ol § ,r.-l ) =" '|.’: il
Blue staining of delousing chambers caused by Zyklon B: Majdanek (top left), Auschwitz-Birkenau (top
right), Stutthof (bottom left). No such staining can be seen in morgue #1 (the alleged homicidal gas
chamber) in crematory Il at Auschwitz-Birkenau (bottom right).

Since 1992, German scholar Germar Rudolf has been giving lectures to various mainstream
audiences all over the world. His topic is very controversial: the Holocaust in the light of new
forensic and historical findings. Initially his listeners think they know exactly what “the Holo-
caust” is all about, but their world view is completely turned upside down after the evidence is
presented. Even though Rudolf presents nothing short of full-fledged Holocaust revisionism,
his arguments fall on fertile soil, because they are presented in a very pedagogically sensitive
and scholarly way. This book is the literary version of Rudolf’s lectures, enriched with the most
recent findings of historiography to a topic regulated by penal law in many countries.

The book’s style is as unique as its topic: It is a dialogue between the lecturer on the one
hand and the reactions of actual audience members on the other. Germar Rudolf introduces the
reader to the most important arguments and counter arguments of Holocaust revisionism. The
audience reacts with supportive, skeptical, and also hostile comments, questions, and asser-
tions. The Lectures read like a vivid and exciting real-life exchange between persons of various
points of view.

This book is a compilation of Frequently Asked Questions on the Holocaust and its critical
re-examination. The usual moral, political, and pseudo-scientific arguments against revisionism
are all addressed and refuted. With more than 1,300 references to sources and a vast bibliogra-
phy, this easy-to-understand book is the best introduction into this taboo topic for both readers
unfamiliar with revisionism and for those wanting to know more.

ISSN 1529-7748
ISBN 978-1-59148-001-9 HOLOCAUST [Hencloeoks Serfies

90000> Vollume 15
Theses & Disserieiions Press
251168
Chicag, L 60625, USA
9 "781591"480

LUresS fibéus:

Germar Rudolf

|_ectures
on the

Holocaust

Controversial Issues
Cross Examined



LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST



For Tamara, Kay, and Natalie

Hoping that one day
they will understand



Lectures

on the

Holocaust

Controversial Issues
Cross Examined

Germar Rudolf

Theses & Dissertations Press
PO Box 257768, Chicago, IL 60625, USA
August 2005



HOLOCAUST HANDBOOKS Series, Vol. 15:

Germar Rudolf

Lectures on the Holocaust. Controversial Issues Cross Examined

Translated by Regina Belser, James Damon, Henry Gardner, Carlos Porter, and
Fredrick Toben

Chicago (Illinois): Theses & Dissertations Press, August 2005

Imprint of Castle Hill Publishers

ISBN: 1-59148-001-9

ISSN: 1529-7748

Original German edition:

Vorlesungen iiber den Holocaust. Strittige Fragen im Kreuzverhir
Hastings (East Sussex): Castle Hill Publishers, February 2005
ISBN: 1-902619-07-2

© 2005 Germar Rudolf

Distribution Australia/Asia: Peace Books, PO Box 3300,
Norwood, 5067, Australia

Distribution Rest of Welt:  Castle Hill Publishers
UK: PO Box 118, Hastings TN34 3ZQ
USA: PO Box 257768, Chicago, IL 60625
Set in Times New Roman.

www.vho.org
www.tadp.org

If these sites are being censored, try it with www.anonymizer.com

Cover illustrations: top: Dr. Robert Faurisson; left: Germar Rudolf; right: Jiirgen
Graf; bottom: Dr. Arthur Butz; all during the 13" International Revisionist Con-
ference of the Institute for Historical Review in California in May 2000.



Table of Contents

Introduction 9
First Lecture: Food for Thought 15
1.1, An Honest EITOr? ....oooooiiiiiieeece e 15
1.2. What is the HOlOCAUSE? ......eovvieiiiiieeie e 18
1.3. Since When Do We Know about the Holocaust? ............cccoevvevveneennn. 18
1.4. Wartime Propaganda, Then and NOW .........ccceevieviiiienienienieniceiceiene 27
1.5. One Person Killed is One Person Too Many ...........ccceeevvveevieenreenneenennn. 30
1.6.  Are Six Million MiSSING?.......ccccvviviieriieriierieeriteeteeeiee e esre e eene s 31
1.7. HoOlOCAUSE SUIVIVOIS ....ccoveiieueieeiieeeteeeeteeeeteeeeteeeeeeeeaeeeeaeeeeaeeeeeeeeaeeeaeean 40
1.8. No Permanent TTUthS ........coeoieiiieiiieiiieiieieeie e 45
1.9, APPENAIX . eiutiiiiiiieiieiieieeie ettt ettt ettt et te et e teeeteeebeeebeeebeenbeenae e 55
Second Lecture: Public Controversies 61
2.1. Communists Step Forward! ...........cccooeiviviiiiniiieie e 61
2.2. Gas Chambers in the German Reich Proper.............cccooevvvveiviniiininennn. 64
2.3. No Gas Chamber in Sachsenhausen..............cccccoueeevueeevieeeiieeiecereeenee 68
2.4. Clarity about Dachau ...........ccceerierienieniieniesieeieeeee et 72
2.5. The Invisible Elephant in the Basement...........ccccocceeviereeniienieeniienieeenne 80
2.6. Because What Should Not Exist, Cannot EXiSt............cccceevuvviiiiiiiiiinnn. 85
2.7. Fithrer Command — German Judges Will Obey!..........ccceevvveviieiinennnn. 88
2.8. The Executed Execution EXpert..........cccoecvieriieniieniiienieeeiie e 91
2.9. Jewish Soap, Lamp Shades, and Shrunken Heads .........c...cccccvevvenrennene 96
2.10. Ivan the WIrong GUY.........cccceecuerierienieeieeie e ere e eeesete e see e eee 103
2.11. Freedom of Speech in the USA........cccoooieiieiienieieeeeee e 111
2.12. ANti-FasCisSt LIES ....ccoviiiiiiiiieciieeiie ettt e v 116
2.13. The Wannsee Debacle.........c.ccccveeeiieeiiienieiiieiieceeeee e 121
2.14. Austrians to the FOTe ........cccoviiiiiviiiiciiecieceee e 127
2.15. German Historians — Subdued, but not Mute............cocovvvivviveiiiiiieeenns 132
2.16. Scandal in FTancCe.........cccvevverieniieiienieniesieseesee et 144
2.17. The End of Tab0O0S ......cccviriieiieiieriieiieciieeiieeiteeee et 151
2.18. Worldwide Attention..........cccveeivieiiiieeiie et e e eree e 152
2.19. “The Holocaust Never Happened”...........ccccoevieviieniiienieeieeieeeee 159
2.20. The Holocaust INAUSEIY .......cceeriierieeriieeieecieeeiee e 161
2.21. Mirror, Mirror on the Wall...........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiii e, 164
2.22. Professor Maser’s “Falsifications and Lies™ ..........cccccceevverienieniennnnne. 167
2.23. Growing ConfUSION........ccecverierieriieniieneieneenitesteseesreeseeeseeesaeeseeesseenns 173
224, APPENAIX..ecutiiiieiieiieie ettt ettt st st st 185
Third Lecture: Material and Documentary Evidence 189
3.1, Defining EVIAeNnCe........cccuveviieriieiiieeiiecieeete e 189
3.2. Types and Hierarchy of Evidence..........cccoccevvieienienienieeiecieeeeee 190
3.3. The “Final Solution” of the Jewish Question..............ccccoeeeveeevrieennennne. 193
3.4, AUSCRWILZ ..oooiiiiiiicciicee ettt et 201

3.4.1. The Industrial Region of AuschWitz ..........cccccceevieviviiiniennnne. 201



GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST

3.4.2. Mass MUrder SCENES .........ccueerueeireieeieeieere e eeie e sieeseee e 207
3.4.3. Air Photo Evidence..........cocceeviieiieniieniieeeececeee e 210

344, CremMatoTi€S ..ceueeureeieeieeieeieeie et ete ettt ettt ettt 219

3.4.5. Incinerations in Open Trenches ..........cccccevievieriienieecieeieeeene 224

3.4.6. Chemical ANalYSes........ccceeeuieiiriiiieeieeie et 227

3.4.7. Those Pesky Zyklon HOLES ........cceveerienienieiieiieic e 241

3.4.8. Documentary EvVidence..........cccocceeveevieniienienieeieeieeeeeee e 257

3.5, TrEbIINKA ..c..iiiieiieiieeeeeee e 274
3.5.1. Scenes of Mass MUrder.........ccccoouereenieneenienieneeneeneeneeeenne 274

3.5.2. The Murder Weapon .........ccccecueeeiieieecieeieeie e eee e see e 276

3.5.3. How Poisonous are Diesel Engines?..........ccccccveeviecieecieenennnnnne. 278

3.5.4. Burning Corpses without a Trace.........cccceevveviiecieeieeieeeennenne 284

3.5.5. The Search for TTaces .......cccceveeriereenieriieieee e 289

3.5.6. Documentary Evidence..........cccoccvevieiincieniieiieciecieceeeeeee 290

3.6. Belzec and SobibOT ......cc.eeriieiiieriieiieiieeeeee e 291
3.7. Majdanek, the “Auxiliary Extermination Camp”..........ccceeveevveereennnnne. 298
3.8. Chelmno and the Gas Vans.........cccceveerierienienienieciesiesee e 304
3.9, Mountaing Of COIPSES ...c.verrerrerierreeieeieeienreeteseeseeesreeseeeseeeseeesseenes 306
3.10. Babi Yar and the Murders by the Einsatzgruppen ...........cccccecveeueennnnne. 317
3.11. Homosexual and GYPSIES......ccueerverrueeruieriieieeieeieeeeeeeeeteseeseeseeesee e 326
312, APPENAIX...tiiiiiieiiieiiieeiieeiie e ete et e s teeetteestaeeebeesebeeseraesesaeansaeenenas 329
Fourth Lecture: Witness Testimonies and Confessions 335
4.1. Confessions of NS Leaders During the War...........cccccoeveeeiiecieeieennnnne. 335
4.2. A Thousand Reasons for False Testimonies ...........ccccceevveeieeienrennnnne. 345
4.2.1. Rumors, Misunderstandings, and Hearsay............ccccccevverueenen. 345
4.2.2. Manipulating the Human Memory.........cccceveervenveneeneeniennnen. 348
4.2.3. The Phantom DiS@ase..........cccuereeruieriienieeniienienieenieenieeieeieeneenn 359
4.2.4. Deliberate Exaggerations and Lies........c.cccceevvrrererrenieneenneenenn 360
4.2.5. Pressure, Fear, Threats, Brainwashing, Torture..............c......... 372

4.3. Testimonies Before COUILS.........cceevieriieiiieriieie et 385
4.3.1. American Trials .....ccccovierienienierieeeeeeeee e 386
4.3.2. British and Soviet Trials ........cccceerierienienieieeeeeeeen 392
4.3.3. The IMT and Subsequent NMT Trials........ccceecvvevvrenreenreenne. 392
4.3.4. Trials in “Nations under the Rule of Law” .......c..cccoeevvrvennnenen. 397

4.4. Testimonies in Literature and Media ..........cccocveveeviieiieeciieiieieeieeenne 424
4.5. Critique of Testimonies, Part 1: Implausible Statements ...............cccoenn...... 435
4.5.1. Collection Of LA€S.......cecueriierieriieniieniieniieniienieesieesieesiee e seeeneeas 435
4.5.2. KUIt GOISLRIN...ccueeiuieriieriieriieriieriierieei et teeiee et enneas 439
4.5.3. Johann Paul Kremer .........cccocevvieriiiniiniieniiiienieeeseeseeseeies 440
4.5.4, RUOIf HOB.....ooovieiieiieieeeee et 443
4.5.5. Pery S. Broad......cccoocveviiiieiieiieseeeetee e 444
4.5.6. Richard BOCK ......ccceevuieiiieiiieiieiieiieteteeeteeeee e 446
4.5.7. Rudolf Vrba, Alfred Wetzler .........cooovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieecieee, 449
4.5.8. Henryk Tauber .......ccccoevuieviiriiieieeieeie et 451

4.5.9. David OICTE......coovvvieieieeeeeeeeee e 456



GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST

4.5.10. MIKIOS NYISZIi...ueieieeeiieiiieiiesiesiiesieesiiesiteieeieesie e
4.5. 11, FIlp MUILET ..ot
4.5.12. Michal Kula ........cocooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e
4.5.13. AdOIf ROGNET ....eovveeiiiieiiesiieteertee ettt
4.5.14. E. Rosenberg, J.-F. Steiner, Y. Wiernick et al. .........c.cccoeveenee.
4.5.15. ELie WIESCL....ueeiiieiieiieeiieciiesiieeieeeieeeiteite ettt
4.6. Critique of Testimonies, Part 2: Plausible Statements .............c.cc.......
4.6.1. Elie Wiesel and Primo Levi ........ccccevcvvviinieniinieienienieieeee,
4.6.2. “Opera During the Holocaust”...........cccoecvveverirnciieniieeiee e
4.6.3. Statement Excerpts from the Auschwitz Files ..........c...cccoueene.e.
Fifth Lecture: On Science and Freedom
5.1, PSCUAO SCIENCE....cuiiiieiieiieiieiieiteit ettt ettt seeseebeeseensees
520 VIOIENICR ..ttt sttt sttt st e b e e
5.3 CeNSOTSNIP..ccutieiietieiieiieiteite ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt e
5.4, Common Knowledge ........cceevieriieniieiiie et
5.5. Po0SSIDIE SOIULIONS ......eoveiiieiieiiieiiieiiecie ettt
Acknowledgments
Appendix
SS Ranks and U.S. Army Equivalents..........ccccoecvevienienienienienieieeieeieeenn
ADDTEVIALIONS. ...ttt ettt ettt ettt et ete s teseteeetesateeatesaeesaeeeneeens
2 310) B0 eav:1 o) 1)U
Monographs and AntholOZIES .........cceeveerieriierierirerieeseeie e eie e
Periodical ATtICIES......cccviiiieiieieeie ettt
Newspapers, News Magazines, Press Agency Releases.............c.........
MOVIES aNA TV ittt
COUTT CASES .ttt ettt et sttt ettt st e s e e

INAEX OF NAMES ... e e






“Responsibility for the Shoa [Holocaust] is part of the German identity.”

German Federal President Horst Kshler, 60th anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz'

“This memory [of the Holocaust] is part of our [German] national identity.”

German Federal Chancellor Gerhard Schroder, 60th anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz®
“Auschwitz is the symbol of the evil incarnate.”

Austrian Federal President Heinz Fischer, 60th anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz3

Introduction

Is anyone today still interested in the Shoah, also-called the Holocaust? If there
is, then how can such individuals continue to justify their interest in such an ugly
topic? Or, dear reader, don’t you think that the Holocaust is not an ugly topic? I
still continue to hear from individuals who claim that it is a perversion to be rum-
maging through last century’s mountains of corpses — figuratively speaking, of
course. So the refrain is: let the matter rest because there are far more urgent and
pressing problems confronting us today. I can certainly understand such views,
but because my parents moved several times during my school years, I encoun-
tered the Holocaust three times in my history lessons. It was not fun having the
mountain of corpses dished up that my grandparents’ generation had allegedly
created. Thus even if we ignore certain topics, some simply will not disappear. So
it is with the Holocaust, and it is futile to adopt an unrealistic attitude and hope the
Holocaust will simply go away.

This is why it is important to realize what significance the Holocaust has as-
sumed in western societies.* The Holocaust is dealt with by countless:

— museums

— monuments

— commemoration days

— orations

— books

— periodicals

— newspaper reports

— speeches and conferences

— university chairs

Speech in the Israeli parliament, acc to. German TV news Tagesschau, Feb. 2, 2005, 20:00 hrs.
German weekly Welt am Sonntag, Jan. 30, 2005, p. 2.

Press Release of the President, Jan 26, 2005 (www.hofburg.at/show_content2.php?s2id=152)

For the importance of the Holocaust for the U.S. society see in particular: Peter Novick, The Holocaust
in American Life, Boston, New York 1999.

oW o =
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— documentary and entertainment films

— criminal law, criminal proceedings, censorship ...

And the above list is certainly incomplete. So, if I claim that the Holocaust is
the most important of all historical topics, I am not saying that because it suits me
personally or because I consider this importance to be appropriate. A factual
analysis of the western value system enables us to conclude that the Holocaust is
something like an absolute zero point of our moral value system, the ultimate evil.

