' statements. The prosecution
set great stock in his statement that there was general knowledge of gassing
in Germany during the war. Diels, who made similar statements concerning
the general knowledge of gassing a year later as well,172 focused on stories of
euthanasia gassings. He claimed that it was general knowledge that Zyklon-
B was used to gas insane people, mentioning a euthanasia center for killing
with Zyklon-B located in Württemberg. Interestingly, there is a 1941 document
mentioning the rumor of euthanasia gassings with hydrogen cyanide,173 and
rumors concerning gassings in Württemberg circulated in the press.174

Because of his opportunism and eagerness to please those in power, Diels'
statements o�er insight into the thinking of the War Crimes investigators. For
instance, his statement notes that �It might well be that `spotted fever' was also

164Telford Taylor, The Anatomy of the Nuremberg Trials: A Personal Memoir, 1992, p. 231;
Ingeborg Kalnoky and Ilona Herisko, The Guest House, 1974
165Robert Kempner, Cross Examining War Criminals, Yad Vashem Studies, 1963, pp. 43-68.
Diels and Kempner had known one another long before the war.
166FO 1019/94, p. 36
167PRO 309/626, pp. 105-106
168Tesch trial, Day 1, p. 182
169Diels statement, 5.10.45, copies in PRO WO 309/625, PRO WO 309/1602
170Notes on a conversation between Lt. Col. N.Ashton Hill, Captain Franks and Dr R. Diels,
5.10.45, PRO WO 309/1602
171Tesch trial Day 1, pp.182-184
172Klaus Wallbaum,Der Überläufer: Rudolf Diels (1900-1957) - der erste Gestapo-Chef des
Hitler-Regimes, 2009, p. 244
173NO-844
174`Amerikanischer Beamter bestätigt Mauthausen-Verbrechen', Aufbau 12.6.42; `Nazis Use
Jewish War Prisoners As Guinea Pigs for Poison Gas Experiments', JTA 18.6.42
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a term used as camou�age for gassing operations.�175 This was exactly the kind
of simple-minded argument that War Crimes investigators were eager to put
forward. Indeed, at the Tesch trial the prosecution argued that the evidence
of Broad and Bendel �put it beyond doubt� that the story of disinfestation
was only �a cover and facade - a facade peculiarly dear to the mind of the
SS�.176 The prosecution applied this notion of a facade across the board, stating
that �throughout that correspondence there is a duplicity to each word used.
Either it is a genuine disinfection that the SS require, or it is the cover for
the biggest murder one can imagine.�177 While it is beyond the scope of this
paper to examine each one of the trial documents in detail, it is clear that all of
them concern disinfestation. Diels's statements relating Tesch to the euthanasia
program also re�ect the investigation's thinking: on the basis of some details in
a May 1945 report on euthanasia,178 them seem to have convinced themselves
that Tesch had delivered Zyklon for the purpose of euthanasia gassings.179

Meanwhile at Nuremberg, the defense wanted Diels to testify, but the pros-
ecution insisted that he could not appear:

Dr. PANNENBECKER:As witness Number 4 I have named Dr.Diels,
who is now in an internment camp in the Hanover district. The
witness was chief of the Gestapo in Prussia in 1933-1934. He is
acquainted with the measures which the Defendant Frick, as Reich
Minister of the Interior, decreed for the supervision of the provinces
by the Reich, as well as about the concentration camps, and also,
in particular, about measures taken in individual cases and about
conditions in the camps.
SIR DAVID MAXWELL-FYFE: I submit that this witness' evidence
should be taken in writing. With regard to the earlier part, the Tri-
bunal will have the advantage of the Defendant Goring who was con-
cerned especially with the practices of the police in Prussia in 1933
and 1934, and with regard to the other points, as to the measures
of the Defendant Frick, these are either laws or orders or adminis-
trative measures, which could be included, in the submission of the
Prosecution, as being dealt with by written testimony supplemented
by testimony of the Defendant Frick himself.
Dr. PANNENBECKER: I should like to say something to that. I
believe that it would be more practical to hear the witness here
before the Court. We can then have a talk with him beforehand and
�nd out the points on which he has detailed information, whereas in
an interrogatory these things could not be discussed in detail.
THE PRESIDENT: We will consider that.180

