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hdolf Weger x
and

_ Julius Schulze,
AL ' " German nationals,

TON OF'STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE . . .

The two accused, both German mele civiliens, were tried at
Ludwigsburg, Germany, on 29 November 1945, 1, 35y 5,6,7: and 8
December 1945, by a General Militery Gmrmnaﬂt- Court sppeinted by
[ par, 12 Special Orders #332, Headquarters Tth United States Army
(Western Military District) /PO 758, 28 November 1945.

% Charge: viartbinn u! the Lawn h} war. Plea Finding
o SOL SRR 5 ca NG G

5 Prriieulars : ‘ =3 NG G

2 s ’ . i ',',an‘ to both accused)

-

. =3 § In that Adolf Wﬁgar, ‘Julius Suhuli&, and Karl
; - Ii‘euhur, Gorman nationals, did, at ornoar-Hanau, Germany,
- on or about 17 Fevrusry 1945, wilfully, deliborately end
wrongfully cncourage, aid, abet, end participate in the
killing of Cherles B, Gﬂldutajan, a member of the United
tates Army, who were then unsrmed, surrendered prisoncrs
of war in the ¢ustad.;r of the then Gaman Rsitsh.

. Sentencet The court. b;? at least t.m--thirdh vote of the
. mqherg present at the time the vote was teken concurring therein, |
. sentenced the sccused Weger to death by shodting at such Lime
end place as higher authority mey direct, and sentenced Schulze
to life inprisonment commencing forthwith, at such place &s may
E H be directed by higher military authority.

o | e -J’URISEICTICEML MATTERS :

A aatﬂud .‘mr that uivilian natiﬂnala off one b
gerent nation may be tried and puniahaﬂ by the duly ccn
trihmls of another mmu nation for violations

~Betional laws governing lend werfare. When a ecivi




b,  This General Military Government Court was duly and
legally appointed by the Commanding Genersl, 7th United States
Army. The charges and particulars were properly referred for
trial to this court, The required juriadietional numbsr of five
(5) members of the court were present throughout the trizl.

Each accused was properly represented by counsel and esch annou-
need ready for trial., (R2&3) This court was vested with full
power to try these accused for the offgnse, The sentence was
legally within the power of this court to impose. (art.3, M.G.O,
# 2). .

4« EVIDENCE:

gy For the Prosecution: During an = raid on the
City of Hesnau, Germany, wheih occurred during v, . late morning
hours on 17 February 1945, three American airmen were forced to
parachute from their dissbled plane in the vieinity of the harbor
erea of Henau, These Ameriean sirmen were teken into custody and
turned over to the Sccurity Police. (R 16-22). When taken into
custody, one of the eirmen wore a bandage indiceting that he had
been injured (R 16), During the early part of the sftermon of
17 February 1945, a poliece vehicle from the Criminal Police Head-
quarters of Hesnau came to the Security Polide Headquarters and
tock Lhe three dmericen eirmen to the Criminal Police Headguarters
in Henau., On arrival at this headquarters the airmen were seen
by the eccused Weger in the custedy of several civilians and
soldiers, They were then turmed over to the Criminal Police who
kept them downstairs and placed them separate rooms for safe-
keeping (R 18, 43, 115, 168). . Lgter the aftermoon Police
Director Fohrle ealled Oelschlaeger, sh interpreter, end procecded
to interrogate vech of the fliérs individuslly. This interrogation
was conducted in the office of Crimindl Commissar Weger, one of
the accuszd. (It 115 and 165). The investigation of the fliers
was conducted by Fehrle in the presence of both accused, Weger
and Schulze, end Security Commissar Geggenberger, (R 115, 164,
176, 218) During the course of the investigation it was dis-
covered that one of the fliers wes named Goldstein and another
Werren Hemmond, When Fehrle discovered that one of the fliers
wes a Jew named Goldstein he flew into a rege, cursing and shou-
ting. He sleppud Goldstein, crying out "Murdereri" (R 115, 165,
218) During the interrogeticn of all of the Fliers Fehrle was
very abusive und continued to handle his pistol in front of the
flisrs and constantly used the expression: "Gangsters and murd-
crere", (R 218) After completing his interrogation Fehrle _
celled for the Police Doctor Frits Hoshapfel, (R 111 and 218),
Hoehapfel was told that a wounded dmerican flier at the police
atation required mwdicsl attention (R 111), On seeinz the
tmerican flier was injured Dr, Hochapfel suggested that he, se
removed to a bage hospitel, inasmuch as he was a prisoper ot war,
whereupen Fehrle-replied thet Allied fliers were no longer to be
delivered to the Wehrmacht but were to be retained by the police,
and he explained thet these Allied fliers were to. be exterminated.
{R'lll'&“llzy;"Féhrle'tﬁén_asksd ﬁ:ilHuchhpfél if he had eny
means whereby these fliers could be made not to weke up, to which
the doctor replied that he had no such means, (R'113), Accused
Schulze wes present when Fehrle mede the request upon the doetor,
(R 114 2nd 219) Fehrle then proceeded to the next room where he
found aceused Weger, to whom he seld in substance: These men are
criminals end gengsters, You are familisr with the orders that
they are not soldiers but murderers, You will have to have
these people shot immediately or shoot them yourself immediately.
He added that Cuggengerger will help or 2ssist you, (R 166),
Soon afterwardu Fohrle was seen to leave the office of Weger
(R 69) Weger then passed on the instructiocn that the fliers wara