No doubt this is what former director of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Mu-
seum in Washington, Michael Berenbaum, had in mind when in 2000 he said:’

“As I observe young people in relativistic societies seeking an absolute for
morals and values, they now can view the Holocaust as the transcendental
move away from the relativistic, and up into the absolute where the Holo-
caust confronts absolute Evil [=Nazism] and thus find fundamental values.”

The lectures in this volume therefore deal with what today many view as the
embodiment of “absolute evil.” Naturally this characterization of the Holocaust
confers upon the topic a theological dimension. Although the concept “evil” can
be viewed from a non-theological perspective, for example through moral phi-
losophy or evolutionary ethics, to define absolute evil is absolutist, fundamental-
ist, dogmatic and as such places the topic beyond scientific analysis.

Other aspects of the Holocaust indicate that the way the western world deals
with it has now reached a religious dimension. A re-reading of the above list at-
tests to that. For some time now the historic places and museums of the Holocaust
have become places of pilgrimage where relics of all sorts are on display (hair,
spectacles, suitcases, shoes, gastight doors, etc.). Don’t the passionate orations on
remembrance days remind you of a religious repentance service? Are there not
everywhere the high priests who with raised index finger admonish us how to
behave in matters Holocaust and all that is connected with it? They advise us how
to treat the perpetrators, the victims, their descendants, their countries, their cus-
toms, their demands, etc. They also advise us on how we are to think, to feel, to
act, to remember, to live if we wish to be known as good human beings.

In the following I shall not discuss whether the moral categorization of the
Holocaust and the demands and norms of behavior that result from it are right or
wrong. This is a moral question, which ultimately individuals have to work out for
themselves. However, when I ask questions and seek answers I am not going to be
intimidated by this quasi-religious and moral categorization of the Holocaust. In
spite of holding different opinions on all sorts of topics, I hope that we can reach
agreement on the following: One of the important characteristics of evil is that it
forbids questioning and it taboos or criminalizes the candid search for answers.
By prohibiting a person to ask questions and to search for answers it is denying
that which makes us human. The capacity to doubt and to search for answers to
pressing problems is one of the most important attributes that distinguishes hu-
mans from animals.

*  Quotation taken from notes made by Dr. Robert H. Countess who attended the Stockholm International

Forum on the Holocaust, January 26-28, 2000, Workshop no. 6, “Holocaust and Testimony in Educa-
tion,” January 27, 2000, Room Ed 6, 16:30-18:00.
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But before we turn our attention to this evil, permit me to make one further ob-
servation. Now and again I have a bit of fun in public with “everyman” by asking
what in his view the greatest taboo is in western societies. The average citizen is
quick to respond with all sorts of answers: homosexuality, illegal immigration,
race relationships, sex. I then probe further: No, I mean a taboo that is so powerful
that no one dares mention in public that it is a taboo because one would thereby
accuse the general public to be repressing dissenting thoughts; the respective ta-
boo would thereby be damaged, which can give rise to persecution. I have repeat-
edly experienced that the average citizen gives me an honest answer only if he
feels safe and secure that he is not being observed, that no one else listens. That is
particularly so in many western European countries and especially strong in the
German speaking countries (Germany, Austria, and Switzerland). What does this
reveal about the state of current western societies? And what in your view is this
taboo that cannot publicly be labeled a taboo?

Instead of answering the question myself I would like to quote a professional
person who has studies this topic. In an anthology, which has been dedicated to
the late German historian Prof. Dr. Hellmut Diwald, sociology professor Dr.
Robert Hepp wrote:°

“Occasional experiments that I have conducted in my seminars convince me
that ‘Auschwitz’ [the most well known site of the Holocaust] is ethnologi-
cally speaking one of the few taboo topics that our ‘taboo free society’ still
preserves.” While they did not react at all to other stimulants, ‘enlightened’
central European students who refused to accept any taboos at all, would
react to a confrontation with ‘revisionist’ [denial] texts’ about the gas
chambers at Auschwitz in just as ‘elementary’ a way (including the compa-
rable physiological symptoms) as members of primitive Polynesian tribes
would react to an infringement of one of their taboos. The students were lit-
erally beside themselves and were neither prepared nor capable of soberly
discussing the presented theses. For the sociologist this is a very important
point because a society’s taboos reveal what it holds sacred. Taboos also
reveal what the community fears.® Sometimes fear of perceived danger takes
on the form of ticks and phobias that remind us of obsessive neurotics. How-
ever, it cannot be denied that numerous taboos have a function that pre-
serves individuals from danger, and even where taboos are a part of an in-
dividual’s make-up, it is difficult to ascertain if the fear of the one rests on
the power of the other, or vice versa.

1t is thus understandable that priests and rulers have never hesitated to use
taboos to secure power. It is well to remember that to date there has been no
society which has relinquished the use of taboos to secure its own power
base. In a ‘modern society,” such as the Federal Republic of Germany, the

Robert Hepp, “Die Kampagne gegen Hellmut Diwald von 1978/79 — Zweiter Teil: Richtigstellungen,”
in: Rolf-Josef Eibicht (ed.), Hellmut Diwald. Sein Vermdichtnis fiir Deutschland. Sein Mut zur
Geschichte, Hohenrain-Verlag, Tiibingen 1994, p. 140 (www.vho.org/D/diwald/hepp.html).

7 Cf. Franz Steiner, Taboo, Cohen & West, London 1956, p. 20ff.

Hutton Webster, Taboo. A Sociological Study, Stanford University Press, Stanford 1942. Reprinted
London 1973, p.14: “Fear is systematized in taboo.”
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formal rules of behavior and sanctions play a larger role than it does within
the Polynesian tribes, where European explorers first discovered taboos as
such.
Besides the usual ‘legal’ commands and prohibitions that control behavior,
in our [German] society there are also commands and prohibitions that are
self-regulating. If such expectations are frustrated then, as in the Polynesian
society, an automatic sanctions process is activated that does not need to be
Justified.
A ‘modern’ society does not in any way react differently to breeches of ta-
boos than does a ‘primitive’ society. The breaking of taboos is generally
perceived as ‘outrageous’ and ‘abominations’ and produce spontaneous
‘revulsion’ and ‘disgust.’ In the end the perpetrator is isolated, excluded
from society, and his name and memory ‘tabooed.’”

This book could therefore also be called Lectures about a taboo, because that
is what the Holocaust has become. It is possible to talk and report on the Holo-
caust but only in a certain permitted way. “Wrong” questions and unwanted an-
swers are tabooed.

However, the fact that the Holocaust has been tabooed will not prevent me
from asking all sorts of questions. This is because any scientific investigation will
require the asking of questions so that alternate answers can be postulated, thereby
offering us more information about topics that otherwise would remain mystified.
This occurs independently of whether the keepers of the taboo consider the an-
swers as “good” or “bad” because what is ultimately important is whether an an-
swer is, with high probability, correct or false. When it comes to answering open
questions, “good” or “bad” are scientifically irrelevant categories.

To sum up this introduction then, it is clear that we cannot get around the
Holocaust because we literally get it served up with our daily bread, whether we
like it or not!

Also, whether we like it or not, for some influential groups the Holocaust
serves as a means of setting moral standards. That is why it is worthwhile to criti-
cally study this topic, and this books aims to assist with such endeavors.

The following lectures are based mainly on actual talks that I delivered in
Germany and elsewhere. Most of them have been structured as dialogues with the
audience that was continuously encouraged to ask questions, make objections, and
offer counter-arguments. The dialogue style was retained in this book so as to do
justice to the questions that continued to be asked. My own contributions are
marked “R” and the listeners’ with “L.”

This unusual mode of presentation gives justice to the topic, which usually
generates high emotional intensity. Under such circumstances no lecturer may
assume that the listeners uncritically accept what they are hearing, especially if
some material initiates argumentative and emotional resistance from the audience.
If one wishes effectively to deal with the touchy topic of the Holocaust then one
also has to retain openness towards the audience.

Although I attempted to retain in this book the atmosphere and style of my lec-
tures as I delivered them, I needed for this book to augment those lectures that
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were presented as a multi-media event. Slides and films screened during the talks
are reproduced in this book through a selection of photographs that, I hope, do
justice to what was presented to the audience.

Also, by presenting my talks in book form I was able to delve deeper and more
systematically into the topics discussed. I was also able to further elaborate on the
topics through extensive footnoting. Hence this book deals more comprehensively
with the various topics on which my lectures are based.

When lecturing about such a sensitive topic, emotions sometimes ran high,
which occasionally lead to emotional and polemic attacks against my. When argu-
ing along the line of this book, the reader may find himself in a situation where he
is politically or emotionally attacked be others. I decided to also include such
attacks in this book, though I concentrated most of them in a separate chapter
(1.8.) in order not to interrupt the other chapters too much by polemics. Perhaps
this is of some educational value for the reader as well.

While reading this book it ought to be borne in mind that it offers only an in-
troduction to Holocaust research. The asking of questions and the problematic
approach that this entails, as well as attempting to summarize the current state of
research, are treated in some detail. But this book does not aim to offer an expert
opinion on the topic because that would involve the writing of many a volume. I
do hope, though, that the interested reader will study the footnotes and the bibli-
ography as well as the advertisements at the end of the book, which list additional
books that enable the reader to then deal with the Holocaust topic in more depth.

About 12 years ago I wrote the first German edition of these lectures bearing
the title Vorlesungen iiber Zeitgeschichte (lectures on contemporary history) un-
der the pseudonym of Ernst Gauss. My initial plan was to re-issue an updated
version of the original edition. However, on account of new research results and
the growth of my own knowledge on this topic I soon shelved this plan. Hence,
only about 5 per cent of the original book make up this current volume. All other
material has been written anew. The lecture “Arguments in Dispute” of the first
German edition was dropped because I had to limit the current volume to some
500 pages. Instead of adding a special chapter on this topic, I have dealt with it
whenever an argument in dispute emerged within the text. In dealing with litera-
ture that attempts to refute the revisionist argument, revisionists friends of mine
and I have written three books, more of which can be learned at the end of this
volume.’

So as to facilitate an easy search of resources in this book, the footnotes con-
tain Internet addresses that at the time of publishing were active. It must be noted
that such Internet addresses are highly variable and there is no guarantee that they
remain valid over time. In such cases Internet search engines or website search
engines ought to assist in locating the requested contents.

Germar Rudolf, Carlo Mattogno, Auschwitz-Lies, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago 2005
(www.vho.org/GB/Books/al); Germar Rudolf, Carlo Mattogno, Auschwitz: The Case Against Insanity,
Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago 2005 (www.vho.org/GB/Books/atcai); Germar Rudolf (ed.),
Auschwitz: Plain Facts, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago 2005 (www.vho.org/GB/Books/apf).
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The intensifying censorship attempts in Europe may cause some websites not
to be available from within certain European countries. In cases where specific
pages have been blocked I suggest you use anonymizer websites, for example
www.anonymizer.com. From such websites you can view the entire world’s web-
sites without incurring any form of censorship.

For space reasons the various articles from the journals The Revisionist,
Vierteljahreshefte fiir freie Geschichtsforschung, and The Journal of Historical
Review have their Internet addresses not listed in this volume, but they are all

available on the Internet.'”
Germar Rudolf, Chicago, 28. March 2005

0" The Revisionist: www.vho.org/tr, Vierteljahreshefte fiir freie Geschichtsforschung: www.vho.org/VFfG,
Journal of Historical Review: www.ihr.org/journal/jhrarticles.shtml and
www.vho.org/GB/Journals/JHR.
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First Lecture:
Food for Thought

1.1. An Honest Error?
R:Ladies and Gentlemen, dear guests. Before I take up the subject of my talk,

allow me to show you an article from Germany’s most prestigious daily news-
paper, the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, which illustrates, in a very useful
manner, the kind of topic we are dealing with and the problems that are related
to it. The title of the article is “Traces of the Crime; Shoes, Shoes, even Chil-
dren’s Shoes.” It is the report written by a journalist about his visit to the Stutt-
hof concentration camp not far from Danzig, in post-war Poland, that has been
turned into a museum.'' The author, in his fourth sentence, states that he cannot
imagine what an extermination camp might look like and talks of “installations
in which ‘6 million Jews and a total of 26 million detainees [...] were killed.””
At the end of his account the author writes that he found himself facing “the
remains of the most brutal genocide, the most modern killing machines of the
time, the cruelest crime of humanity.” By putting things that way, one of the
most highly regarded newspapers in the world has given its definition of the
Holocaust. The annihilation of a total of 26 million people by the National So-
cialists in ultra-modern killing machines is the cruelest crime in the history of
humanity.

Anyone, even if he or she is only vaguely acquainted with recent history, will
immediately realize that something is wrong here — it is the figure of a total of
26 million human beings that the National Socialists have allegedly killed.
Such an outrageously high figure has so far never been mentioned in any his-
tory book nor been quoted in any official statement. It is simply a blatant exag-
geration. A closer look tells us that this passage is in quotation marks; it has
thus been taken from a source which the author, however, does not mention.
We may assume that it is a statement made by a Polish guide or that it has been
copied from a commemorative plaque in the Stutthof Museum, and that the au-
thor of the article simply did not know any better when he used that figure un-
critically, thus committing an honest error. However, for the Frankfurter All-
gemeine Zeitung it is more than just a black mark when it circulates such non-
sense without any critical qualification, thus joining the ranks of the propagan-
dists who proffer moral charges against the German people, which far exceed
any reasonable measure. Unfortunately, such an uncritical attitude seems to
have become the standard for our journalists.

11

Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Sept. 21, 1992, p. 13.
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The critical reader will notice more such shameful slips: the title of the article
insinuates that the existence of shoes proves the crime. However, a pile of
shoes, prima facie, proves nothing but the fact that someone has put them there;
after all, the piles of old clothing and discarded shoes we come across during
charity drives do not prove that their former owners were murdered.

:Mr. Rudolf, this makes me think of an incident during a visit to Auschwitz

which I remember very well. I was passing through the museum in which one
of those famous piles of shoes can be seen in a glass case. What surprised me
was the fact that the case stood open with the museum personnel showing the
arrangement of the shoes quite openly to the visitors: it was simply a wooden
board set at an angle with only a single layer of shoes mounted on it. It was ob-
vious that it was nothing but a fake pile of shoes.

R:That is interesting. At what time of the year did you visit the museum?
L: In the winter of 1991/1992.
R:That explains it. The Auschwitz Museum has very few visitors in winter and

they do renovating and cleaning during that time. Probably the staff at that time
felt quite safe. May I ask why you chose such an inhospitable season for a visit
to that former concentration camp?

: We have relatives in Upper Silesia, not far from Auschwitz, that we spent a few

days with during the Christmas season that year and used that opportunity for a
visit. Our relatives refused to accompany us to the camp. After our return,
when we spoke about this incident, an old German friend of the family told us
that, after the war, the Germans in that area were forced to collect shoes and
hand them to the camp authorities.

R:Now look at that! You can see that a talk like this can also teach the speaker a

number of things. I must say, though, that piles of shoes in German concentra-
tion camps may also have much more innocent reasons. For example, when
they liberated the Majdanek camp, the Soviets found literally mountains of
shoes which were immediately pounced on as proof of the mass murder of de-
tainees, as shown by Illustration 1.'* This photograph has been used over and
over again, with decreasing quality and sometimes retouched. The sloppiness
of other authors led to blunders, in the case of Raimund Schnabel, for example,
who gave it the following caption:13
“Thousands of shoes of detainees murdered at Auschwitz.”

R: What caused less of a stir was the rectification presented decades after the war

by Polish historians. It had turned out, in fact, that one of the companies, which
employed detainees from the Majdanek camp, had set up a shop in the camp
were old shoes were repaired. The piles of shoes found by the Soviets were the

12
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Constantin Simonov, The Lublin Extermination Camp (Majdanek), Foreign Languages Publication
House, Moscow 1944,
R. Schnabel, Macht ohne Moral, Roderberg, Frankfurt/Main 1957, p. 244.
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L:Do you mean to say that all objects

R:No. I simply meant to stress the fact that

stocks of this shop.'"* The Polish histo-
rian Czeslaw Rajca, who worked at the
Majdanek Museum, states in this re-
gard:"
“It had been assumed that this [quan-
tity of shoes] came from murdered
detainees. We know from documents
that have later come to light that
there was, at Majdanek, a store
which received shoes from other
camps.”

shown to the visitors in the various
camps do not stem from detainees?

in the heated atmosphere of the final
months of the Second World War peo-
ple sometimes came to conclusions
which later turned out to be erroneous. | . ;
And you should also be aware that what  Ill. 1: Shoes of murdered inmates or
the media tell you, what books try to the store of a shoe factory?
teach you, or what museums sell you as

truth is not necessarily always the whole truth and nothing but the truth. This is
not really anything very new, but let me underline the fact that this also holds
for the Holocaust.

