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Foreword


by Robert Fulford 

When David Irving's work first began to appear, it seemed no more than a journalist's attempt to re-work a few major themes of the Second World War and its background. Today we understand his project as something larger and more sinister: a kind of retrospective moral upgrading of the Third Reich and its leader, with all that implies for contemporary politics in Germany and elsewhere. We also know that his writings have been flowing into the swelling river of Holocaust denial, refreshing it with bits of near-fact and pseudo-fact, all intended to move a few more readers toward the acceptance of an absurdity: the relative innocence of the Nazis, or at least, the moral equivalence of the Nazis and their enemies in the Second World War. 

This context makes Eberhard Jäckel's two essays on Irving's methods even more valuable and fascinating than they were when Jäckel wrote them, some years before Irving became notorious. Jäckel demonstrates, with a scholar's precision, the ingenious ways in which Irving manipulates evidence, collecting whatever fits his preconceptions, misinterpreting as he chooses, and ignoring whatever fails to support his views. Over the years Irving has persuaded many readers in the English-speaking countries that he provides an understanding of the contents of certain German archives, but it will be hard for anyone, after reading Jäckel, to think of Irving as anything but a propagandist. 

At another time, in a different moral atmosphere, Irving's work would not deserve such detailed scrutiny; his nimble deceptions would be of interest only to specialists. In the present climate, however, he is a dangerous man to ignore. He plays to a section of the public that wants to believe him, a section largely created by the entrepreneurs of Holocaust denial. 

When Holocaust denial first made itself heard in public, its claims seemed so absurd that historians and journalists dismissed it as a temporary aberration, an eccentricity on the lunatic fringes of opinion. It wasn't until the early 1980s that we ceased to shrug it off, began to see it for the historical phenomenon that it is, and began trying to understand both its roots in traditional antisemitism and its peculiar appeal in the present age. 

It can be best understood not only as a branch of standard antisemitism but also as a specific product of its own time, roughly the period 1970 to the present. Holocaust denial, like the Holocaust itself, is without precedent: no one, not even Joseph Goebbels, has ever before produced so large and imaginative a lie. Conspiracy theories have frequently appeared during the last two hundred years, but all of them have been, by comparison, modest. The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, in its many versions, asks us to believe merely that a small group of men secretly agreed to take coordinated action to destroy civilization, in order to benefit themselves and their race. This much-reprinted fiction seemed monstrous when it first went into wide circulation, early in the 20th century, but it looks insignificant when placed besides the Holocaust denial thesis. 

The deniers (I avoid calling them "revisionists," since I think historical revision is honest and important work, practised by all good historians) ask us to believe in a conspiracy that involves hundreds of thousands of Iying witnesses and at least an equal number of falsified documents, all of them accepted by thousands of otherwise sensible historians. Magically, no one connected with this conspiracy has ever broken ranks and told the truth, or even accidentally revealed the plot in a letter or overheard phone conversation. The deniers therefore imply that "the facts" can be learned only by inference, teased out of obscure documents uncovered by Irving and others. 

This is obviously unbelievable, but what makes it exceptional is the extent to which it is unbelievable. It would be far easier to believe in, say, the witches of Salem, whose activities were blamed on magical powers from the underworld. 

The Holocaust deniers claim no such intervention from other- worldly sources: they claim that this astounding project, convincing the world that six million died when they didn't, was carried out by more or less ordinary human beings. That the Jews are said to have done it for practical gain (to acquire both money and political support for Israel) isn't particularly notable; that idea fits into ordinary antsemitic rhetoric. What must make us stand back in wonder, at both those who conceived the idea and those who claim to believe it, is the titanic scale of the lie. 

Who, after more than a moment's thought, would believe it? 

A fair number of people, apparently, and not all of them certified antisemites. In the spring of 1993 the Roper Organization announced that 22 per cent of the American adults it polled said that it seemed possible the Holocaust had never happened; an additional 12 per cent said they did not know if it was possible .[2] Even those who are skeptical about opinion polling, believing that results often reflect only half-hearted views, must acknowledge that Holocaust denial has found an audience of considerable size. 

Why? One reason is that our historical period distrusts authority of any kind, believing (unless persuaded otherwise) that statements issued by those in authority are likely to be self-interested and routinely untruthful. In this case, possibly, some people have decided that the standard account given in history books and the media represents the view of authority; Holocaust denial, on the other hand, may be seen as the unofficial, outsider's view, which is automatically more credible in many eyes. The popularity of Holocaust denial rnay be one fruit of a whole generation's shared belief that any statement endorsed by power should be distrusted and that there is always a "real" truth, hidden from all but a few. 

Holocaust denial probably also profits from a widely held view that if an idea is repeated often enough, and insisted on vehemently enough, then it is probably entitled to "a fair hearing." Of course, anything like a fair hearing (such as the publication of unedited defense "evidence" by the Canadian newspapers in the first of Ernst Zundel's trials in 1985) amounts to a wonderful gift to the deniers, who are allowed to spread their poisonous ideas further. Even if eight out of ten readers decide that they are fools or scoundrels, the deniers still gain. Simply allowing them into the forum of public discussion (as many schools are now being pressured to do) gives their ideas a certain validity. 

Perhaps a general change in our culture's view of history has done even more to create a kind of welcome for the deniers. One of the most striking characteristics of this period is the waning of history as a subject of study, contemplation, and discussion. During the last thirty or so years, our civilization has grown steadily less concerned with the past and more concerned with the present and the future. Those who believe that a knowledge of the past is crucial to all human enterprises have become a minority (consider how infrequently politicians and other leaders invoke historical precedent or tradition). 

In this vacuum, when a large part of the population has lost any sense of history and how it is written, a bizarre thesis like Holocaust denial can flourish. Perhaps the most pressing and painful of the lessons forced upon us by Irving and the Holocaust deniers is that we need to renew our relationship with history. If we are not attentive to the past, if we carelessly forget it or regard it as only marginally important, then the past can become a playground for evil. 

Footnotes: 

1. Robert Fulford, a Toronto journalist, writes a weekly column for The Globe and Mail. He has written frequently on Holocaust denial and related issues. 

2. Quoted by Michiko Kakutani in The New York Times, 30 April 1993. 
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Translator's Introduction: 
The Nazi Stake in Faulty History

"I would say that Nazi propaganda is much too 
transparent to work, were it not for the fast that 
it often does work. I don't know why, unless it 
is because people are deceived by its obvious 
bluntness ... " 

Bella Fromm 
Berlin, August 9, 1933 

This little book is about Nazi propaganda, six decades after Bella Fromm wrote the above in her Berlin diary. In 1933 Nazi propaganda was blunt and screamed its anti-Jewish themes without regard for historical niceties. When in 1945 Germany's war machine was for the second time in 27 years beaten to a standstill, it was not possible once again to use the early Nazi line that the defeat had come about because "the Jews and the socialists had stabbed Germany in the back." After all, socialists had been politically eliminated in 1933 and during the war Jewish populations had been systematically murdered. After the second defeat a more elegant explanation was needed. The neo-Nazi movement found it in the re-writing of history. One theme lies bluntly: "there was no Holocaust"; another, less blatant, says: "c'est la guerre, that's how it is in war." 