175Diels statement, 5.10.45, PRO WO 309/1602
176Tesch trial Day 7, p. 395
177ibid
178UNWCC Summary of Information No. 24: The Instructional Sta� of the Death Camps,
copy in PRO WO 309/1603
179Dr.Bruno TESCH and The �GIFTGAS� Case, section 44, PRO WO 309/1602
1804.3.46, IMT Vol. VIII, pp. 527-28
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They may have considered, but Diels never appeared before the court. It is
evident that the authorities had no intention to allow him to testify, whether at
the Tesch trial, at Nuremberg, or anywhere else. They preferred to use him as
an aid for their own preparations, while presenting his statements in a�davit
form so that they could not be e�ectively challenged.

Meanwhile, Allied opinion on Diels remained split. One side held that Diels
was �a useful asset and mine of information in which capacity we should prefer to
have him as a free man.�181 The other thought that �It has become increasingly
apparent that Dr Rudolf DIELS is a man whose liberty should in no circum-
stances be granted to him� and �it cannot be urged too strongly that his liberty
would be a menace to the security of the occupation�.182 Ultimately, Diels
was cleared of all potential charges and released. He had provided such �con-
siderable assistance to the prosecuting authorities� at Nuremberg that Telford
Taylor informed the British of Diels' impending return to their zone, and urged
his favorable treatment.183

The Hungarian Aktion and the Zyklon-B Supply to Auschwitz

In a December 1945 deposition, former DEGESCH managing director Gerhard
Peters stated that

Sometime in 1944 a member of the SS from AUSCHWITZ concen-
tration camp came to visit DEGESCH at FRANKFURT-on-MAIN
FRIEDBERG and asked if we would supply some ZYKLON B di-
rect to AUSCHWITZ as a transport of 250,000 Hungarian Jews was
expected and they required material for disinfection owing to the
danger of typhus breaking out. This request was refused as an agree-
ment had already been reached that all orders for the Wehrmacht,
including the SS, with e�ect from the end of 1943 or the beginning
of 1944, would be made through HSP BERLIN184

Peters repeated the story in a later a�davit,185 adding that he had no suspicion
that the requested delivery was for any purpose other than delousing. Peters's
testimony demonstrates that the description of Zyklon as �material for the reset-
tlement of Jews�, is not at all suspicious or incriminating, but was commonplace
and was correctly taken at face value.

Riga

Tesch and Stabenow was quite active in the Riga area. Tesch and Drosihn both
taught courses in that locale, and gassing technician Johann Holst was employed

181Letter of Major A.E.E. Reade, 15.4.46, PRO WO 309/768
1824.5.46 memo, PRO WO 309/294
18326.6.47 memo, PRO WO 309/294
184Deposition of Dr.Gerhard Peters, 11.12.45, PRO WO 309/1603
185Peters 27.10.47, NI-12111, in micro�lm publication M892 (IG Farben trial), roll 33, p.
1123�
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there as well. That Tesch taught a course on (sanitary) gassing in late 1941 in
Riga is now well known, and was mentioned repeatedly in pretrial interrogations
and at the trial. However, Richard Breitman's discovery of intercepts186 men-
tioning Tesch and Zyklon in this connection caused the historian to speculate
wildly about plans for exterminating Jews with Zyklon in the eastern territo-
ries.187 Responding to Breitman, Christian Gerlach to his credit recognized that
the context is clearly that of sanitary rather than homicidal gassing.188 Making
arguments similar to Breitman's, Andrej Angrick and Peter Klein have argued
that the plans to gas the eastern Jews were thwarted by the regulations con-
cerning approval for the use of Zyklon-B.189 In fact, Tesch stated that from Riga
he �went on towards the front for gassing�,190 and had there been the intention
to gas Jews with Zyklon at that time and place, there would have been nothing
to prevent the diversion of adequate quantities of Zyklon for that purpose, with
or without the permission of the quartermaster.

Owing to TESTA's activities in the Riga area, there are a number of trial
documents pertaining to that region. One of these is useful with respect to
another more broadly referenced and much disputed document:

To: The General Kommissar, RIGA

For the attention of Herr Dr. BOSSE,

RIGA.