At first glance, a collection of objects should be taken only for what it proves:
somebody has collected them. Such a collection says very little about the fate
of their former owners.

But let us return to the newspaper article just quoted. Even if we disregard
those uncritical details, which undermine the reputation of Frankfurter Allge-
meine Zeitung, we are left with a statement of fact, undeniable and unassailed
by traditional historiography: the Holocaust with its perfectly tuned annihila-
tion machine was a singular crime against humanity. The only problem we are
facing in this connection, though, is the difficulty we have in salvaging the
truth from the rubble of romantic embellishments and the layers of propagan-
distic exaggeration that have been heaped over it.

) " »
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Jozef Marszatek, “Budowa obozu na Majdanku w latach 1942-1944” (The construction of the camp at
Majdanek in the years 1942-1944), Zeszyty Majdanka (Majdanek booklets, Lublin) Vol. IV (1969), p.
48.

C. Rajca, “Problem liczby ofiar w obozie na Majdanku” (The problem of the number of victims in the
camp at Majdanek), Zeszyty Majdanka, Vol. X1V (1992), p. 127.
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1.2. What is the Holocaust?

R:Let us ask a very simple and naive question, as if we had come from a far-away
planet; let us ask: what is the Holocaust? What defines it, what are its charac-
teristics, what makes it unique? Can anyone give a succinct answer?

L: The murder of 6 million Jews by the Nazis.

R:Excellent definition, although the number of victims by itself does not make
the Holocaust unique. After all, there have been other large-scale massacres
throughout history, such as those perpetrated in the Ukraine in the 1930s or
those in China during the Cultural Revolution.

L: It was the industrial method of extermination that was unique.

L: ...and the cold-blooded bureaucratic determination.

R:Those are excellent complements. Let me sketch out what I intend to call the
Holocaust on the following pages and what I think it is not. I will call it the
premeditated murder of 6 million Jews who had come under the German sway,
carried out systematically, almost totally, and on an industrial scale by the Na-
tional Socialist government of Germany, primarily by means of gas chambers,
i.e. in chemical slaughterhouses, with a subsequent obliteration of any traces
through the incineration of the victims. We thus have three main characteris-
tics:

1. The planning of a full-scale and systematic genocide.

2. The industrial implementation of the plan in gas chambers and crematories.

3. The total of some 6 million victims.
Obviously, the Holocaust is surrounded by other aspects of persecution, such as
the deprivation of rights and the deportation of Jews, in parallel with a similar
suppression of the rights of other sections of the population — political dissi-
dents in general, Gypsies, homosexuals, or Jehova’s Witnesses. These aspects
of the persecution of minorities in Germany’s Third Reich are, however, noth-
ing new in the history of mankind and not part of what I shall call the (unique)
Holocaust in the strict sense of the word. For that reason as well as for reasons
of restricted space and time I shall touch only in passing upon those other as-
pects. Allow me to add, however, that this exclusion is not to mean that I would
want to ignore or condone this injustice. On the contrary: those persecutions
were unjust and the victims have my deepest sympathy.

1.3. Since When Do We Know about the Holocaust?

R:Obviously, the definition of the Holocaust that I have given here is only one of
many, and in fact everyone of us may see things in a different light, which
makes it difficult, at times, to reach common ground. This is particularly true
for our next topic: When did the world first hear about the Holocaust? The an-
swer will depend on the definition of this term, and so I will permit myself, at
this point, an extension of the definition to which we have just arrived in order
to give it a wider scope.
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Let me therefore pose a question: When did the world at large first become
aware of the fact that some six million Jews in central and eastern Europe were
either threatened by death or had already been killed? Is there anyone who can
answer that question?

L: I am sure that the world knew before the end of the war to some degree what
went on in the territories under German occupation, but no details, nor the ex-
tent of the crimes.

R:But how long have we been talking about the figure of six million victims?

L: I would say that it was only during the Nuremberg trials of 1946 that light was
really shed on this matter.

R:That is the standard view of things. And if you consider that an investigation
into what happened in the territories occupied by Germany became possible
only after the war, this seems to be a reasonable assumption. But let us look
into the matter more deeply.

An analysis of the proceedings of the Nuremberg Tribunal tells us that the fig-
ure of six million Jewish victims'® was based neither on statistical evidence
from census data nor on the results of an investigation into the material evi-
dence connected to the crimes, but merely on hear-say statements given by two
German SS-bureaucrats. One of these statements, given by Wilhelm Hottl"
was produced only in writing; the other, coming from Dieter Wisliceny'® was
given by the witness in court. However, Wisliceny was never cross-examined.
Both witnesses assert to have heard the figure of six million mentioned by
Adolf Eichmann, but the latter denied this during his own trial at Jerusalem in
1961."

Both Hottl and Wisliceny were originally held in the defendants’ wing of the
Nuremberg prison because of their involvement in the mass deportation of
Jews to Auschwitz. Their statements, however, allowed them to be moved to
the witnesses’ wing — a life-saving switch in many cases. Whereas Wisliceny
and Eichmann were later tried and hanged, Hottl was never prosecuted, even
though he had been just as active in those deportations. It seems obvious that
he was promised leniency for his services, that is to say, for his incriminating
testimony, and that the promise was eventually kept, contrary to what happened
to Wisliceny. What Hottl says in his autobiography,20 though, where he tries to

' International Military Tribunal, Trial of the Major War Criminals (IMT), Nuremberg 1947, Vol. XII, p.
377, Vol. X111, p. 393, Vol. XIX, p. 405, 418, 434, 467, 611, Vol. XXI, p. 530, Vol. XXIIL, p. 254, 538
(cf. the complete IMT online: www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/imt/imt.htm).

7" Tbid., Vol. III, p. 569, Vol. XI, p. 228-230, 255-260, 611, Vol. XXII, p. 346, Vol. XXXI, p. 85f.

8 IMT, vol. IV, pp. 371.

Y R. Aschenauer, Ich, Adolf Eichmann, Druffel, Leoni 1980, pp. 460f., 473ff., 494; for the historical
value of this Eichmann biography cf. D. Kluge, Deutschland in Geschichte und Gegenwart (referred to
below as DGG), 29(2) (1981) pp. 31-36 (www.vho.org/D/DGG/Kluge29 2.html); cf. also R. Servatius,
Verteidigung Adolf Eichmann, Harrach, Bad Kreuznach 1961, p. 62ff.; U. Walendy, Historische Tatsa-
chen no. 18 (referred to below as HT), Verlag fir Volkstum und Zeitgeschichtsforschung, Vlotho 1983;
H. Arendt, Eichmann in Jerusalem, Reclam, Leipzig 1990, pp. 331ff.

2 Wilhelm Héttl, Einsatz fiir das Reich, Verlag p. Bublies, Koblenz 1997, in particular pp. 77, 412f.
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justify his original statements, clashes with his own earlier statements and
makes him appear a dubious witness.”'

L: In other words, Hottl and Wisliceny have tried to save their skin by pleasing
the prosecutors?

R:That is not so easy to say. The only thing that is certain is that the noose was
dangling in front of the mental eye of many prisoners, both in the defendants’
and the witnesses’ wing of the Nuremberg prison. It is therefore not surprising,
for one or the other to have struck a deal to save his life.

L: Were the witnesses who appeared before the Nuremberg Tribunal also held in
the prison?

R:Yes, at least to the extent that the Allies had an axe to grind with them, i.e. to
the extent that they had themselves been a member of an organization regarded
as being criminal, such as the German government, German military units, the
SA or the SS etc. Such witnesses were “forced witnesses” if you like. They
could not decide by themselves whether or not to remain in Nuremberg and tes-
tify.

L: That is not very commendable, is it?

R:Quite so. We shall speak later on about the general procedures applying to this
and other trials. But let us return to those six million. In a monograph on the
Nuremberg Tribunal he published in 1996, David Irving,” now black-balled
because of his controversial ideas, wondered about some Zionist leaders who
were able, in June 1945, immediately after the cessation of hostilities in
Europe, to come up in Washington with a precise figure for the Jewish victims
— 6 million, of course — even though it was plainly impossible to do any kind of
census work in the chaotic conditions prevailing in Europe at that time.”

L: Well, Jewish organizations may have been in touch with local Jewish groups
and had realized that these no longer existed.

R:Possibly. But let me carry on a little further. A year earlier than Irving, the
German historian Joachim Hoffmann who had worked for decades in the Ger-
man Federal Research Office for Military History, noticed that Ilya Ehrenburg,
the chief atrocity specialist of the Soviets, had published the figure of six mil-
lion in the Soviet foreign language press™* as early as December 1944, more
than four months before the war came to an end. In May 1944, Zionist activist
Rabbi Dov Weissmandel stated that up to that month six million Jews of
Europe and Russia had been annihilated.”

Wilhelm Héttl, on the other hand, found an article in the February 1943 issue
of Reader’s Digest, which spoke of the murder already committed on at least

2 Cf. G. Rudolf, “Wilhelm Hottl — ein zeitgeschichtlich dilettantischer Zeitzeuge,” Vierteljahreshefte fiir

freie Geschichtsforschung (referred to below as VffG), 1(2) (1997), pp. 116f.
2 Cf. section 2.18., p. 151.
3  D. Irving, Nuremberg. The Last Battle, Focal Point, London 1996, pp. 61f.
(www.fpp.co.uk/books/Nuremberg/NUREMBERG.pdf).
J. Hoffmann, Stalin’s War of Extermination 1941-1945, Theses & Dissertations Press, Capshaw, AL,
2001, pp. 189, 402f.
Lucy Dawidowicz, A Holocaust Reader, Behrman House, New York 1976, p. 322.
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half of the 6 million Jews threatened by Hitler.”® A look into the pages of the
New York Times shows us that this was far from being an isolated case, as is
borne out by a few quotations.”’

€he New Pork Cimes

December 13, 1942, p. 21:
“[...] ‘Authenticated reports point to 2,000,000 Jews who have already been
slain by all manner of satanic barbarism, and plans for the total extermina-
tion of all Jews upon whom the Nazis can lay their hands. The slaughter of a
third of the Jewish population in Hitler‘s domain [3%2,000,000=6,000,000]
and the threatened slaughter of all is a holocaust without parallel.””

December 20, 1942, p. 23:
“What is happening to the 5,000,000 Jews of German-held Europe, all of
whom face extermination |[...].
Early in December 1942 the State Department in Washington gave some
figures showing that the number of Jewish victims deported and perished
since 1939 in Axis-controlled Europe now reached the appalling figure of
2,000,000 and that 5,000,000 were in danger of extermination.”

March 2, 1943, pp. 1, 4:
[...Rabbi Hertz said] fo secure even the freedom to live for 6,000,000 of
their Jewish fellow men by readiness to rescue those who might still escape
Nazi torture and butchery. [...]”

March 10, 1943, p. 12:
“[...] 2,000,000 Jews killed in Europe. [...] The four million left to kill are
being killed, according to plan.” (2+4=6 million)

April 20, 1943, p. 11:
“Two million Jews have been wiped out [...] five million more are in imme-
diate danger of execution [...].” (2+5=7 million)

L: So it was known for a long time that some 6 million were threatened by exter-
mination. That is not really surprising, for it must have been known how many
Jews were living in the areas that were later occupied by German troops.

R:That is a valuable observation. It would mean that the origin of the figure of 6
million was not any kind of factual determination of the number of victims, but
rather that is was based on the assumption that all Jews believed to be in the
sway of the Reich were threatened by extermination.

There is, however, an argument against this theory in the form of a quotation
dating from the year 1936, a time when Hitler reigned only over the Jews who

26 W. Héttl, op. cit. (note 20), pp. 412, 515-519.

2T First quoted by Arthur R. Butz, The Hoax of the Twentieth Century, Historical Review Press, Brighton
1976. All quotes from the 3rd edition, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago, IL, 2003, p. 100-104
(www.vho.org/GB/Books/thottc).
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were then living in Germany and when no one could as yet predict the war and
Germany’s initial victories. At that time there was a hearing organized by the
Peel-Commission, which was envisioning the partition of Palestine. Chaim
Weizmann, then President of the Zionist world organization, appeared before
the Commission and asserted that 6 million Jews were living in Europe as if in
a prison and were regarded as undesirable.”® Here again, we have the general
summing-up of all the European Jews, including those in the Soviet Union. In
1936, one could say that only Germany and Poland were following a funda-
mentally anti-Semitic policy, and together those two countries accounted for
some 3+ million Jews. The remaining 2+ million Jews mentioned by Weiz-
mann certainly did not feel that they were living in a prison specifically erected
for Jews. The Jews in the Soviet Union may not have been free, but their op-
pression was part of the general policy of the totalitarian regime there, not a
movement directed against them and no one else.

L: It was still a prison where many different peoples were locked up.
R:1 will grant you that, but then this is no argument for giving the Jews part of

Palestine, and that was after all the background of Weizmann’s statements be-
fore the Peel-Commission. If the oppression of the Jews in the Soviet Union
had been sufficient grounds for conceding them a section of Palestine — i.e. to
take it away from the Arabs living there — what could the other peoples of the
Soviet Union have claimed for themselves, the Christians, Muslims, Ukraini-
ans, Germans, Georgians, Armenians, Uzbeks, Tadjiks, Mongols, and countless
others? Another part of Palestine? Or other parts of the Arab world?

The fact of the matter is that Weizmann was using this impressive figure of 6
million suffering and oppressed Jews in his effort to reach a political goal, a
Zionist goal. We also know that, at that time, he failed.

L: Now we are getting away a bit from our original question, because, after all,

Weizmann did not speak of a holocaust or an impending or ongoing extermina-
tion. That was said only later, in press accounts during the war.

R:During which war?
L: Excuse me? During the Second World War, of course!
R: That is precisely where you are wrong. In fact, similar accounts were circulated

during the First World War and, in particular, in the immediate post-war period
of WWI1.

Many of you are looking at me with astonishment and disbelief. Allow me,
therefore, to go a little more deeply into what was happening at that time. I re-
fer to the results of research done by U.S. author Don Heddesheimer who wrote
a book about this topic.”’ From about 1915 onwards, various American news-
papers, especially the New York Times, reported that the Jews in central and
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Thomas Mann, Sieben Manifeste zur jiidischen Frage, Jos. Melzer Verlag, Darmstadt 1966, p. 18. 1
thank the late Robert H. Countess for indicating this source.

Don Heddesheimer, The First Holocaust. Jewish Fund Raising Campaigns with Holocaust Claims
During and After World War One, 2™ ed., Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago 2005
(www.vho.org/D/deh/index.html).
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eastern Europe in particular were suffering under the conditions brought about
by the war.
Between 1919 and 1927 there were, in the U.S., massive campaigns organized
by Jewish circles to collect money claiming that five or six million Jews in cen-
tral and eastern Europe were near death. I will quote a few relevant passages
from those press reports and campaign ads, starting with the latest one known
to me:
New York Times, Dec. 4, 1926: “five million starving people [...] half the
Jews of the world, smitten by pestilence and famine [...].”
New York Times, April 21, 1926: “This is the cry that comes from the Jews
of Europe [...] a whole people is dying [...] millions of Jews are trapped in
Europe|[...].”
New York Times, Jan. 9, 1922, p. 19: “unspeakable horrors and infinite
crimes perpetrated against the Jewish people. Dr. Hertz declared that
1,000,000 human beings had been butchered and that for three years
3,000,000 persons in the Ukraine had been made ‘to pass through the hor-
rors of hell’[...].”

L: Is that the same Mr. Hertz you referred to a while ago who claimed on March
2, 1943, in the same newspaper that six million members of the Jewish people
were on the verge of being slaughtered by the Nazis and had to be saved (see p.
21)?

R: Yes, that is the same man.

L: The similarity between the two statements is striking.

R:T shall show you other similarities in a minute. But first, let me produce some
quotations from the 1920s and from WW1 and the post-war months:

New York Times, May 7, 1920: “[...] Jewish war sufferers in Central and
Eastern Europe, where six millions face horrifying conditions of famine, dis-
ease and death [...].”

New York Times, May 5, 1920, p. 9: “To save six million men and women in
Eastern Europe form extermination by hunger and disease.”

New York Times, May 5, 1920, p. 19: “Six million starving, fever-stricken
sufferers in war-torn Europe appeal to us [...]"

New York Times, May 3, 1920, p. 11: “Your help is needed to save the lives
of six million people in Eastern and Central Europe.”

New York Times, May 3, 1920, p. 12: “In Russia and the neighboring coun-
tries the Jews have been subject to a particularly malignant persecution
[...]. It is estimated that more than five millions are actually starving or on
the verge of starvation, and a virulent typhus epidemic is raging among them
and is already spreading among neighboring populations.”