How to answer Holocaust deniers when younger people know little or nothing of that horrible history and can easily be misled by those who re-write it? It is a big question and cannot be tackled by one little book. But one little book can make a contribution to truth. David Irving's Hitler builds around two essays by the German historian Eberhard Jäckel. The essays appeared in 1979 in Germany in a collection of articles[4] commenting on the TV series "Holocaust." In Germany the television showings had led to nationwide outcries and hand wringing, producing numerous commentaries. Professor Jäckel's essays dealt with Holocaust issues tangentially, in the context of Holocaust denial. He focused on a clever re-writer of history, the Englishman David Irving, in particular his book Hitler's War. 

Encountering Jäckel's essays in 1991, I realized they were not only still timely but, if anything, becoming more so. He had put his finger on Irving's Achilles heel, the soft spots in Hitler's War, errors that have been made into the neo- Nazi lie about Hitler. Writing in English, David Irving makes an impact on English-speaking readers. That is why Jäckel's essays had to be made available in English. But Jäckel's German readers had mostly been exposed to the TV "Holocaust" series and to the uproar that had resulted from it. They were thus an unusually sensitized readership. A North American translation, fourteen years later, would have to provide more background. To do that is the task of this Introduction. 

Falsifying History

In John Toland's 1976 two-volume popular biography,[5] which "adds little to our knowledge or understanding of Hitler,"[6] there is nevertheless an important entry for our understanding of the world of the 1990s. Toland begins his Epilogue with this paragraph: 

To the surprise of the world, Hitler's death brought an abrupt, absolute end to National Socialism. Without its only leader, it burst like a bubble. There were no enclaves of fanatic followers bent on continuing Hitler's crusade; ... What had appeared to be the most powerful and fearsome political force of the twentieth century vanished overnight. No other leader's death since Napoleon had so completely obliterated a regime. 

Looking back from the early 1970s, Toland may have correctly assessed the two decades following the collapse of Hitler's Third Reich. But the two decades after Toland wrote have seen an appalling growth in efforts to revise Hitler's ideology and reputation. This movement has been accompanied by a swelling literature, justifying Hitler and vilifying Jews and the State of Israel. Aim and tool of the attempted rehabilitation of Nazism is Holocaust denial. Since the Nazi slate cannot be wiped clean -- tabula rasa is impossible --- the victims, survivors and their descendants, are called liars and exploiters. Nazi Germany's mass murder of millions -- principally of Jews -- being unthinkable, must therefore have been invented! 

Since the capitulation in May 1945 of Nazi Germany, the children of those who fought have now had their children. These new generations did not witness World War II nor what led up to it. Growing up in post-war times of relative quiet and even prosperity, they learned little about the deeds of Nazi Germany, primarily against Jews, but also against Gypsies and Slavic peoples. 

Ignorant of the history of their grandparents' generation, such people make ideal targets for renewed Nazi propaganda. Concocted by so-called "historical revisionists," the old hate-mongers in pseudo- scholarly garb shout that the Holocaust is a fraud. They claim it was invented by Jews to extract from war-weary Germany compensation for imaginary losses. 

Such blatant lies are evidently meant to clear the perpetrators. They vilify the dead and surviving victims of Nazi horrors. The danger they pose is this: reiterated again and again, momentous lies become "commonplace," "matter-of fact," and, as time passes, "believed." 

Historical falsifiers deny what Allied soldiers, who during the last days of the war, coming upon the Nazi death camps, saw with their own eyes. Now members of that critically important generation are dying out: many of the soldier- witnesses and even more so the victim-witnesses are now gone. Their place has been taken by new generations for whom such deeds are unthinkable. To sheltered generations kept in ignorance, falsified history can more readily be told with ' impunity. Besides, the true story is so horrible that no one wants to believe it; until recently even many a victim has been unable to speak about it. 

Falsified history peddled under neo-Nazi auspices is in direct line of descent from the brazen lies of Hitler's propaganda machine. A recent article' gives a pointed example: 

It is now 50 years since the mounting evidence of the unbelievable, almost unimaginable Nazi crimes was acknowledged by the United Nations coalition. 

On 17 December 1942, a solemn declaration simultaneously published in Washington, London and Moscow, denounced the German authorities who, "not content with denying to persons of Jewish race ... the most elementary human rights, are now carrying into effect Hitler's oft-repeated intentions to exterminate the Jewish people of Europe." 

The declaration came at the end of a year which had begun with the Wannsee conference of 20 January 1942 where organizational details of the crime were discussed-even while wholesale murders had already begun. A few days earlier, on 9 January, a directive from the ministry of propaganda ordered the oldest slogan "the Jews are to blame" to be taken up by the press "until no doubt remains that each and every Jew, whatever they may do or wherever they may be, is guilty of the calamity they have brought upon the world." 

More than half a century later, Nazi-style propaganda employs the same demonic ploy: "blaming the victim." 

Enter Irving

Neo-Nazi demand for "revised" history has given rise to a "revisionism" industry. Its "craftsmen" surface at international meetings and trials as "expert witnesses." An example: Robert Faurisson, a former professor of French literature at the University of Lyons, whom the defense brought from France to testify at the 1985 trial in Toronto of Ernst Zundel. Publisher and distributor of Holocaust- denial and other antisemitic material, Zundel was charged with willfully publishing false information likely to cause racial or religious intolerance. 

One of his publications, by Verrall, and entitled "Did Six Million Really Die?" represented one of the counts against him. Faurisson testified that on the basis of his extensive study since 1960 he had concluded there had been no genocide; "It is an accusation against the German people, which is not proved at all," he said. He also asserted that the "Six Million" pamphlet is substantially correct in its denial that European Jews were exterminated. 

Propaganda emanating from such sources is disseminated at neo Nazi meetings and sent through the mails anonymously. It appeals mainly to people already blinded by anti-democratic and anti-Jewish phobias. But there are also more subtle and sophisticated "revisionist historians" and among them is the focus of this booklet: David Irving. 

In Hitler's War, as in some of his previous books, Irving produced a remarkable mix of truth and fantasy, gripping and misleading. If these "popular histories" were meant as entertainment and not as instruction about "what really happened," they would not warrant serious rejoinders. But many of Irving's books, Hitler's War in particular, have clear cut and not at all hidden agendas. They set out to paint the Allies with the same brush of brutality as the Nazi side and this "even-handed" juggling act is bound to raise in uninitiated minds the question whether the Second World War, with its terrible sacrifices, was necessary. 

Because Irving manages to insinuate that the Jews of Europe posed real dangers to the Nazi war machine, there is in his work an undercurrent of justification for the Holocaust, the facts of which he does not totally deny. No wonder that Jäckel refers to Irving's revisionism as "more subtle and cunning than a revisionism that denies everything." By equally distributing the brutality of Nazis and anti-Nazis, blameworthiness becomes diluted until it disappears. 

In Hitler's War, Irving builds an even more insidiously untrue scaffold to hold up the rotten hull of the Nazi ship of state: Hitler's innocence in the mass murder of Europe's Jewish people. Thereby the guilt for the greatest crime of the century is neatly unloaded on secondary Nazi chieftains: notably Goebbels, Himmler, and powerful underlings like Heydrich who oversaw the mass-killing operations. Though Jäckel's essays show that Irving manufactured much of his "Hitler cleansing" evidence, some additional facts may be helpful. 