were present wnen Weger geve Schulze these instructions, (R 219)
ifter dusk,st spproximately T o'clock in the evening, accused
Weger proceeted into the court yard behind the police headquart-
ors.and directud Schulze t0 bring in the first flier, whereupon
Guggenberger, who wes also present, said to Schulze and Neuber,
who were then protesting, "Come along". (R 220 and 221) Schulze
aad another man were then seen eoming through the gate lcading
into the court yard with an Americen f&iar between them, by Ruppel,
2 driver who was stending near his vehicle in the court yard,

s Gehulz passid Ruppel he told him to turn off the lights »f his
vehicle and tc get a shovel., (R 44) As the flier same into the
court: yerd accused Weger also entered came up behind him and
proceeded Lo shoot him in the head, (R 169,2/0), Weger then tcld
Guggenberzer and Neuber, whom he saw standing the court yard,
to ‘ring Iin the other two fliers. (R 169) 4 .e second flier
was brought into the court yard Weger spoke to Schulze, saying:
"It's your turn now", (R 169, and 179) (also Exh. S 2, p 6)
whersupon Schulue complained that his gun had jammed. (R 169

- A shot was heard and the flier dropped to the ground. (R 170

The third flier was then brought into the court yard and as the
flier came into the court yard Geggenbsrger passed Wogsr and then
Weger heard a gun shot, (R 170) The bodies of the three fliers
were then loaded into the vehicle driven byyRuppel, accompanied
by thres other men, including Schulze, to the place near the
harbor area where an American plane hed creshed and the bodies
Were put with those of the fliers who had died in the crash,

(R 19, 45, 193), After the bodies had been loaded into the veh-
icle accused Schulze admitted that he helped cover up the stains
on the ground with sand, (R 224), The next morning ten bodies
were ropuved from the erashed plane and removed to a cemetery for
burial, (R 25) A the time the bodies were removed for burial
they were e ed by members of the Security Folice who found

- that one of the bodies had a bandage around its head and carried
identification under the name of Charles B. Goldstein. (R 18 &nd
24) 1 report was made up by Ambron, the 3ecurity Policeman in
charge of the district in which the crashed plane was found to
the effect that ten bodies had been remsved frém the plane found
in the Haibor svea and buried. (R 25) This report, wnich was
introduced as Prosecution's Exhibit B, conta’ac the mames of
Hammond ftarcen and Charles B, Goldstein., (R 25 and Exh, G) on
3L July 1945 and 1 August 1945, the bodies of ten Mmerican fliers
were exnwed from a grave found in the cemetery in Henau, Germany,
by ¢ Cepl.. Braaf, pasthologist with WCIT6827, who performed an
autipsy upon all of the bodies and discovered thet two of the
bodies eoiried evidence of bullet wounds in the neck and a

third corriud & bullet wound in the left temple rogion.’ (Ixh,
S3,p1, 2 3) ' . :

b, Tor the accused Wegers The rccused Weger adidtted that
on 17 February 1945 he shot one American pilot and assiste! in
the execution of two others, (R &, 168, 169, 170} Weger's def-
ense is best steted in his own words: M because I was forced to
a7 it, and if I had rcfused to follow the order I would have made
myself cligible for the desth penalty, I Just would have sscri-
fieced my own life and the fliers would have baen shot just the
sams. And bedides I would have endangered my family whe would
probably have heen srrested." (R 6) Immediately prior to the
commission of the offonse charges Weger received o direct order
from Fehrle, his superior, to have 'these fliers shot immediatel
°r shoot them himself. (R 156, 166). This order followsd ¢
dirgctive whimh-ﬁhgar}baa received from & man by the name sf ’
Girke, his suporior, who was Criminal Commissar in Dapmstadt, te
the effect Lhai t.lied fliers were no longer to be.treated as
prisoners ol wir .uh &9 murderors, and duly cxecuted as such, '