New York Times, May 2, 1920, p. 1: “Six million human beings, without
food, shelter, clothing or medical treatment.”

New York Times, May 1, 1920, p. 8: “But the lives of 6,000,000 human be-
ings wait upon the answer.”’
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New York Times, Apr. 21, 1920, p. 8: “In Europe there are today more than
5,000,000 Jews who are starving or on the verge of starvation, and many
are in the grip of a virulent typhus epidemic.”

New York Times, Dec. 3, 1919, p. 19: “nothing on earth except a miracle
can prevent the death by freezing and starvation of from 5,000,000 to
10,000,000 people in Europe and the Middle East this winter [...] atrocious
Jewish massacre.”

New York Times, Dec. 3, 1919, p. 24: “Five Million Face Famine in Poland
[...] The war has left 5,000,000 destitute and stricken Jews in Eastern
Europe.”

New York Times, Nov. 12, 1919, p. 7: “tragically unbelievable poverty, star-
vation and disease about 6,000,000 souls, or half the Jewish population of
the earth [...] a million children and [ ...] five million parents and elders.”
The American Hebrew, Oct. 31, 1919, pp. 582f.: “From across the sea, six
million men and women call to us for help [...] six million human beings.
[...] Six million men and women are dying [...] in the threatened holocaust
of human life [...] six million famished men and women. Six million men and
women are dying [...]” (see reproduction in the Appendix, p. 23)

L: Now look at that! We have got it all together. The 6 million and the notion of a

holocaust.

R: Yes, this source is perhaps the one where the parallels with later accounts are

most striking, but let me go back in time a little further.

New York Times, Oct. 26, 1919, p. 1: “4,000,000 Starving Jews of Eastern
Europe.”

New York Times, Sept. 29, 1919, p. 7: “tragically unbelievable poverty,
starvation and disease about 6,000,000 souls, or half the Jewish population
of the earth.”

New York Times, Aug. 10, 1917: “Germans Let Jews Die. Women and Chil-
dren in Warsaw Starving to Death |[...] Jewish mothers, mothers of mercy,
feel happy to see their nursing babies die; at least they are through with
their suffering.”

L: Oh my God, now we have the Germans as villains!
R: Yes, but this is the exception rather than the rule. In fact, various German agen-

cies helped, during and after the war, to channel the funds collected by the Jew-
ish organizations to eastern Europe. The branding of Germans as villains was
part of the war propaganda and came to an end after the war. From then on, the
focus was on actual or invented atrocities in the countries of eastern Europe. In
this connection, I have this article dated May 23, 1919, that appeared on p. 12
of the NYT about alleged anti-Jewish pogroms in Poland. In an ironical twist of
history, tlﬁg editors of the NYT somehow doubted the veracity of the report, for
they said:

“It has been pointed out that some of these reports may have originated with
German propagandists or may have been exaggerated by them with the ob-
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“Pogroms in Poland,” New York Times, May 23, 1919, p. 12.
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vious purpose of discrediting Poland with the Allies, in the hope that Ger-
many might be the gainer thereby. Germany might have assisted in spread-
ing these stories, may have invented them, although it would be a cruel de-
ception to wring the hearts of great multitudes of people in order to gain
suchanend][...]”

R:If we follow the NYT, false reports regarding Jewish sufferings are cruel. We
should remember that.

L: All that is begging the question whether those sufferings and deaths reported by
the NYT as having befallen the Jewish population of eastern Europe actually re-
flected the truth.

R:Don Heddesheimer has analyzed this in his book and has come to the conclu-
sion that the Jews, on the whole, were the only population group of eastern
Europe to come out of the First World War relatively unscathed. I guess that
answers the question.

But come along with me on this trip into the depths of history.
New York Times, May 22, 1916, p. 11: “[...] of the normal total of about
2,450,000 Jews in Poland, Lithuania, and Courland, 1,770,000 remain, and
of that number about 700,000 are in urgent and continuous want.”

R: As early as 1916, a book entitled The Jews in the Eastern War Zone describing
the alleged plight of the European Jews was sent to 25,000 important persons
of American public life.*' The book asserted that Russia had transformed a cer-
tain area into something like a penal colony where six million Jews were forced
to live miserably and in constant fear of being massacred, without any rights or
social status:**

“[...] a kind of prison with six million inmates, guarded by an army of cor-
rupt and brutal jailers.”

R:This book The Jews in the Eastern War Zone was at the time quoted exten-
sively in the media, e.g. in the NY7.

The earliest report found so far dates from the first year of the war:
New York Times, Jan. 14, 1915, p. 3: “In the world today there are about
13,000,000 Jews, of whom more than 6,000,000 are in the heart of the war
zone, Jews whose lives are at stake and who today are subjected to every
manner of suffering and sorrow [...].”

R:But let us go one step further back. In 1900, Rabbi Stephen Wise made the
following statement before Jewish welfare organizations in the USA:>

“there are 6,000,000 living, bleeding, suffering arguments in favor of Zion-
ism.

L: It would seem that we are dealing with a constant in Jewish suffering, the fig-
ure of 6 million.

31 Nathan Schachner, The Price of Liberty. A History of The American Jewish Committee, The American

Jewish Committee, New York 1948, p. 63.

The American Jewish Committee, The Jews in the Eastern War Zones, The American Jewish Commit-
tee, New York 1916, pp. 19f.

3 New York Times, June 11, 1900, p.-7.
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R:There is a specific reason for that. Benjamin Blech tells about an ancient Jew-
ish prophecy, promising the Jews the return to the Promised Land after the loss
of six million of their people.34

L: The passages you quoted would indicate that Jewish sufferings were useful to
various Jewish leaders as an argument to bring about that very aim — the return
to the Promised Land.

R: Quite so. We must not forget that Palestine had been promised to the Zionists
in the Balfour Declaration by England during the First World War. That was,
no doubt, a major reason for the holocaust propaganda during and after the
First World War.

L: Why would the NYT publish so many of those reports, as opposed to other
newspapers?

R: Well, first of all, I have quoted here the NYT because, then as now, it is taken to
be one of the most widely read, the most respected, and the most influential
newspapers. That is not to say that other newspapers did not report similar ac-
counts, but those other archives have not yet been searched by anyone for such
items, as far as I know. On the other hand, we must remember that the NYT was
at the time already in Jewish hands. In this regard, let me quote its former chief
editor, Max Frankel:>

“Exploiting this atmosphere [of anti-fascism|, and Gentile guilt about the
Holocaust, American Jews of my generation were emboldened to make them
themselves culturally conspicuous, to flaunt their ethnicity, to find literary
inspiration in their roots, and to bask in the resurrection of Israel. |[...]
Instead of idols and passions, I worshiped words and argument, becoming
part of an unashamedly Jewish verbal invasion of American culture. It was
especially satisfying to realize the wildest fantasy of the world’s anti-
Semites: Inspired by our heritage as keepers of the book, creators of law,
and storytellers supreme, Jews in America did finally achieve a dispropor-
tionate influence in universities and in all media of communication.

[...] Within a few years of Punch’s ascendancy [“Punch” Sulzberger, Owner
of the NYT)|, there came a time when not only the executive editor — A. M.
Rosenthal — and I but ALL the top editors listed on the paper’s masthead
were Jews. Over vodka in the publisher’s back room, this was occasionally
mentioned as an impolitic condition, but it was altered only gradually, with-
out any affirmative action on behalf of Christians. [...]

And I wrote in confidence that The Times no longer suffered from any secret
desire to deny or overcome its ethnic roots.”

L: I guess that is sufficient to explain this one-sidedness.

R:You can say that again. The origin of this figure of six million — which has
meanwhile been assigned the status of a “symbolic figure” by respected histo-

B‘f Benjamin Blech, The Secret of Hebrew Words, Jason Aronson, Northvale, NJ, 1991, p. 214.
3 Max Frankel, The Times of My Life. And my Life with The Times, Random House, New York, 1999, pp.
400f., 403.
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rians’® even as far as the Holocaust of the Second World War is concerned — s,
therefore, not based on any kind of factual knowledge regarding Jewish popula-
tion losses. It is thus not surprising that well-known statisticians world-wide
stated that the question of the number of victims had, for a long time, not been
clarified at all.”’ Meanwhile, however, this has changed on account of two
studies into this topic, which I will deal with later.

1.4. Wartime Propaganda, Then and Now

R:Let me now go into the causes given by the media for the Jewish sufferings in

the years 1915 — 1927 and 1941 — 1945, respectively. Whereas the main rea-
sons cited in connection with the first holocaust (the invented one) were by and
large poverty, general oppression, and epidemics, the second one (the real one)
was ascribed to mass murder in gas chambers and large-scale shootings.

While it is generally true that gas chambers were not part of the standard
propaganda weaponry during and following WW 1, there is one exception. The
London Daily Telegraph reported on March 22, 1916, on p. 7:

“ATROCITIES IN SERBIA
700,000 VICTIMS
FROM OUR OWN CORRESPONDENT
ROME, Monday (6:45 p.m.)
The Governments of the Allies have secured evidence and documents, which
will shortly be published, proving that Austria and Bulgaria have been guilty
of horrible crimes in Serbia, where the massacres committed were worse
than those perpetrated by Turkey in Armenia.
[...] Women, children, and old men were shut up in the churches by the Aus-
trians and either stabbed with the bayonet or suffocated by means of as-
phyxiating gas. In one church in Belgrade 3,000 women, children, and old
men were thus suffocated. [...]"

R: Of course, today no historian claims that the Austrians or any of their allies

ever committed mass murder with poison gas in Serbia during World War One.
This was nothing but black propaganda issued by the British government and
eagerly disseminated by the British media.

But juxtapose this with an article that appeared in the same London Daily Tele-
graph on June 25, 1942, p. 5, that is, five days before the Jewish owned and
controlled New York Times reported about the alleged mass murder of Jews in
German controlled Europe for the first time:

36
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Statement by German historian Martin Broszat, expert called by penal court at Frankfurt on May 3,
1979, ref. Js 12 828/78 919 Ls.

Cf. the explanations given by Prof. F.H. Hankins, past president of the American Demographic Asso-
ciation, as given in The Journal of Historical Review (referred to below as JHR) 4(1) (1983) p. 61-81.
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“GERMANS MURDER 700,000
JEWS IN POLAND
TRAVELLING GAS CHAMBERS
DAILY TELEGRAPH REPORTER
More than 700,000 Polish Jews have been slaughtered by the Germans in
the greatest massacre in world history. [...]”

R: This time, however, we all know that these claims were true, don’t we? And it

is also true that at the end of the 20™ century nobody would seriously accuse
any country in the world of having built gas chambers and stocked Zyklon B to
murder all Jews, hence, that the Jews would once more face a holocaust, an ex-
tinction of millions. After all, that was something uniquely German and “Nazi,”
which does not happen again, right?
If you think that it is obvious that nobody would make such outrageous claims,
I have to teach you another quite astounding lesson: Let me bring up only two
examples from a war that took place almost 50 years after the second holocaust
propaganda started, in 1991. It is about America’s first war against Iraq to drive
Iraqi troops out of Kuwait. The New York based Jewish Press, then calling it-
self “The largest independent Anglo-Jewish weekly newspaper,” wrote on its
title page on February 21, 1991:

“IRAQIS HAVE GAS CHAMBERS FOR ALL JEWS”

R:Or take the front cover announcement of volume 12, number 1 (spring 1991),
of Response, a periodical published by the Jewish Simon Wiesenthal Center in
Los Angeles and distributed in 381,065 copies:

“GERMANS PRODUCE ZYKLON B IN IRAQ
(Iraq’s German-made gas chamber)”
R: Then, on p. 2ff., it goes on to say:

“Shocking Revelation: German Firms Produce Zyklon B in Iraq

True to their legacy of their Nazi-era predecessors, the German business
community has sought to absolve itself of its share of blame in the current
Middle East disaster. ‘We did not knowingly supply Iraq with weapons of
mass destructions — we violated no law — we were just filling orders..." [...]
Even more ominous is the report that Iraq has developed a new potent gas
which actually contains Zyklon B. [...] this gas, and the nerve gas, Tabun,
were tested on Iranian POWs in gas chambers specially designed for the
Iraqis by the German company |...] (see cover photo of gas chamber proto-
type). German Gas Chamber: Nightmare Revisited.”

R:If you don’t believe this, go to the appendix, p. 55f., where the documents have
been reproduced.

L: Well, T will be darned! Six million, and gas chambers all over the place!

R:1 hope that you are developing a feel for the underlying design of the Anglo-
Saxon and Zionist war and atrocity propaganda — 1900, 1916, 1920, 1926,
1936, 1942, 1991... In 1991, as we all know, these things were again nothing
but inventions, as were the later assertions before America’s second war
against Iraq, in 2003, to the effect that Iraq had weapons of mass destruction or
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would have them soon, even though this time the gas chambers and/or Zyklon
B as “weapons of mass destruction” were not mentioned. But, as Israel’s well-
known newspaper Ha aretz proudly proclaimed:38
“The war in Iraq was conceived by 25 neoconservative intellectuals, most of
them Jewish, who are pushing President Bush to change the course of his-

tory.”

R:We all know, after all, that the Jews in Israel merit a preventive protection

against any kind of annihilation with weapons of mass destruction, regardless
of whether this threat is real or imagined...

L: Now that sounds a bit too cynical. Don’t you think that Jews merit protection

from annihilation?

R:The cynicism refers only to cases where such a threat was pure invention. Any

ethnic or religious group is entitled to protection from the threat of annihilation,
Jews are no exception.

What I meant to get across with this series of press reports was for you not to
accept at face value what the media are saying — even if it is the NYT — particu-
larly in times of war. And I think it is fair to accept, at least as a working hy-
pothesis, that not all assertions stemming from the period of 1941 to 1945 are
absolutely true either. Couldn’t it be that certain things were to some extent dis-
torted, deformed, exaggerated, or invented?

L: Possibly...
R:To show you how war propaganda is generated, I have reproduced, in the ap-

pendix to this lecture, the text of a TV documentary produced in 1992 by the
German public broadcasting corporation ARD in its “Monitor” series. It tells
you how an American publicity company, paid for this purpose by the Kuwaiti
government, invented the so-called incubator story. In order to get the U.S.
and, in particular, the U.N. to agree to a war against Iraq, they tested, which
horror story would eventually work best. The result: the murder of innocent
babies.

Based on that result, the lie was concocted that Iraqi soldiers in Kuwait had
systematically torn babies from their incubators and murdered them. An actress
was prepared for her role as a witness; she eventually appeared before the hu-
man-rights commission of the Security Council, /ike Niobe, all tears, and pro-
claimed this lie of the evil deeds of the Iraqi soldiers. Her statement was a key
element in getting the U.N. to finally agree to an American invasion.

Keep this in the back of your head, if we come across similar stories about
cruel murders of babies later on.

Faced with such facts, we should remember the old rule that the truth is always
the first victim in any war. It is really surprising that so many people shy away
from this painful experience when they are dealing with the worst of all wars —
the Second World War. For the very reason that it has been, so far, the most
brutal of all wars, it is obvious that in this case the truth has been raped and
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Ari Shavit, “White man’s burden,” Ha ‘aretz, April 7, 2003;
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abused more often than in any other conflict. And I am not thinking merely of
the Holocaust in this connection, which was only one of many incidents in that
war. I am referring to that war as a whole. In these lectures, however, I will re-
strict myself to the Holocaust.

1.5. One Person Killed is One Person Too Many

L: You have just explained that this figure of six million has a mystical or a sym-
bolic basis rather than being founded on census data. But if all authorities in
this area are in agreement on the point that six million people were killed in the
Holocaust, would you say that they are all off the mark?

R:1 will, in fact, now discuss the number of victims.

L: But does that really matter? Even if it should turn out that only one million, or
even only 10,000 Jews had been killed, it would still be a despicable crime,
wouldn’t it?

R:1 would even go one step further. Even those measures of persecution during
the Third Reich which did not cause the death of anyone were completely un-
acceptable from a legal and moral point of view. However, such a point of view
is unsuitable when it comes to the analysis of statistical data, or as far as the
question is concerned whether and, if so, how the extermination of the Jews
was carried out. Let me give you three reasons for this:

First of all, it is an unsatisfactory argument for the very reason that for decades
the number of victims has been regarded as sacred. If the number of victims did
not matter, there would be no reason for making it a taboo or even go so far as
to protect it by laws, as it happens in several European nations. Apparently,
there is more behind this figure of six million than just the sum of the individ-
ual fates of the people involved. It has become a symbol which must not be
abandoned, because any justified doubts about this number would quickly lead
to more undesirable questions into other aspects of the Holocaust. It is abso-
lutely dumbfounding that, on the one hand, anyone who questions this figure of
6 million victims is made an intellectual outcast or will even suffer legal perse-
cution, whereas, on the other hand, whenever valid arguments against this fig-
ure are raised, society and even judges will sound a retreat, claiming that pre-
cise figures are not the point and insisting on the criminal character of even a
single victim. Is this figure of six million a legal yardstick or is it of no impor-
tance? It cannot be both.