The beginning of the Holocaust is reckoned as of November 9, 1938. On that date Nazi state machinery unleashed a nation wide pogrom euphemistically known as "Kristallnacht," "the night of broken glass," i.e., broken windows. Over a hundred synagogues were burned and their sacred scrolls trodden in the dirt. Thousands of Jewish men were whipped, spat on, and sent to concentration camps. Families were terrorized. It was indeed the beginning of the end for Germany's and Europe's Jews. 

Who in Germany could have ordered so uniform an onslaught on a defenseless, already cowed and systematically pauperized people? In his biography of Goering,[9] Irving lays the blame for this pogrom on Goebbels, thereby clearing Hitler. But other voices point directly at Hitler. Among these is that of his former press chief, Otto Dietrich. In his memoirs,' written after Germany's surrender and while he was a prisoner of British military authorities, he writes: 

Early in November 1938 there took place ... the burning of synagogues and the smashing of Jewish shops These demonstrations were supposed to have been spontaneous; as I learned the following day, they were staged. The inspiration for them was attributed to Goebbels. In reality they had been instigated by Hitler himself. Hitler ordered Goebbels to carry out the action, and Go passed the instructions on to the SA (Brownshirts) ....

That Hitler was in fact the mastermind of the master pogrom would not have been much of a revelation to his contemporaries, but it is revealing how Irving deals with it. In 1992 he announced his latest "discovery" in Moscow archives of previously unknown pages of Goebbels' diary, and that he had exclusive use of them. The Sunday Times of London is said to have agreed to pay Irving $170,000 to "read, authenticate and transcribe" them." Irving triumphantly announced that the author of the 1938 pogrom had been Hitler. But he failed to say that three years earlier the same Irving had laid the blame for it just as firmly on Goebbels. 

Why Clean up Hitler?

While Professor Jäckel's essays addressed Irving's fantasy about Hitler's guiltlessness in the murder of Europe's Jews, he did not raise the question of what Irving's attempt to disinfect Hitler, if successful, would do for the neo-Nazi movement. A clue to the potential utility of such a cleanup appeared in an article by Martin Broszat [12] He said that a majority of the German people had enthusiastically identified themselves not with men like Himrnler, Bormann and Heydrich, nor with the Nazi party, but with Hitler. Thus it was the "Fuehrer" on whose posthumous stature the neo- Nazi movement could bank for a possible political come-back. But the demon in Hitler's reputation would have to be exorcized if the figure of the Fuehrer were to serve a new political purpose. That is what Irving seems to have been doing. 

Revisionist Incest

That people who keep regular company would also share outlook and ideas is hardly surprising. But in the case of "revisionist" history and neo-Nazi ideology, that affinity calls for special attention. If Irving's cleanup of Hitler is useful to the neo-Nazi movement's political ambitions, in what sense is the neo-Nazi movement useful to Irving? One need only inspect the range of the man's books to find a possible clue. 

In his 1960s books, such as The Destruction of Dresden and The Virus House, Irving judged "even-handedly" Allied and Nazi war guilt, equating the two combatants as "war criminals." It was a very attractive message for the likes of Zundel, Butz[13] and Faurisson. Their world-wide distribution networks enabled Irving to gain attention far beyond what his publishers alone have been able to do for him. 

Having become a valued client, Irving shaped his later books, such as Hitler's War and Goering with even more partisan messages. He now feels free to back charlatans like the self-styled "gas chamber expert" Leuchter, who denies that at Auschwitz Jews were gassed with prussic acid ( Cyclon B). Thus Irving has put himself squarely in the neo- Nazi camp. Whatever Irving may once have been, and whatever he may once have wanted his books to say, he has now become the willing darling of neo-Nazi interests. And as his deal with The Sunday Times of London has shown, even that unvarnished bias does not seem to militate against Irving's drawing considerable profit from it. 

Attack as Defense

From a recent article on "revisionists" in Britain: 

Irving makes no bones about his antisemitism (except when he denies it). He thinks the Jews are "very foolish not to abandon the gas chamber theory while they still have time." Still have time? Yes, he indulges in "prophesy" which could be self-fulfilling. He "foresees" (much like Hitler) "a new wave of antisemitism" (which he helps to create), because "the Jews have exploited people with the gas chamber legend."'[14]

The motto "attack as defense" has its pedigree in Hitler's Propaganda Minister Goebbels: 

Now what was the Nazis' reaction when the crimes were for the first time officially denounced...? Dr. Goebbels had already an inkling that "British propaganda is taken up so much with the alleged and-Jewish atrocities in the East" that he "believes the time had come to do something about this propaganda campaign." It was, he confessed at a secret departmental conference on 12 December 1942, a "rather delicate subject," especially "'the maltreatment of the Jews in Poland" which "had better not be touched on at all." Generally, the line to be followed was "not to engage in polemics but instead give particular prominence to British atrocities in India, Iran and Egypt," because "our best weapon is an offensive" designed to ensure that the anti-British "atrocity stories really do make an impact."'[15]

To reinforce what has been said about the "revisionists" equating Allied and Nazi atrocities, there is this further insight into the Goebbels technique: 

At another secret conference on December 16 (1942) Goebbels believes "a general hullabaloo about atrocities is our best chance of getting away from the embarrassing topic of the Jews. Things must be so arranged that each party accuses every other of committing atrocities." This general hullabaloo would "eventually result in this subject disappearing from the agenda."[16] 

Goebbels' recipe for "even-handed" propaganda is evidently being put to "good" use by other "revisionist" craftsmen besides Irving. A 1989 book called Other Losses [17] by James Bacque: Bacque accused General Dwight Eisenhower, when he was commanding officer of the Allied Forces stationed in Europe, of having willfully caused the death of approximately one million German prisoners of war. That revisionist thesis was given serious reviews in major Canadian newspapers, suggesting that here was suppressed dirt from our own side in World War II. Educated readers, particularly Jewish ones, might have been expected to be wary. One who fell for the hoax wrote a letter to the editor of a Canadian Jewish paper." He referred to Bacque's "careful research," "ample evidence," and "obviously willful murder." 

Another correspondent,[19] commenting on the misconceptions of the previous letter writer and on Bacque's thesis, wrote: 

... the German historian Bert Engelmann, (has) shown Bacque's story of German prisoners being willfully starved to death to be false.... Eisenhower declared time and again that he did not have the men or the means to take care of the surrender of a full-sized army and finally closed the American lines and refued to accept surrendering German forces. My German source confirms that the situation in the American sector (Kreuznach and Freudenstadt) was very bad, worse than in the British and French sector But I am asking: what is behind this obviously strange publication coming 45 years after the end of the war? 

As you see, already in 1942 Goebbels had created the perfect recipe for Holocaust denial. 

Summing Up

Now we turn to Jäckel's dissection of Irving's thesis in Hitler's War. Let us keep in mind what these essays imply. They shout that the emperor has no clothes. The emperor, here Adolf Hitler, appears in Irving's portrait of him as a willful child but without guile. Jäckel's essays warn that the deception, if widely believed, can lead to dire consequences, reminiscent of this aphorism: 

The attempt to justify an evil deed has perhaps more pernicious consequences than the evil deed itself. The justification of a past crime is the planting and cultivation of future crimes. Indeed, the repetition of a crime is sometimes part of a device of justification: we do it again and again to convince ourselves and others that it is a common thing and not an enormity.[20] 
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Refutation of the absurd thesis that 
"Hitler Is innocent in the murder of Europe's Jews"[21]

Preliminaries [22]

In those [Nazi] times one could frequently hear people say: "Just you wait till the Führer gets wind of it!" by which they meant that if Hitler knew, he would certainly rectify not only certain unpleasant aspects of daily life but also the immense horrors of the regime. It helped people cope both with such minor annoyances as train delays, bad weather, or a Nazi boss's drunken antics, and with real injustices and crimes. When used as a joke it was not, like many other ones, directed against the regime: even then it had a deeper meaning. It removed the person of the Fuehrer, who after all couldn't be expected to concern himself with everything, from the shortcomings and arbitrary acts of his subordinates. 