-



WEEEBD WES 1NIOormed TRaT TH1S was A Spaclllc dlrective Irom
Himmler. (R 155) If Weger had refused to cbey this order he
believed that he would suffer death either before the Standgeri-
cht or by being shot on the spot by Fehrle., (R 95, 107, 157)
Weger knew Fehrle as a fenatical 8S man who would be most
likely to take adventage of his authoritv to put Weger to death
for. disobedience of his order. (R 159).

c. For the accused Schulze: Acoused Schulz admits that on
17 February 1945, he was present and participated in cerrying cut
an order which he had received from Weger fow killing three
hmericon fliers, (R 7, 221, 224, ine) Schulze claims thet when
it came to nis Lurn to shoot.one of the fliers his gun jammed and
gomaone -isc acually killed the flier. (R 2 Schulze was
coavicted that if he had not cerried out the r which he had
been given, Weger would have reported nim to Fehrle who would have
had him put before the Stendgericht where he would have been given
the death ssentonca. (R 224) Schulze knew that the order given
te kill the fliers was Fehrle's order. (R 219) He alse knew
that this was in accordance with a sccret directive from Reichs-
fuchrur Himmler to the effect that downed lmerican and Allied
fliers wonld have to be shit, (R 219).

5. DISCUSSION: i

#s A1l of the elements of proof of the alleged offense
necessery to esteblicu the guilt of both &:cused were properly
adduced intn evidence, It wes proved by the prosecution and adm-
itted by toth nccusec that on 17 Febrygary 1945, both accused wil-
fully, duiiberately aad wrongfully participated in the killing
of Charlis B, Goldstein, a flier in the United States Army, and
two othes fmerican fliers, all of whom were unarmed, surrendered
prisoners 6 war in the custody of the then German Reich, The
icwncity o7 the vietims as being lmerican soldiers was properly
estuolist: 4 (H &, T, 16, end Pros. Exh, G) .

v« Both accused elaim thal they participated in the
ofiinge Jbarged nerein only because they had roccived an order
from their immediate superior, Fehrle, to kill the fliers and
thet they were afreid that in the event they refused or failed
to carry cut such an order they would suffer desth, (H 6, 224)
Under the provisions of par. 345.1 of F.M, 27-10 as chenged on
15 November 1944, the fact that an accused commits a erime in
violation or the accepted laws and customs of wer in response to
superior crderas is not, in itself, an absolute defenss. Sveh
fact could, however, be considered by the court in determining
the culpebility of the accused for the offenss of which they were
found guilty or in mitigation of punishment imposed by the court
for the commission of such offense, In other words the eour.
might prop-rly consider that the cccused were not guilty of r
offense compereble to being guilty of surder in the first dagree,
as it 1s commenly known in the hnglo-Americsn system of low, but
rataer might have considered them to be guilty of murder in the
seeond degree or manslanghter aa these offensea are e
knoan in the Anglo-imeiiorn law, Or the ceurt might consider
sucn defense in imposing its punishment upon the accused fer the
violetion of the rules and customs of warfere, (Circular 110,
USFET, € August. 1945). -

cs The accuscd Weger admitted he killed one of the
fliers and cssisted in the execution of the other twe, (R 6, 168,
169, 170) He edmitted that he knew i% was wrong to kill these
fliers. (R 167) In feet, on 22 January 1945, less than a month
prior to the * ieid:nt herein cherged, he had turned over an Allied