Next, while it is perfectly valid from a moral point of view to stress the fact
that one victim is one victim too many, this argument cannot be used against a
scientific examination of this crime. It would be presumptuous to rob any one
victim of the tragic character of his or her individual fate, but it would be just
as unjustified to bar science from analyzing the quantitative aspects of the
topic, because it is in the very nature of science to look for precise answers.
Would it make sense to legally prevent a physicist from computing the capacity
of the cooling system of a nuclear reactor on the grounds that there is no abso-
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lute protection against accidents and such a computation would, therefore, not
be helpful? If a physicist had to work under such conditions, he would sooner
or later come up with results which could provoke a catastrophe.

If historians are ostracized or even prosecuted because their findings or even
the questions they set out to answer are regarded as immoral, we cannot but as-
sume that the results of such a distorted way of writing history will be unreli-
able. And because our view of history has a direct effect on the policies of
those who govern us, a distorted historical perspective will lead to distorted
policies. It is the fundamental task and the main responsibility of any kind of
science to produce reliable results and data. Principles that have been estab-
lished for the field of science and technology cannot be thrown overboard when
the science of history is concerned — unless we are ready to return intellectually
to the dark periods of the Middle Ages.

Finally, the morally justified argument that one victim is one victim too many
cannot be used to prevent the examination of a crime, in particular if this crime
is claimed to be unique in its moral aberration. An allegedly unique crime
must, in fact, be open to the detailed analysis of what actually did happen in a
way that is applicable to any crime. I will even go one step further: anyone pos-
tulating the uniqueness of a crime must also accept a uniquely deep analysis of
the alleged crime, before the uniqueness can be accepted. If, however, one were
to surround this allegedly unique crime with a protective shield of moral indig-
nation, one would ipso facto commit a unique crime, namely the denial of any
defense against such monstrous accusations.

L: This sounds just as though in the many trials regarding the Holocaust that took
place in Germany and elsewhere in the years after the war the defendants had
been unable to muster a proper defense. Didn’t the sentences that were passed
at the outcome of those trials reflect the fact that the defendant did enjoy all the
legal protections available in a normal court of law?

R: We will go into those questions later. I was not really thinking of the legal as-
pects of those trials here, though. I was claiming the right, in the field of his-
tory, to be allowed to bring forward new evidence, regardless of whether or not
this side or the other regards it as being helpful or detrimental to its cause. No
one must be made an outcast or be prosecuted because of such new evidence or
novel interpretations. This would lead to an abolition of the freedom of science,
which is founded in man’s right to doubt and to freely search for answers.

1.6. Are Six Million Missing?

L: Let’s get down to facts, please. How many Jews, do you think, died during the
Holocaust?

R:T have not done any research into primary sources myself and have to rely on
the work of others. If you look at the literature available on the subject of popu-
lation losses of Jews during the Second World War, you will notice that there
are only two extensive monographs dealing with this topic.
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L:But every major book on the Table 1: Distribution of claimed Holo-
Holocaust has victim numbers. caust victims according to murder site
R: Yes, but in those works the vic- LOCATION HILBERG" |DAwiDowicz*
tim numbers are merely claimed, Auschwitz: 1,000,000 | 2,000,000
not proven. Take, for example, Treblinka: 750,000 800,000
the figures in the book The De- Issetl)z'liczr ;(5)8’888 328888
struction of the European Jews >°°°°C ’ ’
b mainstréram Holocfust expert Chglmno: 150,000 340,000
Yy mal CXPEIL \Majdanek: 50,000 | 1,380,000
Raul Hilberg and compare it with “c\\ip ToraL: | 2,700,000 | 5,370,000
those by Lucy Dawidowicz, an- “Gerfocations: | 2,400,000 | 563,000
other mainstream expert, which olocaust Total:| 5,100,000 | _5.933.000

L

she published in her book The
War against the Jews. They both claim that the Holocaust resulted in between
five and six million murdered Jews. Yet if you compare how both authors allo-
cate these victims to the various sites of the claimed mass murder, it turns out
that they do not agree on anything, see Table 1. Such a table could be compiled
using many more mainstream Holocaust historians, and the figures would be
just as wildly divergent. So how come that all these authors end up with basi-
cally the same total, when they disagree on everything else, and not a single
one of them proves what they claim with incontestable sources?

So let me now go back to the only two books that actually focused on nothing
but the statistical topic of Jewish population losses in Europe during World
War II.

There is the revisionist work The Dissolution of Eastern European Jewry"'
written in 1983 by Walter N. Sanning, aka Wilhelm Niederreiter, and the an-
thology Dimension des Vélkermords™ (dimension of the genocide) edited in
1991 by political scientist Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Benz. While Sanning sets the
unexplained losses of the European Jewry at an order of magnitude of 300,000,
Benz, in accordance with traditional teaching, arrives at a figure of some 6 mil-
lion.

: There you have it! The difference couldn’t be more striking. Which of the two
works is the one you would recommend?

R:Benz’ book is today regarded as a standard. To a large extent it rests upon con-

L

siderably more extensive source material than Sanning’s.
: So we have 6 million dead Jews after all!

R:Easy now, and let’s go step by step. Even though Benz’ book is obviously a

reaction to the revisionist work, it makes no attempt at a direct and sober analy-
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sis of Sanning’s arguments. Sanning himself is mentioned only once in a foot-
note and then only to be defamed.*

L: That is not really a very scientific approach!
R:Right, and all the more so as Benz expressly published his book to refute revi-

sionist theses. But if you do that without presenting them and use them only in
an effort to suppress them and to insult an opposing author, we have a clear
case of a massive unscientific approach. Because of this lack of a discussion of
revisionist arguments, one could not but place the two works side by side and
compare the statistics the authors present. That is precisely what I have done.*
Let me make a resumé of the most important results. First of all, it turns out
that the two others define the victims of the Holocaust in an entirely different
way. While Sanning tries to add up only those victims who died from direct
killings in line with a National Socialist (NS) persecution policy, Benz attrib-
utes to the Holocaust all Jewish population losses in Europe, including those of
people killed in action while fighting in the Red Army, victims of Soviet depor-
tations and forced labor camps, surplus of deaths over births, or religious con-
versions.

What is more important, though, is the fact that Benz completely neglects the
migrations that occurred during and after the Second World War. This is where
the central problem of any statistical treatment of the subject is hidden. Benz
casts completely aside the emigration of Jews from Europe to Israel and to the
United States, which became known as the second Exodus. It started before
World War Two, was largely interrupted in 1941, and reached its peak in the
years between 1945 and 1947. Benz also deals only very briefly with the mi-
grations of Jews within eastern Europe, such as the number of Polish Jews who
managed to escape before the advancing German armies — Sanning makes a
convincing case for a figure of around 1 million — or the percentage of Jews
within other groups that were deported to Siberia by the Soviets in 1941 and
1942.

L: Do you mean to say that Stalin deported Jews to Siberia?
R: Absolutely. Sanning quotes figures announced by Jewish charity organizations

at the time which speak of somewhere between half a million and one million
Jews that were moved east when the war with Germany broke out. Stalin him-
self attacked the Jews massively during the “Great Purge,” which took place in
1937 and 1938. Let me give you an example in the form of a comparison of
ethnicities in the upper echelons of the Soviet terror apparatus NKVD,* based
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Table 2: Proportion of Jews in the upper echelons of the NKVD

Nationality |Jul. 10, 34| Oct 1, 36 |Mar. 1, 37| Sept. 1,38 | Jul. 1, 39 | Jan. 1, 40 | Feb. 26, 41

Russians 31,25% | 30,00% | 31,53% 56,67% | 56,67% | 64,53% | 64,84%

Jews 38,54% | 39,09% | 37,84% 21,33% 3,92% 3,49% 5,49%

on internal NKVD data. For reasons of space I shall show only those figures
which concern Russians and Jews.*’

L: But Jews are a religious group and not an ethnic one!

R:This is a point which the Jews themselves have been debating for thousands of
years and which we cannot resolve here. It is a fact that the NKVD listed Jews
as an ethnic group, probably because the Jews themselves insisted this should
be so.

L: So some 40% of the leading positions in the Soviet terror structure were ini-
tially occupied by Jews. What was the percentage of Jews within the total
population of the Soviet Union?

R:Before the war there were some 4 million Jews in a total population of about
200 million, which gives us 2 percent.

L: Does this excessive presence of Jews in the terror structure explain the myth of
a “Jewish Bolshevism”?

R: Quite so,"” except that this anomaly no longer existed when the war broke out.
But let us return to Benz and Sanning. For the particular question of Jewish
migrations in Poland and the Soviet Union due to flight or deportation to the
cast after the outbreak of the German-Polish war and then the German-Soviet
war, Sanning presents a wealth of material. Because Benz does not discuss this
at all, one cannot avoid thinking that he could not argue with Sanning at all and
simply preferred to drop the subject.

On the whole, Benz’ method of arriving at his alleged number of victims can
be summarized in the following way: he computed the difference between the
number of Jews mentioned in the latest census data before the war for all the
countries involved and the first census data arrived at in the early post-war pe-
riod, which were, however, taken several years after the end of the hostilities.
Neither does Benz consider the fact that, by then, millions of Jews had emi-
grated to the USA, to Israel or elsewhere, nor does he discuss the fact that the
post-war census data for the Soviet Union are notoriously unreliable when it

* Nikita Petrov, “Verinderungstendenzen im Kaderbestand der Organe der sowjetischen Staatssicherheit

in der Stalin-Zeit,” Forum fiir osteuropdiische Ideen- und Zeitgeschichte, 5(2) (2001) (www1.ku-
eichstaett.de/ZIMOS/forum/docs/petrow.htm).
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Munich 2003; cf. Wolfgang Strauss, “The End of the Legends,” TR 2(3) (2004), pp. 342-351; histori-
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Revolution and Russia’s Early Soviet Regime,” JHR 14(1) (1994), pp. 4-14). Wilton was correspondent
of the London Times at St. Petersburg during the Soviet revolution.
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L:

comes to religious affiliation — be it Christian or Jewish — because of the latent
danger of persecution. The fact that in 1959 and 1970 only two million persons
in the Soviet Union declared themselves to be Jewish therefore does not mean
at all that only two million Jews had survived the war. It simply signifies that
only two million people dared declare their Jewish faith in a radically anti-
religious and anti-Zionist state.

And Benz takes these Soviet statistics at face value?

R:Yes, without any ifs, ands or buts. If you look more closely at his choice of

L:

words, you discover that in Benz’ eyes Stalin had made a foreign policy of ap-
peasement but had been attacked by Hitler without provocation. This cliché of
an unexpected, unprovoked attack on a peace-loving Soviet Union comes
straight out of the communist propaganda handbook. Somehow, Benz over-
looked the annoying fact that at that time the USSR had just gobbled up half of
Poland, had fought a war of aggression against Finland, annexed Bessarabia,
and swallowed Estonia and Latvia.

In other words, Benz has a surprisingly uncritical position with respect to any-
thing the Soviet Union was trying to promote.

R:That seems to be the case. It may help to explain the strange attitude Benz and

his co-authors exhibit. Let me demonstrate this by taking two examples —
France and Poland.

There is general consensus that some 75,000 Jews were deported from France
in the first half of 1942, most of them directly to Auschwitz. A standard work
dealing with the fate of these people states that after the war only 2,500 of these
Jews officially registered in France as having returned, which would mean that
some 97% of the deportees had perished.*® This figure was by and large taken
over by Benz.*

: Does this mean, then, that only those Jews deported from France were counted

as having survived, if they registered themselves as survivors in France after
the war?

R: Exactly.

L:

But what about those who settled elsewhere?

R: Well, there is the rub. The Swedish census statistician Carl O. Nordling has

shown in a study50 on this topic that most of the Jews deported from France
were, in fact, not French at all but for the most part — 52,000 — were nationals
of other countries who had fled to France, be it from Germany, Austria,
Czechoslovakia, Poland, or even the Benelux countries, and most of the re-
maining Jews had only recently been naturalized, which means that most of
them were refugees as well.

The pro-German government of Vichy France agreed to the removal from
France of all those persons who did either not possess French citizenship or had

48

49

50

Serge Klarsfeld, Le Mémorial de la Déportation des Juifs de France, Klarsfeld, Paris 1978; Engl.:
Memorial to the Jews deported from France 1942-1944, Beate Klarsfeld Foundation, New York 1983.
W. Benz refers to S. Klarsfeld, even though his number of victims is somewhat higher, Benz (ed.), op.
cit. (note 42), p. 127.

Carl O. Nordling, “What happened to the 75,000 Jews who were deported from France?,” 7R 3(3)
(2005), in preparation.
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acquired it only very recently. The mass of French Jews was never deported.
Now the 64,000 dollar question: How many of these non-French Jews would
have returned to France after the war and registered officially as surviving
Jews, having been deported to Auschwitz a few years earlier by a complacent
and eager French administration?

L: I suppose that Palestine and the USA would have been more attractive destina-
tions.

R: That would be true for most of them, I would say. In any case, France was not
home to the majority of the Jews deported from France, so why should they
have tried to return there? Thus, Benz’ method of establishing the number of
French victims is highly arbitrary.

L: Do you intend to say that most of these Jews actually survived?

R:No, I don’t. The fate of the Jews deported from France can be traced quite well
by means of the Auschwitz Death Books (Sterbebiicher), which are documents
kept by the camp administration listing all registered inmates who died in the
camp.’' Although not all volumes have been handed down to us — the series
stops at the end of 1943 — they still allow us to gain an insight into the fate of
many of these Jews. They tell us that a frightening number of them died in a
typhus epidemic which ravaged the camp in the summer of 1942. The majority
of the Jews deported after that date were no longer registered in the camp, pre-
sumably because the camp, with its catastrophic hygienic conditions, was un-
able to accept further transports on a large scale, so that those Jews who had
been taken to Auschwitz were immediately moved further east.*>

L: Now what is the total number of deaths listed in those Death Books?

R:Some 69,000. But remember that the early months of the camp, the year 1944
and the month of the camp’s liberation (January 1945) are not reported on.

L: That would amount to an extrapolated figure of perhaps 120,000 victims — a far
cry from the million or so Jewish victims at Auschwitz we have been hearing
of for decades.

R:Now be careful. The Death Books recorded only the deaths of registered de-
tainees. Any deportees who were allegedly led directly into the gas chambers
are said to have never been registered at all and would, in that case, not appear
in any of those records. I will come back a little later to this particular topic.

I will now touch upon another example of Benz’ incompetence: Poland. Aside
from the Soviet Union, Poland was, at that time, the country with the largest
Jewish population in Europe. The census of 1931 reported some 3.1 million
Jews in Poland. To arrive at his number of victims, Benz does three things: first
of all he raises the initial figure by assuming that the increase in the Jewish
population up to 1939 was the same as for the Poles at large, thus arriving at
3.45 million Jews at the outbreak of the war with Germany. Then he assumes

1 Certain data taken from the death books have been published: Staatliches Museum Auschwitz-Birkenau

(ed.), Die Sterbebiicher von Auschwitz, Saur, Munich 1995.

2 Cf. E. Aynat, “Die Sterbebiicher von Auschwitz,” VG 2(3) (1998), p. 188-197; cf. E. Aynat, “Consid-
eraciones sobre la deportacion de judios de Francia y Bélgica al este de Europa en 1942,” in E. Aynat,
Estudios sobre el “Holocausto,” Graficas Hurtado, Valencia 1994.
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that all the Jews who were living in the area later taken over by Germany actu-
ally stayed there, which gives him a total of two million Polish Jews under
German occupation.” Finally, to compute the number of those who perished,
he deducts from that figure the number of Jews allegedly still in Poland in
1945, i.e. some 200,000.>* Now I ask you: what is wrong with this kind of rea-
soning?

L: How does Benz know how many Jews would declare themselves to be Jewish
in post-war Poland, a country which was as radically anti-Semitic as ever?

R:Precisely. The actual figure could have been much higher. For example, a Brit-
ish-American committee of investigation into the problem of the Jewish situa-
tion in Europe announced at a press conference in February 1946, according to
United Press, that there were still 800,000 Jews in post-war Poland who all
sought to emigrate.” Any other ideas?