From the start, this formula was applied to the murder of the Jews. Even if Himmler and his sinister SS and Gestapo executioners were thought capable of it, the Führer was not. Had he known of it, he would surely have interfered. Such was the rumor during the war and the open talk afterwards. This kind of drivel has been and continues to be written by neo- Nazis who should really be called "stone-age" Nazis. 

In their attempted cleanup of the Führer's person such people are helped by the fact that in the case of the mass murder of the Jews there exists no written, personally signed, order of Hitler's. For years historians searched for such an order and when none was found they turned to other issues. Nevertheless, no serious scholar has concluded that this century's most horrible crime could have been undertaken without Hitler's will or knowledge. 

Now someone has come along, an Englishman yet, who in an otherwise well-regarded book serves up the same absurd thesis. His book has the earmarks of scholarship: it cites sources and has annotations, and its author is so certain of himself that he has offered to donate $1,000 (US) to some charitable fund if anyone can identify a wartime document that shows Hitler, prior to October 1943, ordering or even knowing of the biological liquidation of the Jews of Western Europe. 

Quite a wager, wouldn't you say? But don't be misled: the clever bettor was not entirely foolhardy; he made sure not to give the power of verification to some neutral body like a university or a scientific organization. He insists that he, entirely on his own, will be the judge of whether a document is genuine, and whether his thesis has in fast been contradicted. Now that can hardly be called "fair play"; it is nothing less than a sleight of hand trick. 

This smart-alecky young man is David Irving and his book is Hitler's War. It raised a furor in the media. Its reviews were consistently negative. Oxford University's Hugh Trevor Roper,[23] one of the greatest authorities in this field, called Irving's methodology defective. 

Publication History of Hitler's War
The book has a strange prehistory story. It first appeared in 1975 in German under the title Hitler and his Generals.[24] Though its reception was critical, its source material was praised. This version of the book did not provoke anger or indignation, and for a good reason: it did not contain the disturbing thesis of Hitler's innocence. That part had been carefully eliminated. Irving has now distanced himself from this version of his book and has forbidden any further edition of it. He claims that it had been substantially abbreviated and altered without his doing. 

The director of the Ullstein Publishing House, Wolf Jobst Siedler, has some interesting contrary information. On May 7, 1974, a year prior to the book's publication, he had written to Irving concerning Irving's discussion of the "liquidation of the Jews." He had emphasized that "in a publishing house under my direction no book shall appear for which I cannot take political and historical responsibility." He added: "Should you be of a different opinion, we would have to go our different ways." Irving had not left; he had stayed. 

Since Irving's British and American publishers had fewer scruples than Siedler, the offending thesis did, after all, make its appearance there, and likewise in Germany where it was eagerly received in quite well-known and "interested" [neo-Nazi] circles. It is common knowledge that the defense attorneys in the Duesseldorf lawsuit of Majdanek death camp operatives have made use of Irving's assertion. Now it is time to take issue with it. 

Irving has repeatedly complained that he is being maligned when his thesis about the murder of the Jews is given so much prominence, seeing that his book devotes only a small section of its 926 pages to it. Nor is that wrong. His book covers much else, and not all of it is shocking; in fact some of it is worth reading and even enlightening. But only his thesis [of Hitler's innocence in the murder of the Jews] attracts attention; Irving himself has given it prominence by emphasizing it in the very first pages. 

The Anatomy of Irving Thesis

Thus he writes that the most persistent of many Hitler extermination of the Jews." His own inquiry has, he says, led him to two firm conclusions: (1) that in war dictators are basically weak and not able to check on all activities of administering organizations, and (2) that guilt for the bloody and mindless massacre of the Jews must be laid to a large number of Germans and not just Hitler. True, with his antisemitic speeches Hitler stoked the fires of Jew-hatred. True, he and Himmler had created the SS and set up the concentration camps. But Irving also claims there is incontrovertible evidence that Hitler, on the 30th of November 1941, ordered that there be "no liquidation" of Jews. 

That it nevertheless happened is laid to a Verlegen-heitsloesung,[25] i.e., a solution created out of embarrassment. Thus Hitler unquestionably would have ordered the removal of the European Jews into the conquered territories in the East. But mid-ranking authorities (SS, party bosses, state commissars) unable to cope with continuously arriving trainloads of deportees needing accommodations, are said to have simply liquidated them, partly to rob them and partly out of "cynical extrapolation" from Hitler's antisemitic laws and regulations. 

This thesis is more subtle and cunning than a revisionism that denies everything, and for that reason it may find ready believers. According to this thesis Hitler remains charged with many crimes, but not nearly as many as legend says he committed. Irving's thesis purports that Hitler, with such power as he wielded, tried, as well or rather as poorly as he could manage, to resist the mass murder of the Jews. 

The argument follows three lines: first, that there is no written order, second, that Hitler never mentioned it even to those in his inner circle ( Irving says he interviewed all of them: adjutants, house servants, and secretaries and that none of them had heard Hitler speak of it); third, and above all else, there is Hitler's counter-order of November 30, 1941. It is Irving's piece de resistance. He refers to it not less than six times and the only illustration in his book shows it in facsimile. 

Hitler's Counter-order

This interesting item is a page from Himmler's[26] handwritten notebook. At the top it says: 

"Telephone conversations 30.XI.1941. Wolgschanze" (Wolf's Lair).

Himmler phoned five people, one of these (at 1.30 pm) was Heydrich "from the bunker." About this conversation Himmler entered this note: 

"Jewish transport from Berlin, not to be liquidated."

Note Irving's interpretation: 

"At 1.30 pm, from Hitler's bunker, Himmler had to pass on to Heydrich the explicit order that Jews were not to be liquidated."

It takes no special training and only a minimum of good sense and logic to see the flaws in this totally inadequate bit of source interpretation. From the order not to liquidate a certain transport of Jewish people, Irving concocts a universal order that Jews are henceforth not to be "liquidated." Actually, exactly the opposite is true. If Hitler had not ordered the general destruction of the Jews, it would have made no sense for him to have forbidden it in a single case. That he did forbid it in this case would seem to be proof of the fact that a general order had been given and that in this case an exception was to be made.[emphasis Nizkor's] (We now know what caused the exception, and that the missed "liquidation" was soon made up for).[27] 

Other examples of Irving's skills at interpretation are not much better. Whoever concerns himself with the so-called "Final Solution" has to start with the premise that it was shrouded in official secrecy. The pertinent files are marked "Secret Affairs of State" and even within these files the killing operations are cloaked in codified expressions like "resettlement." 

It is thus a sign of ignorance or bias and most likely of both when, in such matters, the words of subordinates and are given credit. Besides, five of Irving's informants have since declared they had merely mentioned that Hitler had not in their presence referred to the death camps, but that they did not believe that Hitler was unaware of the Jews' fate.[28] 

Evidently Irving does not even know how to pose precise questions. In any case he seems never to have thought out how to investigate a decision-making process that from the start had been cloaked in absolute secrecy. He looks around and collects whatever fits his preconceptions. 