dirman to the Luftwaffe as a prisoney of war, 1H 155, 139)
The only reason he gives for not doing the same on 17 February
1945, wes thet he was ordered to kill these fliers by his super-
ior Fehrle and that he was afraid that if he failed to comply
with this order he would have been reported to Fehrle who would
heve brought about his deeth.. But he admits that he did not know
a single instance where Fehrle had brought about the desth of a
subordinate for failure to cerry out his orders, (R 125)
Weger had a period of one hour and a half between the time that
he received the order from Fehrle and the time in vhich he
actuslly stepped into the eourt yard and proceeded to caryy out
the order, He claims that he could do nothing beeruse Guggen-
berger wes in the cutur office (R 167) All of these are facts
which the court should properly have taken in' considerstion
in fixing the responsibility of asccused Weger the commission
of the offense of which they found him guilty. The contention
* of Weger for the commission of the offense of which they found
him guilty. The contention of Weger that he was carrying out
superior orders is not the only conclusion which might be derived
from the feets and circumstznces set out in the record herein,
It is just #8 pleusible to believe thet becsuse of his disfavor
with his inmediate superiors accused Weger took this opportunity
to carry out this order to better his position in the eyes of his
guperiors. It wes the duty of the court to'determine which con~
elusinn wra going to be resched from the fects and circumstances
of tha srse. And unless the reviewing/ suthority is convinced
thet the rourt sbured ‘ts discretion the court's findings should
stand, [ careful sxsmination of the record herein fails to
disclose any,.sbuss of d*scretiun by the court.
o :
de ﬁurusad Sthulze elso admita ﬁﬂrticipatinng in the offense
5 charged., He denles that he actually fired the fatal shots, (R
Ty 221, A2)~ He admits bringing the firstiflier into the court
yard, " (R Eal] He admits knowing the reason that the fliers were
be: ﬂg brocght into the court yard, (R 220, 228) He admits that
he palper, chver the bleod stains sfier the bodies had been loaded
inty the wehilcle., (R 224) These fucts establish Schulze &s an
. #buhtor ia the offense charged and as such is vevponsible, as a
prinsipal, for the offense committed, (See, 257 Wharton's Crim-
idel Lew, chap, 321, sect. 332, 35 Fed, Statutes 1152), At the
time of bis participation in the offense charged, Schulze know
thet the order to kill the fliers was morally wrong and a viola-
ticn of international law, If this had nct been true hs would
not heve suggested bhet the fliers bs turned over turaed over to
the ndarest airport, (R 220) Furthermor:, Schulze states thet
he was not afrald that Weger would kill him,but rather thet he
would reported to Fehrle who would bring about hie death,
These are raects which the court should considered in fixing ‘he
responsibility of the acoused Schulze for the commission of une
offense of which the court found him guilty. In view of thesc
fects it cannot be said thet the court abuﬂad its diseretiou in
' making ite findings-in this casa.

¢, IKach ancused oﬂﬂectad teo the last five li as cont-

ained in the.dossier submitied to the court prior €d trial, for
the reason that it coutsined a conclusion of law whi h was

prejudieial to the sccused herein, (R 10) The dossise was not
introduced intc evidence by the prosccution but was mersly a sum-
mary of the axpnctud gvidence, which was presented to the m:urt
50 that the court might acqueint itself with the facts in
to intélligently interrogate the accused at the beginning tha
trial, (Prov. 12, Guide to Procedure in M. G. courts) Inasmuch
a8 the dossler ls not in evidence and the prosecution is required
to prove 4ts case in the. uaual wﬂy, it cennot be sald that any




gonglusion conteined therein resulted in any prejudlciel error
in this cesae.

f. J[Ifter a careful examinetion of the record herein it is
balieved thet there ere no.errors or irregularities contained
thersin which are so injurious to the rights of the sccused as
to require either the retrisl of this case or invalidating the
entire proceedings. ¢

b

6, DOTA LS TO ACCUSED: &

a, Weger, The sccused is 31 years of sge, a German
male civilian, married, whose last address wes Tngolstadt,
Germany, His cecupabion was that of Criminal  missar of the
ftestapo. (R 2) He joined the HSLAP in 1937. 180) He
served for a short period on the Russian front. (R 202).

b, Schulze: heocused is 41 years of age, merried, father
of two children, whose lsst address was Markoebel, District of
Hanau, Germany. His occupetion wes thet of a criminal secretary
cf the Gestepo. (R 2, 215) He served as a soldier on the East-
err, fron® until the end of 1942. (R 216).

7. FETITICH FOR REVIEW: 5

2. Two petiticns for review have been filed on behalf
of the seccured herein. The grounds of error cited in these pet-
itions ave zs follows:

1. That the'court.was iﬁ error in that the court
permittes itself to be influenced by &n srrousous stetement of
law contel 1@& in the dossier submitted to the court prior to
triel.