Training of personnel only after delousing apparatus made ready
and on availability of Zyklon and gassing apparatus ...... possible (.)
letter follows (.)191

Unfortunately, the document exists only in English translation, at least as far
as the �les of the Tesch trial are concerned. However, the phrase �gassing ap-
paratus� is almost certainly a translation of �Vergasungsapparat�, which recalls
the well known use of that term's plural in Nuremberg Document NO-365. The
reference in that document has been variously interpreted by orthodox holo-
caust historians as a reference to stationary gas chambers192 or as a reference
to the use of gas vans.193 The fact that the term Vergasungsapparat was indeed
used in Riga in the context of delousing sheds light on the proper interpretation

186intercepts 10 and 52 of 13.11.41, PRO HW 16/32
187Richard Breitman, O�cial Secrets, 1998, pp. 75-77
188Christian Gerlach, Kalkulierte Morde, Hamburger Edition, Hamburg, 1999, p. 651
189Andrej Angrick and Peter Klein, The Final Solution in Riga, Berghahn Books, 2009, p.
190. In the relevant footnote (n. 63) the authors also wrongly assert that the �rst name of
TESTA gassing technician Johann Holst is unknown.
190Tesch interrogation, 26.9.45, PRO WO 309/1603
191Exhibit JA, telegram sent 16.11.42, PRO WO 309/1603. The omissions indicate portions
of the document which were illegible due to charring. TESTA su�ered heavily under the air
raids on Hamburg, and many of the surviving documents had been partially burned. Some of
these original charred documents are still available in the �les, but many have gone missing.
192Peter Longerich, Holocaust, Oxford University Press, 2010, pp. 279-280
193Christopher Browning, The Origins of the Final Solution, University of Nebraska Press,
2004, pp. 367-68
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of this document. This applies regardless of the authenticity of the document,
as an inauthentic document is likely to have been constructed from modi�ed
authentic materials, from which the term Vergasungsapparat would have been
obtained.

Another Riga-related Tesch trial document mentions that �The large cham-
ber of 120 cbm and the small one of 30 cbm should be kept out of the two
chambers provided for mobile disinfestations etc.�194 Again we are lacking a
German original, and the translation is quite puzzling and perhaps incorrect,
but one important aspect emerges, namely that chambers for mobile disinfesta-
tion, presumably vehicular, were in use in the Riga area. The existence of such
devices likely contributed to reports of homicidal gas vans in this region.

Gassing Technicians as Witnesses

The TESTA gassing technicians o�er an interesting, if marginal, class of witness.
A number of them had visited concentration camps. However most of the visits
were early in the war, before the alleged homicidal gassings had begun, and
before the SS had trained enough of its own personnel to carry out their own
gassing operations. Thus, for example, we have the account of Hans Willy Max
Rieck, who visited Auschwitz in early summer 1941 to carry out a gassing, as
there was a typhus epidemic underway in the camp at the time. Naturally,
he reported that there were no gas chambers in the camp, although he had
heard that Berlin had approved the construction of gas chambers in Auschwitz
(obviously delousing chambers were meant). He had not heard of homicidal
gassings until the occupation.195 His fellow gassing technician Johannes Mueller,
who accompanied him on the visit to Auschwitz, con�rmed his story.196

A notable exception is the gassing technician Edmund Josef Marso who
visited Stutthof in November 1944, at a time when homicidal gassings were
supposedly going on.197 Marso, however, stated that he had not heard anything
about homicidal gassing in Stutthof, and indeed that he had �rst heard about
homicidal gassings in concentration camps through the English radio. He also
mentioned that there was an epidemic of spotted fever when he was in the camp,
and that he had seen some 20 bodies lying near the crematorium, which the SS
sergeant accompanying him had told him were victims of the typhus epidemic,
and were to be cremated.198 Marso's account also con�rms that the Stutthof
194Exhibit JD, April 1942 letter to DEGESCH, PRO WO 309/1603
195Summary of evidence of Hans Willy Max Rieck, 22.10.45, copies in PRO WO 309/1602,
1603
196Summary of evidence of Johannes Mueller, 24.10.45, copies in PRO WO 309/1602, 1603
197For a discussion of the alleged homicidal gassings at Stutthof, see Carlo Mattogno and
Jürgen Graf, Concentration Camp Stutthof and its Function in National Socialist Jewish
Policy, Theses & Dissertations Press, 2003
198Summary of examination of Edmund Josef Marso, 22.10.45, copies in PRO WO 309/1602,
1603. The topic of the bodies which Marso saw was probably brought up by the interrogator
on the basis of a what had been heard in the interrogations of Holst and Kock, see Holst
interrogation, 19.10.45, p. 3; Kock interrogation, 20.10.45, p. 2, both interrogations in PRO
WO 309/1603
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gas chamber was still being used for delousing during the period in which it was
supposedly used for homicidal gassing.