The Argument of the "Missing Order"

We now turn to Irving's ultimate argument: the missing written order. 

That fact in itself would not, of course, prove anything. The process of history doesn't proceed along such orderly lines as if it were a financial transaction, providing receipts and vouchers. Many things in the world are never officially recorded. It is a fact worth thinking about: perhaps researchers have passed over it much too lightly. 

No one disagrees that Hitler was an antisemite. But many misunderstand the peculiar, unchangeable pattern of his antisemitism. It is already to be found in 1927, in the second volume of Mein Kampf: 

No people can free itself from that fist [the Jews']other than by the sword. 

[...] Such an event is bound to be a bloody encounter.

And even more clearly a few pages later: 

If at the beginning of and during the [First World] War twelve or fifteen thousand of these Hebrew destroyers of the German people had been held under poison gas the way hundreds of thousands of the very best German workingmen from all social classes and occupations had to suffer it, then the sacrifice of the millions at the front would not have been in vain. On the contrary: twelve thousand scoundrels liquidated at the right time, might perhaps have saved the lives of a million decent, for the future valuable, Germans. 

Hitler was the first to formulate as concepts these words: "removal," "bloody," "liquidation" and, with memories of WWI, "poison gas." Admittedly, the thought of murder was not alien to him, and considering the fact that later on he actually carried out step by step the foreign policy program designed in Mein Kampf, why should one assume him incapable or unwilling to do the same with his anti-Jewish program? 

Who Really Gave the Order?

No one, neither Hitler nor Goebbels,[29] to whom Irving ascribes the main culpability, ever made statements such as Hitler did. But Irving claims that they, the most loyal of the loyal, committed the dirty deed behind the Führer's back! 

There is considerable evidence that Hitler made all important decisions by himself, often to the consternation of his closest associates, and that he especially during the war insisted on a complete overview of all the events. He paid attention to innumerable details, the movement of divisions and regiments, the numbers of hostages to be shot, the design and development of decorations. It is therefore quite unthinkable that he would miss even a day of the Holocaust, the mass murder of Jewry, that enormous undertaking with thousands of participants, quite apart from the victims. Bormann at least, the all-knowing secretary, would have promptly informed him of it. But it wasn't necessary to inform Hitler. He knew well what was happening. 

He even announced his intentions openly, on the 30th of January 1939, before the Parliament of Greater Germany,[30] Here are his words, the meanings of which would only later on become clear: 

I shall once again be your prophet: if international Jewry with its financial power in and outside of Europe should manage once more to draw the peoples of the world into a world war, then the result will not be the Bolshevization of the world and thus the victory of Jewry but rather the total destruction of the Jewish race in Europe. 

Ever since Mein Kampf, this was one of Hitler's two major war aims. The other was the conquest of territory for "living space"[31] in the East. That is why for him the war only started with the attack on the Soviet Union. Previous military undertakings had been mere campaigns, intended to open the path to Russia. After the collapse of France in the summer of 1940 the road was clear. Immediately thereafter he began with his preparations. 

In that connection an unlikely information source has come to the fore. After the war Himmler's masseur and confidant, Felix Kersten, reported that his patient had once told him the following: immediately after the campaign against France, Himmler was called to the Führer's headquarters. There Hitler is said to have revealed that he, Himmler, would have to carry out the destruction of the European Jews. Himmler is said to have raised objections, to have spoken for the plan to resettle the Jews on the African island of Madagascar, but that the Führer insisted on his order. 

Granted, this is not a very sound source, especially since Kersten tells the story differently in different editions of his book. But the story is nonetheless believable: at that very time Hitler also revealed his plan of conquests to his generals. The fact that territorial conquest and destruction of the Jews were closely interrelated, even interdependent, provides still deeper insight into Hitler's world view. 

Actually it is quite believable that Himmler raised objections.[32] In the territories occupied by Germany there lived four million Jews and a similar number would be found in the parts of Russia slated for conquest. Approximately half of these were women and children. Hi 1 was supposed to collect and then murder all of them. Aside from the incredible problems of transport and organization he would be needing hundreds if not thousands of soldiers or police, prepared to kill defenseless men, women and children. It is understandable that Hi 1 would have seen this as an impossible task, that he would have even regarded it with pure horror. 

An echo of these sentiments can be heard in his [Himmler's] later record of his secret discussions [33] On October 6, 1943 he said the Jewish question had for him become "the most difficult question of my life ' and then he continued: 

Gentlemen: that short sentence 'The Jews are to be destroyed" is easily spoken. But for him who must carry it out, it requires the hardest and most difficult tasks possible. [...] We had to face the question: How is it with the women and children? I have decided also in this to find a clear solution. I could not see my way clear to destroy the men -- let's say it clearly: murder or have them murdered-and then to let the children grow up to avenge themselves on our sons and grandchildren. A most difficult decision had to be made to make this people completely disappear from the earth. 

On May 5,1944: 

At the beginning or before the war, the Führer warned the Jews: "Should you once again incite the European peoples to war, it will not lead to the destruction of the German people but to the destruction of the Jews." ... Perhaps you can feel with me how difficult it was to follow this soldierly order that had been given me and which I have fulfilled in obedience and good faith. 

On May 24, 1944: 

Yet another question vital for the inner security of the Reich and for Europe was the Jewish question. It was solved as ordered, rationally and without compromise. 

And on June 21, 1944 

It was the most terrible problem and the most terrible task that could have been given to any organization, the task of solving the Jewish question. 

Who, besides Hitler, could have ordered that terrible task, that "soldierly order"? Between the two men stood no intermediary. 

But if Himmler really acted without Hitler's will and knowledge, as Irving wants us to believe, why would he have referred to an order? Was Hitler not only to accept that Himmler acted on his own authority, but was he also falsely to be blamed for it? No, - these statements by Himmler are quite clear and unequivocal. Nor can we mistake the fact that Himmler was not happy with the order.[34] It is possible that the two men had an argument, a fact that might explain why Hitler did not put the order in writing. 

At first there may have been just a private conversation, its theme so unusual, with such terrifying perspectives, that no one would have dared to record it. Besides, we know that in other cases Hitler also ordered: "Let there be no paper trail." Later on, once Himmler had given in, he would no longer have been in a position to demand an official order in writing. Faint-hearted and hesitant, Himmler now had to prove himself Hitler's loyal follower. In that way his earlier hesitation may have turned into an even fiercer determination. Spring 1941 saw the final preparation. Military planning was completed. The entire apparatus of conquest and domination was established as far as the Caucasus mountains. It was then that the Einsatzgruppen[35] were organized. After Hitler's attack on the Soviet Union these forces were deployed, behind the ever moving front, for the mass execution of Jews and Commissars. At that time Himmler received a written decree dated March 13, 1941, which empowered him to deal with the army: "On behalf of the Führer, special tasks are to be undertaken arising out of the now pending ultimate struggle between two opposing political systems." 

The war of conquest and the murder of Jews had now been coordinated. Around the same time, and after a discussion with Hitler, Alfred Rosenberg, minister-designate for the occupied territories in the East, made this entry into his diary: 

"What I shall not put in writing today I will, however, never forget." 