2+ That the court was in error in that it refused
to permit. the defense counsel to interrogate the members of the
court as tg their knowladge of, and the considerstion thet they
wouid give toy superior orders. .

b. The ststem=nt in the dossier to which the accused
takes axceptlon resds as follows: "His defense will be 'superior
orders! and, although it is not suggested that this defense will
or should he, zccepted, he scems to have established fairly well],
both by his own testimony and that of others, that he acted rel-
uctently and only hectuse he was ordersd to do so." This state—
ment, although vegue in its terms, connot be said to constitute
a misstatement of the law. As has been pointed out in paragraph
b.of the discussion with reference to "superior orders" sueh
would not constibute an absolute defense under any circumstrices,
However, the court could consider the fact of superior ordevs in
determining the culpability of- each accused for the scid offense
committed or in mitlgetion of the punishment. The steteamenc con-

teined in the dossier does not prohibit the court from eonsider—
- arg such & defen e, It merely pointed out that “hey are
reculred to give such defense coansideratizo. lowever, assuming
that dessler is in error in stating the Low applicable to
suparior ordsrs, ‘the law member instructed the court that they
" should not consider such strtement. (R 10) The dossier was not
introduced into svidence but wes méwely submittud to the court
prior to e lal so thet the court might have some besis for know-
ing the fecta ond circumstancesof the case to assist them in con-
dusting the lﬂta rrogetion of esch accused prior to trisal,
Baregroph 12 of Lhe Guids to Procedure in Military Government.
Courts Epuﬂifichly provides: The dossier should be studied by
the court prior to its exsmination of the accused; it should not.
be regerded re prool of the statements it contains, which Hilfﬂ




have to be esteblished in evidence in the usual way, but should
merely be used as a besis for examination of the accused." In
the absencc of any evidence to the contrery, it must be presumed
that the court complied with this directive end ddd not consider
the statement contained in the dossier as binding on the court
during its deliberations. This contention is further supported
by the fact that the law mamber actualig cautionad the members
of the court not to consider the statement of law contained in

‘the dossier, Therefore no prejudicial error rasulted which would

require ?acating the proceedings hercin,

Ca Thu fret that the court did not panmit counsel for the
accused to interrogate the individual members ~f the court as

 to their knowledge and consideration of the is  of superior

orders, in order to determine whether a challe. _ for cause
might 1ie against eny member of the court, did not eonstitute
prejudicial error, The fact that a member of & court does not,
at the beginning of a tritl, have full knowledge of all the 1aw
which may be applicable in tha trial of such case does not con-
stitute a ground for cnpllenge for ceuse. ( p 58e MCK 1928)4
Members of & Militery Government Court are not practicing
lawyers end therefors cannct be expected to be familier with ell
of the rules of lew which mey be applicsble . to particuler case.
It becomes the duty of counsel for the prnsécuticn and defanaa
to present the court with proper citeticns of law which thay
fesl should be considered by the court! during the latter's del-
iberations. If, ufter the record is submitted to the reviewing
authority, it is found that the court failed to consider or ap-
ply the law applicable to tha facts i the particular case, it
then becomss the duty of the reviewing suthority to determine
whether Lhe error which resulted prejudiced the rightes of the
accused, and in the event he is convinced that the accused's

rights hove Beeri prejudiced he should take the necessary action

to sorrect tuch errors and irregularities. (Rule 25, Rules of
Procedure in MG Courts).

8+ PRTITION FDH.pliﬂEHGYt

a, A patition for clemency was filed herein on behalf
of both eccused. The grounds for such petition are as follows:

1. That the court which tried this case signed a
lettur of clemency stating that the court did not understand just
what consileration it would be entitled to give the matter of
supsidor crders in its deliberation in this cass.

This ground is supported by a letter signed by all but
one member of the ecourt requesting clemency for the accused “or
the reason that the court felt that both accused had commit®-d
the offense of which the court found them guilty under pressure
of superior ordars and the court did not know what weight and
credibility they were entitled to giva such superior orders in
their deliberationa,

2. fThat sinte the end of the trial certain new
gvidence had been discoveeed which tends to establish that ace-
used Weger was the type of man who would never:l have committed
the crime of which he has been found guilty if it had not been
ifor the great pressure that he was under by reason of the super—
ior corder of Fehrle. :

Thie ground is supported by a number of statements of
persona who were scquainted with Weger during the ysars prior
to the collapse of the German Heich, OSuch statements show that
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to protect her against an order which required that all Jews be
sent to work camps, Other statements contein instances of whare
the accused Weger had protected priscners of war and as a whole
has been & very kind and understanding man and not tis type of
man usually asscciated with the Gestapo. The substance of these
statements is that from his general reputation it is not
believed that the accused Weger was the'type of man who would
have put the American fliers to death dn 17 February 1945, unl-
¢ss he had been ordered to do so by Fehrls.

