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REVIFW AD RICOMMEMDATIONS

5 TRILL DaTat The accused was tried at Dachau, Germany, on

18 #pril 1947, before a General Mllltary Government Court,

- IT, CHARGE aD PARTICULARS!:

CHAROT: Violation of the Yawas and Tsages of War,
Particulars: In that the aceumsed, Yarl DRPSSLER,

a Govman national, did, at or near QTIRNEACH,

Garmany, on or about 20 March 1945, wilfully,
dalliberately and wrongfully encourage, aid, ahet

and partiecivate in the killing of a member of the
Inived States drmy, believed to be Znd ILt. Jack

RITRS, 0-832696, who was then and thero sur-

rondered and unarmed vrigoner of war in the eustedy of
the then German Reloh,

111, SMUARY OF WYIDEICE: In March 1945 an American nilot made

a forced landing near the villase of Quirnbach, Germany, He was
taken into custody by & member of the Gestapo named Figel and was
then escorted to Gestapo headguarters in Quirnbach by the accused
and Eeitkamp, Gestapo membore, The chief of the Gestamo ordered
the accused to k111 the flyer., The accusrd, accommaniad by
Heitkamp, who was close to and virtually an alde to the Gestapu
chiof, esecorited the flyer into a woods near the village and sho%

him to dsath.

1V. ZIVIDENGE AND RECOMMTNDATIONS:

1. [KARL DRESSLER

Nationality: German
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by BElele Dressler, mnthor of the accused, 9 May 1947 17 May 1947, e |
and 24 June 134&'?:_ by Luise Dressler, wife of the accused, 10 June
1947; and by First Ligut‘mﬁnt John H, Pohlman, Chief Prosecutor,
13 dagush 1‘5’51'.4'?.

Hgocommendsationsg: That the findings and the sentence be approved,

tut that the sentence be commuted to 1life imvrlisonment.

V. QUESTIONS CF LA

Jurisdictivn: It s clear that the Court had g s8diction of
the peraon of the accuged and of the eubject matter.

Poidtion for Review: In the Petition for Review filed by the
Shief Difense Sounsel, 1t is contended that Prosecuiion's Dxhibite

P-Zixe &, 4, ghomld not have been admitted into evidonece oa the

ground that no proper foundation fer the admiaeion of these ex—
hibits wus established at the trial, The recnrd discloses thab
a pru;p_ar"fnﬁniﬁtlun wag laid and that these exhibits were properly
‘admitted into evidence for such prodative value as they might have
(R 18-20). )

It ie alsy ocontended that the Court erred in admitting all
of Prosooution's Exhibit P-Zx 6 hzlj.m eviﬁ,mu;a ag only vart of
the exhibit wae admitted hyllﬂt_ipulﬂtibn of coungel and the Court
ghould not heve seen the exhibit in ite entirety. The portion of
tho Zxhihit that was st-i‘p*:;lutud rt'u wa;é read to the Court and the
excoptions to part of the Ixhibit were natefﬁ. by the Cowmvt, It
" et thovefore be preeuncd that the Gnu'.rt. d1d not consider that.
portion of the Exhibit that was excluded by the stipwlation., ~Tux-
eniration of Pm‘néuutllhn's'hhihit P-Tx EI diaclonea that it a-all
‘on one pa.gc; and it would therefors be n phyeical irmeosaibility to
havo takeon part of the Exhibit without taking all, The defense
failed to object to the admitting into evidence the entire Bxhibit; i
therafore the defense is now estovped from pleading error,.

Suporior Orders: The aceused's defense was based sololy upon
tho grounde of rucrior orders and that ke was compellsd through
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