On June 22, 1941 the terrible machine was set in motion. 

On July 31 Goering gave to Heydrich, the chief of the security police and the S ,36 the assignment to prepare the long striven-for "Final Solution of the Jewish Question." Now Heydrich could organize the Wannsee conference, whereby all the German territorial acquisitions in the East were drawn into the program of mass murder. 

Once again we find that this order was not signed either by Hitler or by Himmler, Heydrich's immediate superior. Because Goering had been slated to be Hitler's heir, perhaps Hitler's reticence to sign "sensitive" documents was quite intentional: Goering, once implicated in and pledged to the work, would find the Führer's silence a powerful means of compliance. 

It Was Hitler After All

There is ample evidence that Hitler was the actual originator and that he was of course fully informed. Nor did he cloak himself always in discreet silence. For instance, on December 1, 1941, he addressed his guests at the Fuehrer's Headquarters during dinner: 

Many Jews are quite unaware of the destructive nature of their very existence. But whoever destroys life courts death, and that is exactly what is happening to them! 

On December 14 Rosenberg was with Hitler and spoke about a planned public address. In an annotation he wrote: 

I am of the opinion that one ought not to discuss the extermination of the Jews. The Führer agrees with that standpoint. 

Naturally he agreed. After all, the whole undertaking was secret. But clearly both men were fully aware of what it was they were discussing. 

On March 27, 1942 Goebbels also entrusted the secret to his diary: 

Starting in Lublin, the Jews in the area of the Generalgouvernement [37] are to be removed and pushed eastward. That requires pretty barbarous actions which cannot be described here; little will remain of the Jews themselves. It can be said in general that some 60% have to be liquidated and only 40% can be put to work. The former Gauleiter[38] of Vienna and now Higher SS and Police Leader in Lublin, who is in charge of this action, is carrying it out quite carefully and without attracting too much attention. To the Jews there is being meted out a criminal-court judgment, which, while barbarous, is fully deserved. 

The Führer's prophesy about their future, which he made in case they instigated a new war, that prophesy is now beginning to become real in utterly horrendous dimensions. But sentimentality must not be allowed to interfere in such matters. If we were not fighting them off, the Jews would destroy us. Ours is a life and death struggle between the Aryan race and the Jewish bacillus. 

No other government or regime has been able to rouse itself sufficiently to tackle and solve this conundrum. Here too the Fuehrer has shown himself to be the unflinching pioneer and spokesman of a radical solution, one that fits the circumstances and is therefore unavoidable. Fortunately, this war has provided us with a series of opportunities that would have been unavailable to us in peace time. These we must now utilize. 

The increasingly de-populated ghettos in cities under the control of the Generalgouvernement are currently being filled with Jews eliminated from the Reich, and after a certain period that procedures will be repeated. 

It is a remarkable diary entry, if only because it is so thoroughly accurate! It was in Lublin that the mass murder was initiated by using a stationary gas chamber in lieu of the mobile vans formerly used. This took place in the camp Belzec, where the murder action started on March 16. The man in charge of these actions was Odilo Globocnik, formerly Gauleiter of Vienna and now top SS and police chief in Lublin. Barely eleven days later Goebbels knew of all the details involved! 

We can also notice Goebbels' uneasiness. Twice he uses the word "barbaric." With some effort he talks himself into believing in the absolute necessity of the murder action, and in that connection he twice refers to Hitler. Also, he repeats the constantly quoted "prophesy" (from January 30, 1939) and presents Hitler as "the unflinching pioneer and spokesman." 

A curious aside: though Irving knows this diary entry of Goebbels, he insists that nowhere in the diaries is there any indication of Hitler's ostensible initiative in the extermination of the Jews. 

While the bloody work was being carried out in secret, and although along the whole military and home fronts it was known by rumor, Hitler developed the peculiar ambition to mention it again and again in his public speeches. Thus in 1942, at the zenith, he did so no fewer than five times. 

On January 1: 

The Jew will not exterminate the European peoples, but will instead be the victim of his own assassination attempt. 

On January 30: 

Already on September 1, 1939, in the German Reichstag,[40] although careful not to indulge in premature prophesies, I declared that this war will not lead to the result the Jews imagine, namely that the European peoples would be exterminated; instead, the conclusion of this war will result in the destruction of Jewry. 

On February 24: 

[...] my prophesy will be fulfilled, namely that this war will result not in the annihilation of Aryan humanity, but in the extermination of the Jew. 

Whatever the war may bring with it, or however long it may last, this will surely be its end result. 

On September 30: 

Back on September 1, 1939, I addressed a session of the Reichstag about two things: [...] secondly, if Jewry managed to instigate an international world war, intended to exterminate the Aryan peodles, it will not be the Aryan peoples who will be exterminated, but rather Jewry. 

On November 8: 

You will recall the session of the Reichstag at which I declared: "If Jewry were to fancy that an international world war would result in the extermination of the European races, then the result will not be the extermination of the European races but the extermination of all of Jewry all through Europe. 

I have always been ridiculed as a prophet. But of those who laughed then, innumerable ones are not laughing any longer, and those who are still laughing will also shortly stop. Before long this realization should come to dawn on Europe and on the whole world. International Jewry will then be recognized for the demonic danger that it is. We National Socialists [Nazis] shall see to it. 

The monotonous obstinacy [of this "prophesy"] is truly surprising. It seems as if Hitler wanted to make his work manifest before history. Perhaps he wished to let his assistants-in-murder know that he, with his authority, was standing squarely behind them. Not even the recurring alteration of the date to September 1, 1939, the first day of the war, when he actually made no mention of the Jewish question, was probably no error but rather quite intentional. These words of Hitler's appear to be nothing other than a major and conscious confession. 

In the face of the drama's end, the war lost but the murder of the Jews accomplished, Hitler became even more explicit. Texts of his last discourses have been disputed; evidently some other hand had messed with them. But the following utterance from February 13, 1945 is unadulterated and unadulterable Hitler: 

Against the Jews I fought open-eyed and in view of the whole world. At the beginning of the war I sent them a final warning. I did not leave them in ignorance that, should they once again manage to drag the world into war, they would this time not be spared-I made it plain that they, this parasitic vermin in Europe, will be finally exterminated. 

And again Hitler on April 2, 1945, fully aware of defeat: 

The German people, now so violently kicked around, must in spite of their national powerlessness, always endeavor to cherish our gift to them: the science of race hygiene. In a world increasingly contaminated by the Jews' moral poison, only a people immunized against this poison will in the end gain the upper hand. In that light, the National Socialist movement will have earned the world's undying gratitude, seeing that I had the Jews of Central Europe exterminated. 

Four weeks later, on April 29, the day before his suicide, Hitler once more acknowledged his work, in a personally signed last will and testament: 

I have left no one in doubt that, when the peoples of Europe are once again nothing more than parcels of stock certificates in the hands of these international money and finance conspirators, then this people will also be called to account, this people which is the actual guilty party in this murderous struggle: Jewry! Besides, I have left no one in ignorance about the fact that this time, though millions of children of Europe's Aryan peoples will die of hunger, and millions of adult men will suffer death, and hundreds of thousands of women and children will be burned and bombed to death in the cities, at last the actually guilty party will have to suffer for its sin, even if the means of punishment will prove to be more humane. 

Once More 
Irving, Hitler and the Murder of the Jews[ 41]

New Documents?