L: Benz does not mention the possibility that the Polish Jews had fled to the east
before the advancing German troops.

R: Correct. Anything else?

L: Poland was moved west by a couple of hundred miles after 1945. At that time,
the situation all over Europe was chaotic. How can anyone claim to know how
many Jews were living in Poland at that time? Can the Poland of 1945 be de-
fined at all?

R: Good argument. More suggestions? None?

Then let me start with the census of 1931. Benz’ extrapolation of the Jewish
population by assigning to it a growth factor similar to the other ethnic groups
is off the mark. Poland, in the years between the two world wars, was a nation
that subjected its minorities to an enormous pressure of assimilation or emigra-
tion by means of persecution culminating in occasional pogroms. That goes for
ethnic Germans, Byelorussians, and Ukrainians as well as for Jews. It must be
remembered that until the so-called “Crystal Night” in Germany in late 1938,
Poland was regarded as more anti-Semitic than Hitler’s Germany. The German
historian Hermann Graml, a member of the post-war German academic estab-
lishment, has shown that some 100,000 Jews emigrated from Poland every sin-
gle year after 1933.%°

Now those were mainly young people able to procreate. Therefore the number
of Jews in Poland overall was probably much lower than 3 million by 1939,
closer to 2 million, I would say.

Then we have the flight of the population, the Jews in particular, before the
advancing German army at the outbreak of the war. Whereas Benz assumes

3 W. Benz (ed.), op. cit. (note 42), p. 443.

* Ibid., p. 492f.

53 Keesings Archiv der Gegenwart, vol. 16/17, Rheinisch-westfélischesVerlagskontor, Essen 1948, p. 651,
Item B of Feb. 15, 1946. The Allied occupation forces in postwar years officially registered the weekly
(1) arrival of up to 5,000 Polish-Jewish emigrants in the western zones of occupation alone, W. Jacob-
meyer, Vierteljahrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte 25 (1977) p. 120-135, esp. p. 125.

H. Graml, Die Auswanderung der Juden aus Deutschland zwischen 1933 und 1939, in Institut fiir
Zeitgeschichte (ed.), Gutachten des Instituts fiir Zeitgeschichte, Vol. 1, Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte, Mu-
nich 1958, p. 80.
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some 300,000 Jews to have fled, Sanning shows that Jewish charity organiza-
tions at that time mentioned 600,000 to 1,000,000 Polish Jews as having es-
caped to the USSR and having been deported to Siberia. All in all, Sanning
concludes that only some 750,000 Polish Jews ended up on the German side in
1939,”7 some 1,250,000 fewer than Benz. You can see how easy it is to maxi-
mize figures like that.

I will not go into this more deeply. I only wanted to underline some methodic
weaknesses of Benz’ work.

L: Now we still don’t know how many Jews, in your opinion, perished in the
Holocaust. My impression is that you tend to believe Sanning rather than Benz.

R:1 feel that Sanning’s book needs to be updated, because of its limited use of
primary sources and because it is already more than twenty years old by now. |
believe his general approach is the correct one, even though I would hold back
with respect to the exact number. Here, we simply need further research by
critical scholars who would not be afraid of publishing unpopular results.

L: But don’t we have lists with the names of six million victims of the Holocaust?

R:The Yad Vashem Research Center in Isracl has compiled such a list. As of
today, it contains about three million names, with one million stemming from
published sources, the great majority of the remainder coming from written re-
ports made by relatives, friends, or locals.”® Yad Vashem’s promotion brochure
states in this regard:59

“This is a race against time — search the site today, submit unrecorded
names and pictures, and help ensure that every Holocaust victim has a place
in our collective memory. [...] Gather information — talk to your family: As
you may not know about relatives who might have perished in the Holocaust,
we recommend that you first contact your family: parents, grandparents,
aunts or uncles to collect as much information as possible about all of those
persons that might [sic] have been murdered. [...] If you have family mem-
bers who were murdered in the Holocaust, [...] you may either submit
names and details online via the site, or use the attached Page of Testi-
mony”

L: In other words, anyone can register victims with Yad Vashem.

R:Precisely. For example, Yad Vashem mentions a case where a local inhabitant
simply reported all the Jews living in the area before the war as having per-
ished, for the simple reason that:*°

“After the war, he realized that no Jews returned to his home region |[...]

L: Does anyone check whether the indications are correct? After all, it could be
that those missing persons are now living somewhere in the U.S., in Israel, or
elsewhere.

R:As far as I know, nothing is checked. You can order such forms from Yad
Vashem, fill them out and send them back. The address is Hall of Names, Yad

»

7 W.N. Sanning, op. cit. (note 41), pp. 39-46.
% www.yadvashem.org/remembrance/names/site/online.html
www.yadvashem.org/remembrance/names/site/Names_Collection.pdf

% www.yadvashem.org/about_yad/magazine/data3/whats_in_a_name.html
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Vashem, P.O.B 3477, 91034 Jerusalem, Israel; | Table 3: Officially certi-
Telephone: 00972-02-6443582; via Email: fied deaths in German
names.research@yadvashem.org.il. concentration camps 6!
L: Couldn’t I just as well send them data on my | Auschwitz 60,056
dog? Bergen-Belsen 6,853
R:Now listen. I don’t think that this kind of thing is | Buchenwald 20,687
going on, but it would seem to me that there is no | Dachau 18,456
way to avoid errors, double entries, or reports on Flossenbiirg 18,334
survivors. In any case, this Hall of Names is a | GroB-Rosen 10,951
rather insignificant source, from a scientific point Majdanek 8,831
of view. Mauthausen 78,859
L: What criteria would have to be established by | Mittelbau 7,468
Yad Vashem to obtain your approval? Natzweiler 4,431
R:Yad Vashem would have to request documents Neuengamme 5,785
proving, first of all, the presence of the persons | Ravensbriick 3,639
concerned at the place in question and demon- | Sachsenhausen 5,014
strating, secondly, that these persons actually did | Stutthof 12,634
perish as a result of events of the Holocaust. Theresienstadt 29,375
: Now that is asking a bit much, isn’t it, if you keep | Others 4,704
in mind that most of these victims died an |ToraL 296,077

anonymous death, without being registered in any
way and without a death certificate, and were then burnt or simply put under.

R:That is the accepted view, and I would say you are right in underlining that

kind of dilemma. But, on the other hand, to accept simply at face value the
statements by someone who may or may not be acting in good faith and who
may not really know anything about the fate of the people in question is a far
cry from a scientific approach.
The Tracing Center of the International Committee of the Red Cross at Arol-
sen, Germany, is proceeding in a very different manner. Deaths in German
camps will only be registered there if they can be supported by unquestionable
documents.

L: And at how many victims did the Red Cross arrive?

R:Up to 1993, Arolsen sent out lists of registered deaths in German camps in
reply to inquiries. After being strongly criticized for this, it stopped this prac-
tice.

L: And why were they criticized?

R:Let’s take a look at the figures in Table 3. They add up to about 300,000 deaths
of detainees of any religious denomination.

L: Only 60,000 victims for Auschwitz? And only 300,000 altogether? If that were
anywhere near the truth it would be sensational!

R:In Germany such a claim would be regarded as scandalous or even criminal
rather than sensational, and the Red Cross was criticized for that very reason.
But before we jump to any conclusions, let us take a look at Table 4, which

' Letter of the Tracing Center of the International Committee of the Red Cross, statistic last updated on

Jan. 1, 1993.
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lists the figures for a number of these |Table 4: Documented numbers of
camps resulting directly or indirectly |victims in various camps of the
from original German camp documents. |Third Reich

You will see that the Arolsen figures Data from preserved | Arolsen
amount to only 55% of the data result- camp documents®®| 1993
ing from the documents of the camp | Auschwitz 135,500 60,056
administrations themselves. This would |Bychenwald 33,462 20,687
mean that the total applicable to all |pachau 27,839 18,456
camps assessed by Arolsen could well Majdanek 42,200 8,831
be in the order of magnitude of half a |Mauthausen 86,195 78,859
million. Sachsenhausen 20,575 5,014
We have to keep in mind, though, that |Stutthof 26,100 12,634
the Arolsen list does not cover all [Toral 371,871| 204,537

camps. The camps that have been de-
scribed as pure extermination camps such as Chelmno, Belzec, Sobibor, and
Treblinka, in which murders without any sort of registration are said to have
taken place and for which, obviously, no documents could have been pre-
served, have not been taken into account, and this also goes for the various
ghettos. Furthermore, mass murder of unregistered Jews is claimed to have oc-
curred at Auschwitz with a consequent lack of data. Another thing we don’t
know is the proportion of Jews in the total, although it is arguable that they rep-
resented the largest group of victims.

1.7. Holocaust Survivors
L: Why do you think that the names collected by Yad Vashem do not even come

close to the total number of victims?

R:1 will answer that question from two points of view — a microscopic one and a

macroscopic one.

Let us first look at the matter from a microscopic perspective — of the persons
immediately concerned. Let’s suppose that you and your family were deported.
On arrival at a collecting site, the able-bodied men were separated from the rest
of their family and sent to forced labor camps elsewhere. Women and children
were taken to special camps, and old people removed to yet another place and
housed in segregated camps, according to sex. Depending on the requirements
and the whims of the camp administrations, all of these people might then be
moved around repeatedly. Towards the end of the war, they would be concen-
trated in the shrinking number of camps not yet liberated by the Allies.

The ones who survive will, in the post-war months, end up in still other loca-
tions from where they will scatter every which way once they have the oppor-
tunity. Some of them will keep their surname, many are fed up with being im-
mediately recognized as Jews and will take on a new name in their new home —
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a Spanish name in South America, an English-sounding name in the U.S., or
often a Hebrew one in Israel.

Now let me ask you: How would these people find out what happened to their
relatives?

L: That would be almost impossible, although today, with the Internet, there ought

to be a way.

R:It is certainly easier now than it was in the first so many decades after the war,

but we are also facing a new difficulty in that the second generation would
have to find out, first of all, what sort of relatives they should look for.
But let me take up a few of the “human interest” stories that appear sporadi-
cally in local papers and tell about miraculous reunions of families that were
dispersed by the Holocaust: Relatives who believed that everyone else had per-
ished somehow managed to find each other again, be it by diligent searches, or
by sheer luck. I will give you an example from an American newspaper:*
“The Steinbergs once flourished in a small Jewish village in Poland. That
was before Hitler’s death camps. Now more than 200 far-flung survivors
and descendants are gathered here to share a special four-day celebration
that began, appropriately, on Thanksgiving day. Relatives came Thursday
from Canada, France, England, Argentina, Columbia, Israel and from at
least 13 cities across the United States. ‘It’s fabulous,’ said Iris Krasnow of
Chicago, ‘There are five generations here — from 3 months old to 85. People
are crying and having a wonderful time. It’s almost like World War 11 refu-
gee reunion.’”

L: But those are individual cases!
R:Yes and no. To start with, we see that the scenario I sketched out above actu-

ally does exist. You are right in the sense that so far only a few cases have be-
come known. But remember: reports about miraculous reunions of families are
reported mainly in local media. Who would search all these sources for such
stories? What I have just presented I came across quite by accident. There is no
systematic analysis. And then: how many of those miraculous family reunions
or the identification of lost relatives would engender a press release? Also:
what is the probability of finding anyone in the face of the difficulties we have
been talking about? Or, if we put things differently, how many mutually un-
known surviving relatives do we need for some of them to a) run into each
other by accident, b) be mentioned in the media and ¢) be brought to our atten-
tion?

: But can’t we assume that the Holocaust survivors, after the war, left no stone

unturned to obtain information on their relatives? Because, if you were right,
there should have been many more reports about Jewish survivors finding lost
relatives.
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“Miracle meeting as ‘dead’ sister is discovered,” State-Times (Baton Rouge), Nov. 24, 1978, p. 8; see
also Jewish Chronicle, May 6, 1994; “Miracles still coming out of Holocaust,” St. Petersburg Times,
Oct. 30, 1992; “Piecing a family back together,” Chicago Tribune, June 29, 1987; San Francisco
Chronicle, Nov. 25, 1978, p. 6; Northern California Jewish Bulletin, Oct. 16, 1992; cf. JHR, 13(1)
(1993), p. 45.
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R:1 am not so sure about that and I will back that up with the testimony given by a
prominent witness, a man by the name of Arnold Friedman. When he appeared
at a trial in 1985 as witness to the alleged evil deeds at Auschwitz, he (A) an-
swered the questions of the defense (F) as follows:**

“Q: Have you ever heard of the international tracing service at Arolsen,
West Germany, that’s attached to the Red Cross, I would suggest? You never
heard of that?

A: No.

Q: You never made attempts to check with authorities to trace your family,
or members of your family through — after the War?

A: No. [...]

Q: I see. So you have no personal knowledge of the ultimate outcome of the
members of your family. What became of them you really don’t know.

A: No documented evidence, no. |[...]

Q: Would you agree that it [people actually finding each other after many,
many years] was because after the Second World War many people were
displaced all over Europe, some into Russian sectors, some into American,
some into the British, some assumed the others were dead. Right?

A: Yes.

Q: And you re not familiar with the tracing service of Arolsen?

A. No.”

R: So, after the war, Friedman never even tried to find out anything about his rela-
tives.

L: But you cannot generalize that.

R:You are right, but we have to accept the possibility that, when the war had
ended, many survivors were themselves so convinced by the Holocaust propa-
ganda that they did not even think of searching for relatives.

The question as to how many Jewish families were permanently disrupted by
those events and mistakenly believed that everyone else had perished can be
answered only by a world-wide statistical assessment of Holocaust survivors,
and even then only to a certain degree.
There exists in Israel an official organization, Amcha, which takes care of
Holocaust survivors. According to this source, there were between 834,000 and
960,000 survivors world-wide in 1997. Amcha defines a Holocaust survivor as
follows:*
“A Holocaust survivor will be defined as any Jew who lived in a country at
the time when it was: — under Nazi regime; — under Nazi occupation; — un-
der regime of Nazi collaborators as well as any Jew who fled due to the
above regime or occupation.”

" Queen versus Ziindel, Toronto, Ontario, Kanada, January 11, 1985, interrogation of Arnold Friedman,
pp. 355-450; here pp. 446f.

% Adina Mishkoff, Administrative Assistant Amcha, Jerusalem, email adina@amcha.org of Aug. 13,
1997, 16:17:20 CDT, to the mailing list h-holocaust@h-net.msu.edu; E. Spanic, H. Factor, V. Strumin-
sky, “Number of Living Holocaust Survivors,” Amcha Press Release, PO Box 2930, 1-91029 Jerusa-
lem, July 27, 1997 (www.corax.org/revisionism/nonsense/ 199708 13survivors.html).
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L: Now that is a rather generous definition, I would say. If we follow it, all the
Jews who emigrated from Germany between 1933 and the beginning of the
mass deportations in 1941 would be survivors, as would be all those who fled
to the east before the advancing German army.

R: Correct. In that way, you maximize the number of survivors; that may be prof-
itable if you claim compensation for them.

L: Does that mean you feel those figures to be exaggerated?

R:Let me put it this way. In 1998, i.e. one year after those figures were published
by Amcha, there was a statement by Rolf Bloch, the Jewish head of the Swiss
Holocaust Fund. This organization was negotiating compensation for Jewish
Holocaust survivors to be paid by Swiss banks, and Bloch claimed that there
were still more than 1,000,000 such survivors,66 and in 2000, the office of the
Israeli Prime Minister again reported that there were still more than 1 million.®’

L: Hence, the figure could well be motivated politically or financially.

R: The number of survivors does have a psychological significance for the Ger-
man-Jewish relationship.®® Now the interesting question is: if there were 1 mil-
lion Holocaust survivors in 2000, how many were there in 1945?

L: Lots more, I would say, because the majority of them must have died a natural
death in the meantime.

R: Statistically, you can come up with a pretty good approximation if you know
the age distribution of those Jews still alive in 2000. Actuaries in life insurance
companies have fairly precise life expectancy data, which allow you to go back
in time to the original strength of a population group. Unfortunately we lack
exact data on the age distribution of Holocaust survivors, although we do have
some information. I have done some extensive calculations elsewhere, on the
basis of various assumptions concerning age distribution. The result was that in
1945 there existed between 3.5 and 5 million holocaust survivors.”

L: Out of how many Jews in total?

R:If you include all the Jews who ever lived in areas that later came under NS
domination, you would have a total of 8 million.”

L: That would mean 3 to 4.5 million Jews missing.

R:In the worst of cases.

L: A frightening figure, still.

R:Even if a significant number of them cannot be debited to the NS regime, for
example those Jews who disappeared in Stalin’s GULag or who died as sol-

Handelszeitung (Switzerland), Feb. 4, 1998.