Fred Pelican's Memoirs

In 1993, Fred Pelican published his memoirs, titled From Dachau to Dunkirk,

with a dedication �to the six million who perished in the gas chambers.� A
Jewish refugee in Great Britain, he had been assigned to work as a war crimes
investigator, and had participated in the preparations for the Tesch trial. The
account which he gave in his memoirs, however, is a pack of lies.

According to Pelican, a man whom he calls �Schneider� came forward to
denounce Tesch.199 In Pelican's portrayal, �Schneider� is a composite of Sehm
and Zaun. Like Sehm, he denounced Tesch. Like Zaun, he remained with
the �rm throughout the war, and was to be put in charge of TESTA (Pelican
calls it �Chemical Industries�200) by the British after Tesch and Weinbacher's
arrest. Pelican relates how �Schneider� informed the war crimes investigators of
the progress from the �rst gases �developed for extermination purposes,� which
�made the victims scream to heaven.� One of these techniques was a sort of gas
van which operated (somehow) by throwing a gas canister inside. The drive for
e�ciency led to the creation of stationary gas chambers in the camp showers.
The Jews, eager for a shower, would crowd inside by the hundreds, although
there were actually only a dozen or so showers. Gas canisters thrown in through
a hole in the roof would �nish the job.201

Pelican's unreliability extends beyond his invention of the Sehm-Zaun com-
posite �Schneider�. He states that �Captain Freud understood a certain amount
of German� and that he, Pelican, gave Freud English translations of Schnei-
der's words.202 Freud, who grew up in Austria and was capable of carrying
out interrogations in German, was certainly not in need of such translations.
Likewise, Pelican's assertion that Tesch was given an honorary rank of SS-
Gruppenführer203 is pure invention. Given his penchant for con�ation, it is
conceivable that Pelican associated Tesch with Rudolf Diels, who did receive an
honorary rank of SS-Standartenführer.

Nevertheless, Pelican accurately relates some details of �Schneider's� (really
Sehm's) story, noting that

He [�Schneider�] carried on to give us another detail of extermination
methods. The gas was manufactured in tablet form. While the
prisoners were asleep, a number of tablets would be placed in the
corner of each quarter, which ejected a vapour of gas. Windows and
doors were sealed, and in a comparatively short time not a single
person would be left alive.204

199Fred Pelican, From Dachau to Dunkirk, Vallentine Mitchell, London, 1993, p. 171
200ibid, p. 174
201ibid, pp. 172-173
202ibid, p. 173
203ibid, p. 179
204ibid, p. 173
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Intriguingly, Pelican states that the British Military Authorities were most un-
happy that Tesch and Stabenow had been shut down, as they were in need of
the company's continued services.205 Accordingly, he states, Anton Freud sug-
gested that Herr Schneider be put in charge of the company.206 This is at least
partially based on fact: Zaun was indeed made TESTA's Acting manager.207

Pelican proceeds to narrate a meeting between �Schneider� and Tesch, which
he says took place in connection with the transfer of the company to Schneider's
control. This meeting, between Zaun and Tesch, did indeed take place. It is
the meeting which the investigative team attempted unsuccessfully to bug, as
discussed in the section �The Theft of Tesch's Property�. That Pelican was
present can be con�rmed from a letter written by the custodian attempting
to recover Tesch's property, which states that �[Tesch's property was] taken
from Dr.Tesch and Mr. Zaun upon orders and in the presence of Col Ashton-
Hill, Capt. Freud and Sta�-Sergeant Pelican of the War Crimes Investigation
Team�.208. The account which Pelican gives of this meeting, however, is at the
very least heavily embellished with fantasy, if not completely fraudulent. Pelican
accurately narrates the plan, involving him being called out of the room on the
pretense of a phone call, allowing Tesch and Zaun to talk in imagined privacy.
According to Pelican, however, the bugging of the conversation was successful.
His account is worth quoting at length so as to demonstrate the extent of his
mendacity. He writes:

I went into the interviewing o�ce, and sat on the chair as the two
men walked in, facing each other. Dr Tesch for a moment appeared
stunned to see his ex-employee looking at him. �Dr Tesch,� I said,
�in view of your being detained, we have authorized Herr Schneider
to run your business until such time as you will be able to return
and carry on yourself. He requires certain powers which only you
can grant. I must ask you both to con�ne your conversation solely
to business matters, any other discussion will not be tolerated. I
would like you to discuss your business on a basis of understanding
and without animosity. Please commence.�

Schneider began by informing Dr Tesch that he had been approached
by the authorities to run the establishment. However, obstacles had
made it di�cult, particularly the �nancial aspect, paying wages,
rent, rates, etc. Unless powers of attorney were granted to him, he
was sorry to say the business would fold.

205ibid, p. 175 . This may be true. Certainly the German authorities testi�ed to the critical
importance of TESTA's hygienic services right up to shortly before the German surrender,
and such activities would have remained essential under the British occupation. If true, this
fact would have a bitter irony: at the Tesch trial the urgent German calls for the support
of TESTA's hygienic work were used, under a �coded language� theory (�sanitation� is code
for �extermination of the Jews�), as proof of TESTA's participation in a program of mass
homicidal gassing.
206ibid, p. 176
207Certi�cate signed by Zaun as Acting manager, 30.10.45, PRO WO 309/1602
208T.A. Lohmann to War Crimes Investigation Section, Hamburg, 15.4.48, PRO WO
309/1602
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At that precise moment, there was a knock at the door. �Yes, come
in,� I called.

�Sta� Sergeant Pelican, you are wanted on the telephone.�

I got up and left the room. Casually, I walked down the corridor
and entered the room where the rest of our sta� were present. The
moment I entered, they signalled for me to be quiet. I heard the
voices of Dr Tesch and Schneider coming over the loudspeaker, loud
and clear. The conversation between the two of them gave me one
of the biggest shocks of my life. I just could not believe what I was
hearing. Everyone around me was just as shocked as I was, with
the exception of Colonel Nightingale. For a moment, I had to pinch
myself to make sure my senses were in working order.

The moment I left the room, Dr. Tesch started appealing to Schnei-
der to keep his mouth shut. �Have you signed anything?� he en-
quired. �I'll make sure, Schneider, that you will be �xed up for the
rest of your life, you'll never be short of anything. Of course, I'll sign
the power of attorney and grant you full control without question.
I will only emphasise once again, keep your mouth shut, you don't
know anything, you hear me, Schneider? I ask you again, have you
signed any form of statement?�

We sat or stood around absolutely motionless, one could hear a
pin drop, the unthinkable was yet to come. Schneider suddenly
burst out, �Who the hell do you take me for? I expected you to
know me better, having known me for many years. Do you really
believe I would disclose anything to those British bastards, Englis-
che Schweinehunde, look what they have done to our beautiful city,
murdered hundreds of thousands of our people, die viele Frauen und

Kinder [the many women and children]. Dr. Tesch, whatever bull-
shit I may have disclosed, I have signed nothing, absolutely nothing,
I swear, Dr. Tesch.�

�Go back, Sta� Sergeant,� the CO ordered.

I walked back to the room, and the moment I entered, the conversa-
tion reverted to the discussion of �nancial arrangements, powers of
attorney, rent, rates, wages and lots of other details of that nature.
They acted quite calmly, the only one not at all calm was me, my
head was buzzing, I hardly took any notice of the two archangels.
A good �ve minutes passed, then came another knock at the door.
�Come in,� I called out.

�You are wanted.�

I got up, however this time I didn't just walk down the corridor, I
literally �ew down in order not to miss a single word.