In support of this ground there is also a declaration made
by Ludwig diter who states thet he was a corpc~-l in the Luftw-
affe and vas prasent on 22 January 2945 when t 'accused Weger
had turned over the English flier 25 a prisone. f war., Hiter
also stetes that he learned from his superior officer theat some
time later the accused Weger had placed a telsphone w21l to the
airport requesting that a vehicle be sent to evacuste three
hmericsn pilots, but that such vehicle wes not sent beczuse of
lack of tramsportation.

b. it is very evident from the letter of clemency sighed
by 21l but one member of the court that the court did not fully
understand just what weight and credibilityithey were entitled
to give the fact that voth accused committed the crime charged
under the pressure of superior orders,. This is not surprising,
for the resson th-i at the time of the trial of this case the
theater poliey as to superior orders had not besn transmitted
to this section and no one was in.a paaiiiun to properly advise
the court on this matter .at that time? From the letter herein
it is evident thats the court wes convinced that zech of the
aceused nonmitted the offense of which they were found guilty
under the o¥easure of superior orders. The court's request for
¢l meney in this matter is entitled to consideration by the
reviewin, suthority. The only ressonable coneclusion which san
ta drewn fiom the court's request” for clemency is thet during:
its delirervations the court felt that the accufied Weger was
not responsible for the offense of which he was found guilty to
the extert thet he would be guilty of an offense eguivalent to
murder in the [irst degree, as it is known in anglo-émericen law.
'It therefors is clear thet the court fixed the responsibility
of Weger for the offense of which he was found guilty so that
he would be puilty of the offanse of second degres murder, 28
it is known in fnglo-imerican law. snd had they besn properly
adviced would heve fixed the punishment accordingly. From a
eareful consideration of the court's letter of clemency, coupléd
with the gotuzl sentence imposed by the court, it would appear
that the cour:c during its deliberation had no question st
mird but “hat the accused Schulze wea guilty of an offense
whnizh was che equivalent of second degree murder @s it is haown
in Anglo-/merican law. There is no definite rule applicable in
this type of essz which would determine the actual sentence that
should be imposed upon esch of the accused for the offense of
whicii the court found ihem guilty. However, if we teke the Fed-
eral Criminal Code as o guide, and bearing in mind the intention
of the court, it would seem thet a punishment of life imprison-
ment as to the accused Vieger and & sentence of imprisonment for
the period of 25 yeats for Schulze would adeguately punish each
for the offense of which the court has found them guilty,
(Section 454, title 18, USCA).

b, The letters submitted herewith, referring te sccused

Weger's ropucetiot, merely substantiate the fects as found in
. the recomd of trisl and do not indiscte that the court in making
its findings herein sbused its diseretion. The declersticn of




thet possibly on the date in questicn accused Weger did esll the
eirport in en attempt ¢t have the fliers removed as prisoners
of wer., However, the fret still remains that the sccused Wegsr
did make the final decision to comply with Fehrle's order and
in so doing took the lives of three innocent mens This fact
does not. indicrte thet the court abused its discretion im
making its findings herein but merely supports and subgtantias
tes the court's position that the accusgd Weger at the time of
the offense charged was acting under the extreme pressure of
superior orders, Inasmuch as due considersticn had been given
by the court to all of the facts and eircumstances and the

court has ar-ived at a decision end inasmuch as this reviewer
hag tried to point out the punishments which cer be imposed for
the offense of which the sccused have been fowr ilty, it is

© felt thet no further clemency is werranted by .. fects as cone
teined in ths record including the petition for clamency hereih-
before discussed.,

9. RECOMMENDATION:

: It is recommended that the findings of the court be
approved s=nd upheld but that the sertence in the case of the
accusad Weger be reduced ot life imprisonmentt end the sentence
in the cese of accused Schulze bs reduced to imprisonment for
a period of 25 years, Orders on review.which cerry out these

- recumnondetions are atteched for the sigusture of the reviewing
ruthority.
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