In a way David Irving has triumphed and I have to admit that I may have helped him to that end. In his book Hitler's War, the nimble historian-author declared that the murder of the European Jews had been committed without Hitler's knowledge and against his will. Though everything we know suggests otherwise, with conclusive proof against that absurd thesis being unavailable I had, on August 25, 1977 in this news-paper,[42] brought reasoning and examples to bear against it. Thereupon Irving reproached me in a letter-to-the-editor (dated September 23, 1977) saying I had failed to mention "several new documents" which, he said, gave further reinforcement to his thesis. For example (he mentioned only one): "Hitler's decree in the spring of 1942 to the effect that the 'Final Solution' was to be postponed until the war's end." 

When I inquired whether there was such a decree, Irving replied that, although such a document was now no longer in existence, it was still there at the time of the Nuremberg Tribunal.[43] He said that there it had been officially registered as a "Staff Evidence Analysis" but had subsequently "disappeared." One could practically feel Irving's suspicions: the Nuremberg Tribunal must have discovered the truth and, because it should not have been there, had let it disappear. 

The "Disappeared" Document Turns Up

Thereupon I followed the matter up. Since Irving had supplied the archival codes, I easily discovered everything, i.e., both the registration and the document itself. A copy was found among the Nuremberg Tribunal data and the original in the archives of the West German Government. The document had thus certainly not "disappeared." I now sent a copy to Irving and added my interpretation of it. He was so delighted that he dropped his previous pieces of "evidence" and, while carefully omitting my explanation, sent out a press release[44] to the effect that proof of his thesis had now been discovered. 

Here is the [document's] wording: "Reichsminister[45] Lammers informed me that the Fuehrer had repeatedly declared to him he wished to see the solution of the Jewish question put on the back burner until the end of the war. Accordingly, Minister Lammers considers the current discussions to have merely theoretical value. He would in any case see to it that no basic decisions are made without his knowledge." 

There, didn't it say it all clearly in black and white? Not really; much remained to be explained: how is it that after and in spite of such an order millions of Jews were in fact murdered? Was Hitler really a powerless phantom whose orders were not obeyed? And there is also the question why Hitler, according to Irving ignorant of it all, would have ordered the matter to be put on the back burner. 

The "Secret" Behind the "Lost" Document 

Meanwhile, all this is less important than the pressing question of what this whole document really implies. It has neither a heading nor a signature and there is no date on it. For that reason alone an interpretation of it becomes necessary if it is to become understandable. Who was it to whom Lammers had given the information, and when? Obviously only in the larger context can such questions be answered. Actually the context is not far to find. 

The piece belongs to a file of the Nazi government's Ministry of Justice, namely the volume entitled "Treatment of Jews" (catalogue number R 22/52). Only a few pages are of interest. There is a letter of March 12, 1942, in which the officiating Minister of Justice Schlegelberger addresses Lammers, the Minister and Chief Officer of the Chancellery, then at the Fuehrer's Headquarters, saying that he was just "informed of the outcome of a meeting of March 6, concerning the treatment of Jews and Mischlinge (part-Jews[49]." He continues, it seems to him that decisions were being prepared there which he could not but consider utterly impracticable. And since the outcome was to provide a basis for the Fuehrer's ultimate plans he urgently wished an opportunity to "discuss this issue with him [i.e., Lammers]." 

Lammers replied on March 18, that he would be glad to comply when, as he anticipated, he would be in Berlin toward the end of the month, at which time he and Schlegelberger "could discuss these issues." Indeed, as other files show, he arrived on March 28, and on April 10 he and Schlegelberger had their confab. 

The latter had already on April 5 prepared a lengthy memorandum entitled "Concerning: Final Solution of the Jewish Question," addressed to no fewer than seven high government bureaus. It dealt with the legal treatment of Mischlinge of the first and the second degree,[47] subdivided into those capable of reproduction and those not. The central issue of the memorandum concerned the facilitation of divorce in cases of marriages between people of German blood and Jews. That's the kind of problem with which the efficient officials of the Ministry of Justice had for a long time busied themselves and around which they had engaged in inter-departmental arguments. 

Precisely there, in that set of papers we find that "evidential document," and the following conclusion becomes inevitable: the author of the filed notice and the person who talked with Lammers was Schlegelberger, and the point of reference was the discussion of April 10, the subject being the Justice Ministry's worries. And now, without further ado, we come to understand the meaning of Lammer's report of Hitler's declaration. 

It did not refer to the bloody Final Solution of the Jewish Question, i.e., the murder of the Jews. Murder was not at all within the jurisdiction of the Minister of Justice. But to whom should he have passed on Hitler's "order"? The subordinates of the Minister of Justice were judges, state prosecutors, and prison officials. Murder, however, was the work of Himmler's subordinates, Heydrich and Eichmann; it originated in the Nazi Party Chancellery and the Central State Security Office (Reichssicherheitshauptamt) . 

In contrast, for Schlegelberger, the term "Final Solution of the Jewish Question" implied the multi-faceted procedures to deprive German Jews of their civil rights. It was about such issues that he spoke with Lammers who replied that all this was currently just of theoretical interest, and that the Fuehrer wished to have the matter put on the back burner until the end of the war. 

It is all easily understandable: Hitler was never much impressed by jurists; in the third year of the war there were for him more urgent matters than the procedures for facilitating divorces in the case of mixed marriages, aside from the fact that all this was going to be superfluous since by war's end there would be no more Jews. 

The jurists however stuck by their case. Not less than a year-and-a-half later, again in regard to the "Final Solution of the Jewish Question," Lammers argued with Bormann about a proposed decree to regulate divorce in the case of mixed marriages between Germans and Jews. And once again it says in a file entry of October 6, 1943: "The head of the Party Chancellery (Bormann) was of the opinion that the Fuehrer would at this time not be willing to receive the report. It was therefore agreed that the issue would have to be postponed." 

Seek And Ye Shall Find

All this is well known to Irving. He, however, merely searches for and collects whatever pieces of information fit his preconceptions. That is why he has interpreted a postponement of the "Solution of the Jewish Question" through his pet formula [i.e., the absence of an explicit order by Hitler]. 

Before long we can expect his newly reinforced thesis to appear as a book, perhaps even with expressions of appreciation for help received from a certain historian in locating the document that provided "proof" for the "correctness" of his thesis! 

Footnotes: 

41. This essay first appeared in the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung of 22 June 1978, p. 23. 42. Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung. 43. The Allied Governments' court procedure against Nazi war criminals. 44. Several newspapers ac ally published it. 45. Nazi government minister. 46. People of mixed, i.e., Jewish and non-Jewish, descent. 47. First-grade = people with two Jewish grandparents; second-grade = people with one Jewish grandparent. 
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"Translator's Postscript: To Tell the Truth ...

During the Aschaffenburg Hitler Congress 
held on 1 and 2 July 1978, the writer David Irving 
asked Professor Eberhard Jäckel, 
'When, in your view, did Hitler become an antisemite? 

--Gerald Fleming, 
Hitler and the Final Solution <48> 

Does it matter whether it was in 1920 that Hitler became an antisemite or in the days of his youth in Vienna? For those who remember the travesties of Hitler's regime, and even more for those murdered by it, the beginnings hardly matter. Today, what matters is the evident continuation and expansion of the lies that became the Nazi justification for mass murder. Fourteen years have passed since Eberhard Jäckel's essays appeared in a German symposium on the TV series Holocaust. 