The conversation between them continued along the same lines as be-
fore, growing in ferocity. Schneider pointed that one of the �Geheim-
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dienst O�ziere ist ein Judenjunge [one of the secret service o�cers
is a Jewboy].� Of course he meant Captain Freud. Apparently, Dr
Tesch wrote a brief note for his wife who lived in a villa somewhere
in the suburbs. �Schneider,� he said, �give this note to my wife, not
tomorrow, tonight at whatever time, however late it may be. This
is for yourself, put it away and this you can keep as a memento. I
beg you, Schneider, keep your mouth shut and don't sign anything,�
Dr Tesch said again.

�Herr Doctor, disclosing anything to those devious British murderers
would be like stabbing my brother. Ich schwore hoch und heilig [I
swear high and holy] those British bastards get nothing, absolutely
nothing out of me, I'll see them in hell �rst, they are not human
beings, Schweine, Schweine, Herr Doktor.�

The CO ordered me to go back and break up the meeting, ensuring
Schneider had obtained power of attorney. The o�cers arranged for
Dr Tesch to be taken back to prison. The typists feverishly typed
every word taken down in shorthand in German and English. When
they had �nished, I checked it word for word, ensuring nothing had
escaped them. I was told to tell Schneider that the CO wanted to
see him regarding the power of attorney. [...] Schneider was waiting
outside in the lonely atmosphere of a long corridor. I went to the
door, and called him in. He hardly looked ru�ed or disturbed.

�Come in, please, and take a seat, Mr Schneider,� the colonel said.
�How did you get on with Dr Tesch?�

�First class, Sir.� He took from his breast pocket some papers and
waved them in the air. �I have got everything I required, the military
authorities can now rest assured, all problems are solved, the �rm
will run properly to their full satisfaction.�

�Well done, Mr Schneider,� the colonel exclaimed, �I am delighted,
may I on behalf of myself and the British authorities thank you
most profoundly for a job well done, you have managed to overcome
a great dilemma most e�ciently.�

Schneider was beaming with satisfaction, courteous and friendly, his
usual persona. �Tell me,� the colonel continued, �did Dr Tesch men-
tion anything as to his detention?�

�Sir,� Schneider replied, �I made absolutely sure that in accordance
with the preliminary instructions by Sta� Sergeant Pelican, our con-
versation was strictly con�ned to business matters only.�

Since the interview was conducted in English, I stood next to the
colonel, here and there helping out with the odd word Schneider had
di�culties with.

�Schneider,� the colonel continued, �I �nd it hard to comprehend that
not a single word was mentioned as to him being held in prison, are
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you absolutely sure nothing whatsoever was mentioned?�

�Sir,� he replied, ��rst of all, the Sta� Sergeant was present during
our conversation, you can ask him, and during short breaks when
he was out, I can assure you, had he mentioned a single word other
than business, I would have broken up the meeting immediately.�

To Schneider, the colonel gave the appearance of being satis�ed with
his assurances. �Did Dr Tesch give you anything?� the colonel asked.

�Sir,� Schneider replied, �I beg of you, do you actually believe I
would accept anything from such a person, a monster, who was
instrumental in the killings of masses of innocent people, his hands
soaked in blood?�

�Is our driver still about?� the colonel enquired.

�Yes, Sir, I believe he is downstairs,� I replied.

�Call him,� the colonel ordered. Within minutes, the driver came
up. �Herr Schneider, would you kindly wait outside? Don't worry,
we'll take you home later.�

As Schneider went outside, the colonel instructed our driver to keep
an eye on him. Back in the o�ce, the colonel asked what I had to
say of the a�air so far. �Sir,� I said, �I am absolutely �abbergasted,
I can hardly believe what I have heard.�

�He is a two-faced bastard,� the colonel exclaimed. �I'll make sure he
will not leave this building until we get a word-by-word admission
that corresponds with the wording in front of us, otherwise it may
give an impression of us having fabricated the entire episode, in other
words a put-up job.�

Looking at the colonel, I asked him whether he would allow me to
make a suggestion. �Sir, you conducted the interrogation in English
because Schneider is quite good at the language,� I said. �In order
to eliminate any misunderstanding and to make absolutely sure no
excuse can arise in one form or another, would you mind if I asked
him very brie�y the very same questions, this time in unmistakable
German.�

�Go right ahead, Freddie.� (This was another of the rare occasions
when he called me by my �rst name.)