7 Norman Finkelstein, “How the Arab Israeli War of 1967 gave birth to a memorial industry,” London
Review of Books, Jan. 6, 2000.

For example: The American Jewish Committee, “Holocaust survivors in Eastern Europe deserve pen-
sions from the German Government,” open letter to the German federal government, signed by 83 U.S.
Senators, New York Times, Aug. 17, 1997 (see VffG 1(4)(1997), p. 290;

www.vho.org/News/D/News4 97.html#wiedergutmachung); Erik Kirschbaum, “Jewish leader urges
Bonn to pay Holocaust claims,” Reuter, Bonn, Aug. 19, 1997; “Jewish group rejects offer to Holocaust
survivors,” Reuter, Bonn, Aug. 24, 1997; “Jewish group to issue list of holocaust fund recipients,”
Reuter, New York, Sept. 17, 1997.

% G. Rudolf, op. cit. (note 44), pp. 209-211.

" W.N. Sanning, op. cit. (note 41), p. 182.
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diers or underground fighters. But I do not wish to give any definite figure for
the survivors, because the statistical basis for any computation is too small and
would yield results with too wide a margin of error for any meaningful conclu-
sions to be drawn from them.

What I did want to show was that there were millions of such people after the
war dispersed all over the world. Many of them believed that their relatives had
perished, in spite of the fact that we have seen that at least half of the Jews that
lived in areas, which at some point in time came under Hitler’s direct or indi-
rect influence, did in fact survive. Therefore, the cases of miraculous individual
reunions that were cited above were not miracles at all, but were based on a
fairly high statistical probability. Against that, the names collected by Yad
Vashem are based on unverified assertions and should be scrapped.

L: But we still don’t know how many Jews perished in the Holocaust.

R: I will not even give you a definitive answer, for the simple reason that I don’t
know. If you want to form your own opinion, I would advise you to study the
works I have cited. All I wanted to show here was that while no one really
knows, the figure of 6 million is more than questionable. Once you have ac-
cepted this, you will agree that more penetrating questions into the whether and
the how are indeed appropriate.

L: Well, if you don’t know, as you say, what do you believe?

R:“Believing” is not the right term to be used here, in my opinion. Let’s rather
say “hold to be probable.” I think that something like half a million would
come close.

L: Would the number of applications for compensation addressed to the German
authorities allow us to estimate the number of survivors?

R:Only to a very limited degree. Since the West German state was established in
1949, the West German authorities paid damages to all sorts of individuals and
groups who claimed to have been persecuted during the Third Reich. Up to the
year 2000, Germany has paid some 100 billion worth of today’s U.S.-dollars.
According to what we can gather from published data, we know that more than
five million such applications have been submitted by the end of the 1980s, al-
though it is not clear from the information given whether the applicant is Jew-
ish or not. Furthermore, groups of persons, families for example, can submit
collective applications, and anyone can submit more than one form, depending
on the nature of the damage suffered — physical or mental health, material, or
even a damage to a potential career.”' If the German authorities wanted to, they
would possibly be able to come up with somewhat more precise figures, but
even so, those figures would probably not be published for fear of their being
“misused.”

L: But what about data in encyclopedias? If you compare the data for Jews before
and after war...

R:You have to be very careful when you do that. Encyclopedias and other such
works cannot really be called reliable sources in the strict scientific sense of the

" G. Rudolf, op. cit. (note 44), p. 208.
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word. If you take that route, you will immediately come under a barrage of
counter-arguments by official historiography and end up looking ridiculous.
That also goes for items from newspapers or magazines. After all, journalists
have never been famous for a penetrating knowledge of the topics they discuss.

1.8. No Permanent Truths

R:To wrap up this first lecture, let us now turn a little to politics, also in order to

give those of you a chance to voice their views that are more of a political na-
ture.
I have just used the term “official historiography,” which is really a misnomer,
for in a democratic society, science is not being told by officials what is true
and what is not. That is a characteristic of totalitarian states. Unfortunately,
many European states, the three German-speaking countries among them, pre-
scribe a certain view of history by penal law — section 130 of the German penal
code, section 3h of the Prohibition Law in Austria, and section 241°° of the
Swiss penal code prohibit the denial of genocidal actions of the NS regime.

L: And that is certainly justified!

R: Why do you think that?

L: After the horrible crimes that the Nazis have committed, we have the duty to
see to it that such things will never happen again.

R:No one would argue against genocide being made a crime...

L: But you have to start much sooner and take action against anyone inciting peo-
ple in that way or condoning these things.

R:Inciting people to commit a crime or condoning a crime are something quite
different, which is taken care of elsewhere in the penal codes. Here we are talk-
ing about a discussion of historical facts or assertions. That has nothing to do
with inciting anyone or condoning a crime.

L: No, but it is a case of belittling these crimes or even negating them altogether.
Anyone who does that, actually wants to sweep these crimes against humanity
under the carpet or even open up the way for them to happen all over again. At
heart, revisionism is an underhanded way of re-admitting National Socialism
into decent society by removing its most obvious “scarlet letter” — the murder
of the Jews. And if we allow that to happen, and allow fascism to be acceptable
once more, then a new Nazi dictatorship will spring up and we will have an-
other genocide. For that not to happen, we have to do all we can to prevent the
Nazis from being white-washed.

R:You would say, then, that anyone who utters fundamentally different opinions
regarding the Holocaust is basically intending to white-wash the National So-
cialists in order to re-introduce right-wing totalitarian ideologies?

L: What else could prompt anyone to deny against all evidence what no one of
sound mind could put into doubt?

R: Strong language, that. It is based on erroneous assumptions, though. First of all
this would mean that you yourself are in possession of the ultimate truth when
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it comes to the Holocaust. May I ask what makes you so sure, what confers on
you this almost papal infallibility?

L: More than fifty years of profound research by thousands of historians. So many
people cannot all be wrong.

R:In the same way, the views of a thousand years could not be wrong when, in
the 17th century, it was stressed that the earth was flat. Giordano Bruno was
sent to the stake because of that, and Galileo Galilei was banned for the same
reason. And what about the fact that witches were riding on broomsticks and
had intercourse with the Devil? That too was an obvious fact for centuries.

L: Now those are totally different things.

R: Why is that?

L: Because in those cases scientific facts themselves were disregarded.

R: And you would say that in the case of research into the Holocaust by the estab-
lished historians this is not so?

L: Of course, as opposed to the patent-medicine you are trying to sell under the
label of revisionism, which is totally lacking any kind of scientific principle.

R: All right, then, let us take a look at those principles. Let’s start with the most
basic one: any researcher must be allowed to propose any kind of working hy-
pothesis, and any imaginable result must, in principle, be admissible and ac-
ceptable. Now let me ask you: is it possible, in Germany for instance, to pro-
pose the thesis that there has been no systematic mass murder of Jews in the
Third Reich, and is it legal to arrive, at the end of such a research, at the con-
clusion that such a thesis is essentially correct?

L: That is prohibited.

R:Quite so. Now what sort of result do you think German historians will arrive
at?

L: But historians in other countries, where this is not prohibited, have been com-
ing to the same conclusions for decades!

R:That may be, but it does not concern us here. My question is: if the whole sci-
entific establishment, as well as the media, the politicians, the judicial system,
and more or less the public in general are flouting the most fundamental princi-
ple of science, why are the victims of such a limitation or denial of scientific
freedom accused of being unscientific? Any historian, but also any layman,
who accepts or condones that certain hypotheses or results are made illegal —
whether they concern the Holocaust, witches, or the shape of the earth — is by
the same token relinquishing his position as a man of science and even be-
comes an enemy of science!

L: We are not arguing for or against science. We are trying to defend democracy
and human rights against their enemies!

R:You are saying that anyone who disagrees with certain scientific theses is an
enemy of human rights?

L: People who set out to make National Socialism presentable again are the real
enemies of science, because they use science only as a pretext to promote their
despicable political aims.
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R:Does this mean that you would accuse the revisionists of feigning to argue
scientifically only for political reasons?

L: Correct. That’s what is called pseudo-science.

R: All right, let’s keep open for a while the question whether you are right or
wrong in this case. We will take it up again later, after we have learned more
about revisionist arguments. Let us talk about another scientific principle, or
rather an epistemological principle. I am thinking of the undisputed fact that no
cognitive result can claim to be the absolute and complete truth. Any research
result is open to revisions or refutations if new evidence or interpretations are
encountered. A scientific thesis is characterized by the fact that it must in prin-
ciple be open to such refutations. If the Holocaust is regarded as being accessi-
ble to science, it cannot be an exception to this rule.

L: But that does not mean that pseudo-scientific refutations will be accepted!

R: You would say, it seems, that any attempt at disproving the Holocaust is neces-
sarily guided by political motives, that is, rehabilitation of Hitler and his re-
gime.

L: That is correct.

R:Then you would consider as being politically unacceptable or even inadmissi-
ble anything, which could directly or indirectly promote the rehabilitation or
moral exoneration of Hitler?

L: Now don’t tell me you are promoting that kind of thing!

R:That is not the question. I don’t care what kind of political views you have and
what you consider to be immoral. What I am trying to bring out is that you
consider it to be politically reprehensible and therefore unacceptable to come
up with any result which could morally exonerate Hitler. Now my question is
this: are you motivated by political or by scientific principles in this respect?

L: Well, fighting Nazis is political, of course.

R: Thank you. Let me ask you, what justification you can come up with to accuse
others of having political motives, when you yourself just admitted that you are
driven by nothing else than politics?

L: But my political motives are noble, their motives are not!

R: And you are the one to decide not only, what is going on in other people’s
head, but also, how to asses it morally?

Fact is that science can refuse results only if it has scientific reasons for doing
so. Non-scientific motives are unacceptable. This is another characteristic of
scientific work, which you apparently are not willing to adhere to. A scientist
must not be influenced in his research by the effect his results may have on the
moral stance of any individual or political system. A result has to be exact, co-
herent, supported by evidence, and free from contradictions. Political views are
of absolutely no concern in this respect.

To give an example: What would you think of an historian postulating that one
must not produce any results which would morally or politically speak in favor
of Djinghis Khan and his Mongolian hordes?

L: That would provoke only derision and mockery.
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R: And rightly so, for anyone making such absurd postulates would only have
unscientific, i.e. anti-scientific aims. The fact that most people accept such out-
rageous political arguments with respect to National Socialism does not render
it scientifically acceptable. However, it does tell you much about the state of
our society. What do you think is required to condition almost the entire world
to the point where all decent rationality applied to all other historical or scien-
tific controversies is cast overboard and replaced with paranoid, psychopathic
reactions when it comes to this one topic? Why are we not allowed to discuss
this topic as any other? Who has such a gigantic interest in silencing dissenters
that they went to such great lengths in brainwashing the entire world, so that
almost all of us react like mere Pavlovian dogs, barking senselessly as soon as
a certain button called “Holocaust” or “Jews” is pressed?

Let me relegate to a later lecture the question as to whether Holocaust revisio-
nism is scientific or only pseudo-scientific, once we have gone into some
methods, working procedures, and arguments used by revisionism and its op-
ponents.

Let me now address the question if Holocaust revisionism represents in any
way a danger for democracy or human rights as has been argued by one of our
listeners.

L: To the extent that revisionism is furthering ideologies, which do not recognize
human rights.

R:Now wait a moment! Would you believe it possible that the claims regarding
German atrocities were helpful to Stalin in his fight against NS Germany?

L: Well, the discovery of fascist atrocities did indeed morally strengthen the anti-
fascist effort.

R:Did it help Stalin?

L: Probably, in a more general sense.

R:Then the thesis that National Socialism carried out the systematic industrial
extermination of human beings promoted an ideology and a regime which
were, undoubtedly, a danger for democracy and human rights.

L: But...

R:Or would you deny that Stalin and totalitarian communism of the Soviet type
embodied such dangers?

L: No...

R:So here you have a totalitarian regime in Russia that in 1918, when the NS
party was established in Germany, had already murdered hundreds of thou-
sands. It had murdered millions, when Hitler rose to power, and it had mur-
dered several ten millions by the time the war broke out between Poland on the
one hand, which had mercilessly persecuted and ethnically cleansed the Ger-
man and Russian minorities on its territory,”* and Germany and the Soviet Un-
ion on the other hand in September 1939. Next, whereas Hitler did nothing af-
ter the war against Poland, Stalin attacked Finland, invaded and annexed Esto-
nia and Latvia, and took Bessarabia from Romania without provocation and

2 For this see, e.g., Richard Blake, Orphans of Versailles. The Germans in Western Poland, 1918-1939,
University Press of Kentucky, Lexington 1993.
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L

with brute force. Yet instead of perceiving Stalin as the greater threat for world
peace and for the entire humanity, which he ultimately was, the entire world
declared war on Germany and decided to support Stalin unconditionally. At
that time, and even until the summer of 1941, Hitler’s death toll was a teeny
tiny fraction of Stalin’s victims. And today, the sum of all victims of commu-
nism, including those in China and the Killing Fields of Cambodia, number
many ten millions.

Why then is it that communism in general and Stalin in particular are never
referred to as the ultimate evil? And why is it that communists and other left-
wing radicals, who dominate Holocaustism, are tolerated everywhere in the
world today, whereas National Socialists are equated with the devil? What kind
of logic is hiding behind that? I tell you what logic is behind that: none at all.
All this is driven by mere irrational emotions, induced by one-sided, distorted,
and false historical information, because objectively seen there is no way that
calling National Socialism more evil than communism can be justified with any
rational argument. The opposite is true.

And that is what it boils down to: You are not motivated by a rational analysis
of the facts, but by prejudices and emotions. These are actually so strong that
they not only prevent you from looking objectively at the facts, but they even
drive you to deny others to look rationally at the facts and draw their own con-
clusions. And that is what you fear: that people come up with their own conclu-
sions that differ from yours.

:1 am not defending any totalitarian regime, neither Nazi nor communist. The

Nazi atrocities did not, in the end, constitute the justification of communism,
they justified democracy as we know it.

R: When compared to the official Holocaust lore, anyone can feel morally supe-

L:

rior, be it Stalin or those alleged democrats who handed over the people of
eastern Europe to Stalin’s raping and plundering hordes and who rubbed out
the people living in Hamburg, Dresden, Hiroshima, or Nagasaki in bombing
raids. Hence, the Holocaust is a convenient shield behind which other mass
murderers can comfortably hide.

Don’t get me wrong. I do not intend to establish a moral ranking of the mass
murderers of World War Two, which was, in itself, the greatest mass murder of
all time. What I am driving at is this: if you have to throw out — or even declare
to be illegal — any historical or other scientific thesis simply because they can
be used or misused by some morally or politically reprehensible system, which
might thus further its own aims, how many theses would we be left with, which
could be considered harmless or immune to such abuse?

If revisionism is reprehensible because it is welcomed by right-wing totalitarian
ideologies, why is Holocaustism not reprehensible serving, as it does, much
more dangerous left-wing totalitarian ideologies in a corresponding way?

Now what is Holocaustism supposed to be?

R:1t is a handy name for the thesis complementary to Holocaust revisionism, the

thesis which asserts that a systematic, industrial extermination of Jews was
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practiced by the Third Reich with the gas chamber being the most widely used
tool.

Isn’t it a fact that a scientific thesis cannot, in and by itself, be made responsi-
ble if it is misused by whoever might take it up, in the same way as a scientist
who comes up with results or who makes discoveries or inventions cannot be
made responsible if someone else makes use of these findings for immoral rea-
sons? Is Otto Hahn who was the first man to split the atom responsible for the
victims at Hiroshima? Or would Gutenberg be to blame for the printing of in-
flammatory articles of any sort?

L: But we are talking here about concrete acts by revisionists who deny historical

facts and at the same time glorify fascism.

R:Then give me the name of any revisionist scholar who does that kind of thing.

Only one.

L: Ernst Ziindel. He is proud to be a National Socialist.”

R:1 do not know about that, but Ernst Ziindel is not a revisionist scholar.

L: Ahh, he isn’t, is he? Then what is he?

R:He is a designer, an editor, a political activist and pacifist.

L: That almost sounds like you are distancing yourself from your fellow revision-

ist Ernst Ziindel. With all due respect for the noble and pure sciences: you can-
not possibly put an Ernst Ziindel into a lesser category than yourself! After all,
Zundel has searched the truth, fought his path step by step through a jungle of
lies, and who suffered enormously under the persecution resulting from that.
And besides, it is much better and certainly more honorable to make politics
with knowledge that one considers to be true than to make politics with lies, as
the establishment is obviously doing.