It is disconcerting to realize that their focus has become even more necessary for understanding the movement that calls itself 'historical revisionism.' By exposing facets of Irving's 'historical method,' his twisting of facts, his misrepresentations, Jäckel undermines a central theme dear to the so-called 'revisionists,' namely that Hitler is not to blame for the physical destruction of the Jewish people of Europe. From that assertion it is only a short jump to the claim that the Holocaust is a fraud, and another to the assertion that it is a fraud manufactured by Jews to defraud Germany. 

In preparing this translation, several of Irving's books besides Hitler's War, and commentaries on it, helped to shed light on Irving's 'historical method.' It is now possible to amplify, and in one instance to clarify, Professor Jäckel's dissection of Irving's Hitler-cleansing thesis. 

Irving's Non Sequitur Reasonings and Omissions

As previously noted, the German historian, Martin Broszat, also wrote<49> about Irving's 'Führer-cleansing' thesis found in Hitler's War. Here is one of many passages demonstrating the technique of 'Führer-cleanup': 

Some two-thirds of the 800 pages deal with Hitler's direction of the war, and with military events and problems.... His Hitler-book shows clearly the suggestive power of attraction that the struggles of the German armies under the command of Hitler has for this author. What is being told here 'between the lines' is the gripping story of the better leader and commander-in-chief, and the better army, who, after enormous war exertions, finally succumb to the power and the material surfeit of the less good opponents.... 

What the author writes is a war novel. An example is the following from his description of the Poland campaign: 'Hitler's positive enjoyment of the battle scenes was undeniable. He visited the front whenever he could, heedless of the risk to himself and his escort....' 

A frequently varied theme to which Irving gives strong verbal emphasis is the [Führer's] bravery and steadiness in crises. Thus he introduces the description of the threat of catastrophe during the Russian war winter of 1941-42 with these sentences (p. 355): 

'In the dark months of that winter Hitler showed his iron determination and hypnotic powers of leadership. We shall see how these qualities and the German soldier's legendary capacity for enduring hardships spared the eastern army from cruel defeat that winter.' ... 

The 'strategy' of de-demonizing Hitler, running through the book, is based on the fact that here ideological and political considerations are being pushed into the background in favor of the more important, and supposedly value-free, account of military events. That is especially noticeable in the story of Hitler's secret euthanasia-order ['mercy- killings' by gas of the mentally ill] after the beginning of war, an order which is frequently (falsely) linked to and justified by military necessity. 

There follows this explanatory footnote: 

Irving introduces the section dealing with that event (page 20) with the following observation: 'The ostensible occasion for this formal decision was related to war needs. About a quarter of a million hospital beds were required for Germany's mental institutions ... They occupied bed space and the attention of skilled medical personnel which Hitler now urgently needed for the treatment of the casualties in his coming campaigns.' 

Broszat adds: 'In none of the relevant documents can that explanation for the euthanasia-actions be found.' In other words, Irving does not hesitate to interpret what he thinks is needed for, or to omit what runs counter to, a cleansing of Hitler's demon image. 

Irving's Misuse of Informants

In his first essay Ja"ckel shows that Irving confidently draws on the testimony of Hitler's long-term personal servants as witnesses to Hitler's ignorance of the murder of the Jews. 

Martin Broszat, has commented<50> on that testimony in detail: 

It is ... simply incorrect when Irving, on page 327 of his book (Hitler's War) claims that 'all surviving adjutants, secretaries and official stenographers had uniformly declared' that in Hitler's headquarters no word was ever spoken about the extermination of the Jews.... 

The real value of such 'crown-witnesses' in support of Irving's thesis was shown by an English reporter, Gitta Sereny. In The Sunday Times Weekly of July 10, 1977 she told of her search for the employees Irving had questioned. She managed to locate and interview five of them. All of them declared--as was to be expected--that in their presence Hitler had not spoken of the extermination of the Jews, but that they could not imagine that he did not know about it. 

According to Broszat,<51> Irving's truncated use of such informants seems to go beyond naivete. Thus Irving based his claim about the servant-informants on the record of the Munich State Court<52> in its 1964 case against Obergruppenfuehrer (SS Colonel) Karl Wolff, Himmler's liaison at Hitler's headquarters. Accused of co-responsibility in arrangements for the extermination of the Jews, Wolff asserted his ignorance of the policy of extermination. Broszat continues: 

It is utterly fantastic that Irving (on p. 327) claims not only Hitler's secretaries and stenographers, but that Wolff, with whom Himmler had visited Auschwitz,... had known, even in the summer of 1942, nothing of the extermination of the Jews. 

The court 'refused to believe this, since it runs counter to the truth.' Irving accepts Wolff's version as if it were a proven fact and nowhere does he mentions the contrary view of the court, though he knows it. 

Irving Avoids Ugly Facts and Invents Nicer Ones

Broszat also shows<53> that Irving presents facts about Hitler in a light that makes them look less formidably evil: 

Irving pays scant attention to, or belittles, postwar confessions of those who had been privy to secret information about the extermination of the Jews. Thus certain statements by Walter Blume and Otto Ohlendorf, former leaders of special killing squads [Einsatzgruppen], agree that oral directives to commando leaders in 1941 concerning the extermination of the Jews, stemmed specifically from Hitler. lrving mentions it but distorts it in the telling. 

Then Broszat's footnote: 

Ohlendorf, in 1941/42 chief of Einsatzgruppe D, declared on January 3, 1946 before the Nuremberg Tribunal: 'In late summer 1941 Himmler was in Nikolaev. He ordered the leaders and troops of the Einsatzkommando [killing-commando] to fall in, and there and then he repeated the established 'liquidation- order ... [saying] that it was given on his responsibility together with the Führer's [Hitler's].' Irving cites this last sentence on page 326 [of Hitler's War], but does it in this way: 'that he [Himmler] alone, in association with Hitler, was responsible.' That word 'alone' is pure Irving invention. Then he proceeds to minimize things further: 'Himmler's formulation was perhaps purposefully vague.' 

Irving's Linguistic Cover-ups

Nazi propaganda and administration developed a high degree of Iying by coded language. Thus 'resettlement' became a cover for expropriation and shipping to ghettos and death camps; 'Arbeit macht frei' (work makes you free) was the motto over the gates of slave and death camps; 'Kristallnacht' was the ingenious euphemism for the nation-wide pogrom, with its burning of synagogues, with its smashing of people and shops. 

The German noun Kristall means both plate glass and fancy tableware, thus an allusion to 'Kristallnacht' is not only to broken glass or windows, but to a night of chandeliers and wine glasses. 'Final Solution of the Jewish Question' was the Nazi euphemism for 'extermination.' 

Like the Nazi machine in his books, Irving has developed his own linguistic obfuscation technique. Chapter 19 of his Goring has a particularly intriguing title: 'Sunshine Girl and Crystal Night.' For the uninitiated it would not be far-fetched to assume that this refers to a fairy tale: princess and star-lit night. 

But 'Crystal Night' stands for the 1938 pogrom, and the 'sunshine girl' is Edda, the Gorings' little daughter whom the doting parents called 'Sunshine.' By combining her charmed nickname with the already gilded term for pogrom, our clever biographer has further obfuscated what it was all about: -- the beginning of the end of the Jewish people of Europe. 