I went to the door, calling out loud and clear, �Come in, Schneider.�
I walked towards him, stopping half-way from the colonel's desk. I
got as close to him as possible, the distance between our faces being
no more than perhaps six inches. I started by telling him that I
requested a big favour.

�What is it?� Schneider asked.

�My Colonel is a person of high repute, he, as well as the other
o�cers and myself, have treated you most kindly, above all grateful
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to you for passing on to us unsolicited information regarding Dr
Tesch. You wrote to us, we didn't write to you. The favour I ask of
you is, don't keep on telling the colonel a pack of bloody lies.� All
this I put to him in a subdued voice.

�Sir, what the heck is he talking about?� he almost shouted out.

I grabbed him by the arm a bit forcefully. �You are now talking to
me, you hear,� I screamed. �I ask you one and once only, what did
Dr Tesch give you?� I put more pressure on his arm.

�Nothing,� he said in a loud voice.

The split second he said nothing, I started tearing the clothes from
his body, ripping o� his jacket, trousers and underwear. He stood
there almost naked, shaking like a leaf, red-faced, glaring at me.
The colonel watched, not a single word coming from him, as cool
as I had ever seen him. I placed the jacket and trousers on the
table and I pushed Schneider towards the table. Going through his
pockets, I found a note, a reasonable amount of cash money and a
gent's diamond ring with the initials BT (Bruno Tesch).

�Let him get dressed,� the colonel ordered. He got into his trousers
and jacket, somewhat shattered.

�Now look here, Herr Schneider, I don't really know what you take
us for. I asked you several times loud and clear whether Dr Tesch
passed anything on to you, you were lying, why should you tell me
lies?�

�Sir, I assure you it was a misunderstanding,� he pleaded.

�OK, Schneider,� the colonel replied, �we must have both misunder-
stood you. I am prepared to accept it. Now, I want you to tell me
what conversation took place apart from business matters.�

�No other conversation took place, Sir,� he replied.

�Are you sure?�

�Absolutely, Sir.�

At that precise moment, the colonel put the voice-recording machine
into operation. When Schneider heard his own voice, suddenly his
body sti�ened, he fainted and fell backwards before I had time to
grab him. He hit the �oor with the back of his head, bleeding pro-
fusely. I called out to the driver, we picked him up and washed the
blood away and revived him.

He then made a full confession which he duly signed.209

Aspects of this story, though misrepresented, are based on actual events, such
as the turning-over of property to Zaun. Viewed as a whole, however, Pelican's

209Pelican, From Dachau to Dunkirk, pp. 183-188. Bracketed translations of German text
in original.
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story is an enormous fabrication. The bugging was unsuccessful, so the claims
concerning the overheard conversation are inventions. Zaun did not sign a �full
confession�, and naturally all the details predicated on the identi�cation of Sehm
with Zaun are untrue. False as well is the claim that Tesch gave his blessing to
the Zaun's leadership of the �rm. In his interrogation the next day, Tesch was
asked why he opposed Zaun taking over the company, and gave the answer that
Zaun lacked technical expertise with gassing.210

Pelican proceeds to claim that Tesch gave �Schneider� instructions to his
wife to destroy incriminating materials:

We examined the piece of paper which gave Dr Tesch's wife instruc-
tions what to burn or destroy immediately. It listed a large number
of incriminating documents, a paperweight made from a Cyclon �B�
container prominently displayed on his desk at home, various other
articles, books of a particularly unpleasant nature in the sphere of
Nordic puritanism and Aryan philosophy, outrageous publications on
subjects like the sterilisation of the mentally ill, racial hygiene, the
euthanasia programme and many other pieces of Nazi literature.211

As we have already seen, Tesch was interrogated the day after the meeting with
Zaun about whether he gave any such instructions to his wife, and he denied
it. The total silence of the trial documents concerning the interception of such
a piece of paper clearly indicates that Pelican is fantasizing again, turning the
investigative team's suspicions into reality.

According to Pelican's narrative, the investigators then proceeded to the
Tesch residence and, �nding it locked and unoccupied, entered with the help
of a locksmith. It was full of luxury items, he reports, and he found �a diary
belonging to Dr Tesch and an undeveloped �lm.�212

The receipt of Tesch's property does record a 1945 diary of Tesch's, so it
is possible that such was con�scated from his house.213 On the other hand, in
Pelican's account the diary was a record of Tesch's amorous a�airs, including
diary entries recording Tesch's encounters with various women (Ruth, Gertrud,
Paula, Hilde), and recording Tesch's measurement of the precise angle (in de-
grees) of his erection, which varied from woman to woman.214 The �lm, he
claims, proved to contain naked pictures of Tesch and his wife.215 All of this
is evidently another case of con�ation, and probably fantasy as well. Drosihn
admitted at the trial to keeping naked pictures of himself and his wife, and
to having kept a diary which was, in Major Draper's words, �full of revolting
details.�216

210Tesch interrogation, 24.10.45, PRO WO 309/1603
211Pelican, From Dachau to Dunkirk, p. 188
212ibid, p. 189
213Receipt, 23.1.46, PRO WO 309/1602. As discussed above, the authenticity of this docu-
ment is questionable.
214Pelican, From Dachau to Dunkirk, p. 189
215ibid, p. 190-191
216Tesch trial Day 4, p. 307. Draper used this material, which was mentioned as early as
Tesch's October 24 interrogation, in order to impeach Drosihn's moral character and Christian
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For completeness' sake, we should mention that there is another roll of �lm
mentioned in trial documents that may be confused here. It is recorded that nine
photos were con�scated from the house of Joachim Drosihn on the occasion of
his arrest.217 Some �lm was preserved in the trial �les (Figure 3), which contains
nine gas-related photos, setting aside the baby pictures and the photo of a ship.
Presumably these are identical to those taken from Drosihn's house. It's hard
to see how these could be seen as evidence of anything, aside from the fact that
the investigation team was somewhat gas-mad.

Pelican also proudly recounts that he stole a good deal of Tesch's property
and sent it to a nearby DP camp, and stole some books for himself.218 This may
not have been all that he stole. Earlier in his book he reports having become
quite wealthy while working for the occupying British forces, to the point of
occasioning comment.219 Given the none-too-ample British pay scale for lower-
ranking men, his wealth was likely the result of looting. It would be no surprise
if it were he who stole Tesch's property. As was already shown, he was the only
lower-ranking (hence poorer) man involved in con�scation of Tesch's property.
If �H.B. Bursar� is indeed an invention, as seems likely, then Pelican is certainly
the leading suspect in the theft.

Pelican's biography ends on a melancholy note. After commemorating the six
million gassed Jews,220 and lamenting the too-early shutdown of the war-crimes
trials, he notes mournfully that the accused have a right to legal defense, with
the result that witnesses face an �ordeal� and the case may end in an �abyss�.
Accordingly, he objects to modern war-crimes trials as bad-for-the-Jews:

Personally, I would not be in favour of any trial taking place in
this country. It would not be in the best interests of the Jewish
population. Do we really need show trials playing into the hands of
neo-Nazis and many other elements not particularly well disposed
to us?221

He does, however, recommend criminalization of holocaust revisionism: �I would
also most strongly recommend all Western countries and others to strengthen
legislation to combat the resurgence of neo-Nazism, making the denial of the
Holocaust a crime in distortion of history.�222 It's no wonder that a liar like
Pelican would not want people to be able to question statements such as �In
my family alone, more than forty perished in the gas ovens of Auschwitz and
Treblinka�,223 a �gure which does not include his mother, who �escaped� from
Auschwitz.224

faith.
217Production 25, 27.10.45, PRO WO 309/1602
218Pelican, From Dachau to Dunkirk, p. 189
219ibid, pp. 122-123
220ibid, p. 195
221ibid, p. 198
222ibid
223ibid
224ibid, p. 155�
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Figure 3: The Roll of Film
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Conclusion

What are the lessons of the Tesch trial? The defendants' innocence of the charge
brought against them is obvious, as is the absurdity of Emil Sehm's story which
drove the entire investigation and trial. The trial is more enlightening as a
window into how War Crimes investigations operated: into the incompetence
and dishonesty, the manipulation of documents, the intimidation of witnesses,
the suppression of contradictions. Only with this awareness will it be possible
to adequately assess the evidence gathered in post-war trials, rather than using
it as ammunition to bolster a set of predetermined conclusions.
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