R:You misunderstood me. I know Ernst Ziindel well and consider him to be a

very decent, kind, and rational man, even if we disagree somewhat politically,
although I never heard him say that he considers himself to be a National So-
cialist or to be proud to be one. And Ziindel certainly does not glorify fascism,
what ever that means. And finally, I do agree with you that it is certainly hon-
orable to make politics with decency. But that doesn’t make Ziindel a scholar.
Let me now turn that political table: take Hermann Langbein and Eugen Ko-
gon, two of the most important authors and activists on Holocaustism in the
German-speaking countries. Both were communists.

L: So what? What are you trying to prove?
R:I am trying to prove that political extremes can be found on both sides of the

political spectrum. Therefore we should be watchful in both directions. Or
think about the ethnic make-up of the revisionists. One would expect that Ger-
mans would dominate them, but that is not true at all. As a matter of fact, the
French dominate revisionism by numbers. The author of these lines, an ethnic
German, is an exception to that rule. In contrast to that, look at the following
long, yet still very incomplete list of well-known Holocaust scholars and pro-
moters, all of which are Jewish:

73

On Ernst Ziindel see www.zundelsite.org.
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Yitzak Arad Alex Grobman Arno J. Mayer
Hannah Arendt Israel Gutman Robert van Pelt
Yehuda Bauer Raul Hilberg Léon Poliakov
Richard Breitman Serge Klarsfeld Gerald Reitlinger
Lucy Dawidowicz Shmuel Krakowski Pierre Vidal-Naquet
Alexander Donat Claude Lanzmann Georges Wellers
Gerald Fleming Walter Laqueur Simon Wiesenthal
Martin Gilbert Deborah Lipstadt Efraim Zuroff

Daniel J. Goldhagen

It is needless to say that all these individuals are very hostile toward the Third
Reich and have an interest in emphasizing the suffering of their fellow Jews.
Hence, their efforts to write about the Holocaust are driven by a clear agenda.
Does that mean that their writings are false from the outset?

L: Of course not.

R:So why then would it be any different with the revisionists? And besides, you
will never find a revisionist rejecting a thesis by a Jewish scholar merely be-
cause of the heritage or views and thus a possible bias of this scholar.

But let’s leave politics and go back to human rights.

L: Well, fundamentally, I think that, when you consider all the things the Nazis
have done, it is imperative for us to see to it that it does not happen again. And
if, to do that, it becomes necessary to prohibit anything, which might cause
anxiety among Jews or other minorities, we should take appropriate action. Af-
ter all, the Germans have a particular responsibility towards minorities.

R: What you are saying is that in order to prevent books from being burned and
minorities from being persecuted in Germany all over again, they now have to
burn books and persecute minorities.

L: Now hold it, I never said that!

R:But you did. To keep certain books from being burned and certain minorities
from being persecuted we have to burn other books and persecute other minori-
ties.

L: Are you insinuating that today in German books are being burned and dissi-
dents sent to jail?

R:1 do, sir. In Germany today, books by political or historical dissidents are con-
fiscated and destroyed as weapons of a crime, which in most cases means that
they are burned.”* And what difference does it make whether a political or his-
torical dissident is sent to a concentration camp as a communist, a Jehovah wit-
ness, or a socialist, or whether he is sent to jail for being a National Socialist, a
right-wing extremist, or a revisionist?

™ Abendzeitung (Munich), March 7/8, 1998: “Die Restexemplare werden gegebenenfalls in einer Miill-

verbrennungsanlage vernichtet.” (The remaining copies, will eventually be destroyed in a garbage in-
cineration plant); with respect to R.J. Eibicht, Hellmut Diwald, op. cit. (note 6);
www.germarrudolf.com/persecute/docs/ListPos58 d.pdf; ~ e.pdf) Cf. Zur Zeit (Vienna), no. 9/1998
(Febr. 27, 1998): “Vor 65 Jahren geschah solches noch 6ffentlich, heute wird dies klammheimlich in
einer Miillverbrennungsanlage erledigt.” (65 Years ago, this was done in public, today it is taken care
of behind closed doors in a garbage incineration plant; ~/ListPos59 d.pdf; ~ e.pdf).
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L: That is really absurd. You cannot equate Nazi-Germany and the Germany of
today. In our time, Germans have to commit a crime and be sentenced in a
court of law before going to jail, whereas in Nazi-Germany that was not always
the case.

R:You are quite right with respect to these important formalities, although in
modern Germany they are merely used as a very effective and deceptive screen
to hide the same kind of persecutions, as I will explain in more detail in the last
lecture. But I was not trying to equate the two systems of government. My in-
tention was merely to call your attention to a paradoxical situation: the revi-
sionist minorities and right-wing nationalists in today’s Germany — and many
other European nations — are persecuted for opinions, even if uttered in the
most peaceful way, and their writings burned, on the grounds that this is to pre-
vent new book burnings and a new persecution of minorities.

In chapter 5.3. I shall expound further the problem of censorship in Germany
today.75 In concluding this issue, let me state that once again the German peo-
ple is learning the completely wrong lesson. In the light of the past, the only
right and proper attitude of Germany would be the strict and impartial granting
of human rights for all. This time, though, for a change, they refuse to grant
those rights to the other side. Apparently Germany is caught in a vicious circle
when it comes to this question. The pendulum is still swinging too wildly be-
tween two extremes. It is about time for it to come to rest in the center.

I wish to end this lecture by making a somewhat trivial statement. One is not
born or raised a revisionist. You become a revisionist on account of certain
events in your life. In other words: nearly all revisionists were once solid be-
lievers in the Holocaust before they began to doubt the dogma they had been
handed down. Each one of them may have had different reasons for this change
of mind, but they all have one thing in common: being human, they simply
cannot walk away from their doubts or repress them. Doubt is something inher-
ent to the human soul, as is the search for answers, which may help cure this
painful state of mind. Doubt is the systematic attempt at finding the truth below
the easy superficial answers. That is the fundamental difference between an
animal and a human being.

For that reason I ask you: what is the ideal image that a society has of man
when it makes doubting reprehensible and tries to curtail the search for answers
by means of the penal code?

L: Particularly so, if this society considers itself to be enlightened and encourages
its members, in every other respect, to be critical and not to accept truths com-
ing from above at face value.

R:Right. After all, all Germans should have learned that unquestioning obedience
is something that has led them widely astray in the past.

L: Now you are going down a dangerous road, leading the way to doubt.

> Germar Rudolf, Eine Zensur findet statt! Redeverbote und Biicherverbrennung in der Bundesrepublik

Deutschland, Castle Hill Publishers, Hastings 2005 (www.vho.org/D/ezfs; Engl. see
www.vho.org/censor/D.html#GB); cf. also Claus Nordbruch, Zensur in Deutschland, Universitas, Mu-
nich 1998; Jurgen Schwab, Die Meinungsdiktatur, Nation Europa Verlag, Coburg 1997.
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R:Doubting is human and being human is a dangerous condition. If you want to

avoid this, you would have to go back into the old cave or climb up that tree
again.

That is why I want to say at the closing of this lecture: No truth is final! And
anyone trying to tell us where to look for the truth and where not to is taking
away from us the human side of our being, our dignity. The repression of
Holocaust revisionists is therefore just like the repression of anyone else who is
searching for the truth, a classical example of oppression along with a blatant
disregard for human rights.

: That sounds pretty nice, but the fact remains that doubting the Holocaust is

something that is prohibited in many European countries, whether or not this is
done in a scientific manner, not to mention refutation, denial, contesting, or
whatever other category you may want to choose.

R: Well, I cannot help that. But I can at least offer a consolation in the form of the

opinion of an expert. In 2000, a graduate student of law submitted a doctoral
dissertation in law in Germany on the subject of the so-called “Auschwitz lie.”
From what is known about him, he is a decided opponent of revisionism. Still,
he comes to the conclusion that it is an infringement on human rights to make
scientific revisionism, as we know it, a crime.’® There has been much criticism
in German legal circles concerning the criminalization of this chapter of recent
German history.77 Even German politicians have joined the debate and have
made critical statements, such as the former German minister of the interior,
Wolfgang Schiuble, who said in a conversation with Ignaz Bubis, at that time
president of the Central Council of Jews in Germany:®
“With respect to the question whether the Auschwitz lie is a criminal act,
and with respect to the prohibition of National Socialist symbols I will say
only this: in an abstract space we could have wonderful discussions about
whether it is nonsense or not, from a legal point of view, to suppress the ut-
terance of opinions. In spite of this, this is the right thing to do, because we
are simply not acting in an abstract space but have had concrete historical
experiences. I do not think that those legal dispositions will be around for all
eternity, but here and now it is right to say, by means of laws that might be
called problematic under purely legal considerations: there are limits and
barriers in this respect and this is were the fun ends.”

76

77

78

Thomas Wandres, Die Strafbarkeit des Auschwitz-Leugnens, Strafrechtliche Abhandlungen, neue
Folge, vol. 129, Duncker & Humblot, Berlin 2000; cf. the review by G. Rudolf, V'ffG 5(1) (2001), pp.
100-112 (German).

Cf. e.g.: Theodor Leckner, in: Adolf Schonke, Horst Schréder, Strafgesetzbuch, 25th ed., Beck, Munich
1997, p. 1111; E. Dreher, H. Trondle, Strafgesetzbuch, 47th ed., update no. 18 on sec. 130; Stefan Hus-
ter, “Das Verbot der ‘Auschwitz-Liige,” die Meinungsfreiheit und das Bundesverfassungsgericht,”
Neue Juristische Wochenschrift, 1995, pp. 487-489; Daniel Beisel, “Die Strafbarkeit der Auschwitz-
Liige,” Neue Juristische Wochenschrift, 1995, pp. 997-1000; Karl Lackner, Strafgesetzbuch, 21st ed.,
Munich 1995, update 8a on sec. 130; Hans A. Stocker, Neue Strafirechts-Zeitung, 1995, pp. 237-240; cf.
also Manfred Brunner, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Aug. 17, 1994; Ernst Nolte, ibid., Sept. 8,
1994; Ronald Dworkin, Tageszeitung, May 17, 1995; Horst Meier, Die Zeit, Sept. 15, 1995; H. Meier,
Merkur, 12/1996, pp. 1128-1131.

Frankfurter Aligemeine Zeitung, April 24, 1996, p. 41.
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R:Now we all know: the legal prosecution of revisionist historians takes place not
for legal reasons, because the corresponding laws can be called problematic
nonsense. Rather, we have to call on alleged “historical experiences” in order
to prohibit a debate of these very experiences.

L: That is really a case of standing logic on its head. Schiuble says quite clearly
that dissidents have to be persecuted in today’s Germany because dissidents
were persecuted in Germany in the past.

R: And he says that we are not free to discuss the content of a historical statement
because of this content.

L: Well, great! Now we know that historical dissidents continue to go to jail in
Germany illegally, because the German courts, including the German Constitu-
tional High Court, are breaking the law.

R:But at least the revisionists go to jail as martyrs, as political prisoners, not as
criminals. And that will sooner or later blow up in the face of the German legal
structure.

The next lecture will debunk certain myths about revisionism, for example that
it is a Nazi movement or an ideology promoted by mentally retarded crackpots.
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1.9. Appendix

ATROCITIES TN SERBIA.
700,000 VICTIMS,

" FROM OUR OWN CORRESPONDENT.

ROME, Monday (6 48 p.m.).
The Governmenta uf the Allins hnve secnred
evidenca and documenta, which will ahortly ba
published, proving that Anstria and Bulgara
havs been puilty of hurrilile crimen in Rerbia,
'hqn the massarres committed were worse

than thiee perpetrated by Turkey in Armenia
The Ttalian Goavernment has to-day published
the testimony of two Italinn prisoners who
escaped from Austria through Serbia, and tonk
rafuge in Rowmania. What these two prisonern
saw and lcarned. hawever, was nothing rom.
ared with the evilence supplied by the Ser
ians themselves, and communicated by M
Vaaiteh to the Ttaliun Guvernment and to the

Papa_ Accarding to rehable information, the
virtims of the Anzirigne and Bulgarians ax-
conded 700000 Whale districts, with 1owns
and villages, have heen depupulated by mas-
racres. Women children, and old_men wers
shut up in the churchies by the Austriana, and
either stabhed with the havonet or suffocated
Iy manna of asphvsiating gas. In one choreh
in Relgrade 3,000 women, children, and old
men were this suffocated

. Serhian refugess, not on oath, have atatad
that they wers present at a distrihution of
bomhs and machines for producin aaphyziat.
ing gaa to the Hulgarians hy the Germans and
Anstrians, who instructed the farmer how to
utilise these instruments to exterminats the
Berbian populatinn  The Bnlgarians uard this
method at Nish, Pimt, Prizrend. and Negotin,
the inhabitants of which plnces died of suffors.
tion. Bimilar means were employed by the
i Austrians in arveral parta of Montenegmn,

1ll. 2: “According to reliable information, the victims of the Austrians and Bul-
garians exceeded 700,000. Whole districts, with towns and villages, have been
depopulated by massacres. Women, children, and old men were shut up in the
churches by the Austrians, and either stabbed with the bayonet or suffocated by

means of asphyxiating gas.” The Daily Telegraph, March 22, 1916, p. 7

GERMANS MURDER 700,000 |
JEWS IN POLAND

y LY
TRAVELLING GAS CHAMBERS
b1 DAILY TELEGRAPH REPORTER

More than 700,000 Polish Jews have been
slaughtered by the Germans in the greatest
massacre in the world’s history. In addition, a
system of starvation is being carried out in which
the number of deaths, on the admission of the
Germans themselves, bids fair to be almost as
large.

The most gruesome details of mass killing, even to
the use o!;oison gas, are revealed In a report sent seeretly
to Mr. S, C}'melhuim, Jewish representative on the Polish
National Council in London, by an active group i Poland
It is strongly felt that wction should be tuken to prevent
Hitler from carrving out his threat thaet five ounules

1ll. 3: The Daily Telegraph,
June 25, 1943, p. 5

A Full Page of Photos of Amarican Soldlers In Israsl
sanne e Fape 44

IRAQIS HAVE
GAS CHAMBERS

FOR ALL JEWS

See Slory on Page 4

[ IRAQ NEARING TOTAL DISASTER

ll. 4: The Jewish Press, Febru-
ary 21, 1991
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THE AMERICAN HEBREW

October 81, 1919

The Crucifixion of Jews Must Stop!

By MARTIN H. GLYNN

From across the ses iz million men
and women call to ue for help, and eight
bund itte children ery for

bread.

Thess cbildren, these men and women
mre our fellow-members of the human
family, with (he same clalm co Mte an
we, the same susceptibliity to the winter's
told. the same propensity (o death before
the fangs of bunger. Within them reside
the Nlimitable poseibilities for the ade
vancement of the buman race s anturally
would resids in slx millicn human beings.
We may not bde fheir keepera but we
owght to be their helpers.

In the face of death, Sn the throes of
starvallon there Is ne place for mental
distinclions of creed, no place for physical
diferentiations of race. In this catas
trophe, when six million Buman beings
are belog whirled towsrd ths grave by a
crucl and relentiess fate, only the most
fdealistic promptings of homan mature
shoold away the beart and paove the
band

Six million men and women are dying
From Jeck of the necessaries of lfe; elght
bundred thousand ebildren ¢ry for bread.
And this fale I8 upon them through no
fault of Ibolr ows, through oo transgres-
sion of Lbe laws of God or man; but
through the awful tyranoy of war and &
bigoted Just for Jewish blood.

In tis threatensd holocaust of humen
lite, forgotten are the nicetles of philoss-
whical distioetion, forgotten are the dif-
ferences of historical Interpretation; and
the determination to belp Lhe helpless, to

abelter the bomeless, to clotbe the naked
and to feed the bungry becomen a religion
at whote altar men of every race can
worabip snd women of every cresd ean
koeel, Ion this ealamity the temporall-
Ules of man's fashionings fall away before
Ibe eternal verities of 1ile, and we Awaken
1o the fact (hat from the bands of coe
God we ell come and before the tribunal
of one God we all must stand on the day
of foal reckonlng. And when thal reck.
onlog comes mere profession of Ups will
not walgh & pennywelgh!; but deeds, mera
iotangible deeds, deeds that dry the tear
ol sorrow and allay the pain of soguish,
deeds that with the spirit of ths Good
Bamaritan pour oll and wine I wounda
and find sustenance and shelter for the

and the will 5
uli the stars in the heavens, sll Lhe waters
in tho seas, all the rocke and metals in all
the celeatian globes that revolve in the
Armament around us

Race s & matter of sccldent: ereed,
party a matler of Inberilance, partly &
matter of environment, partly ote's meth.
ed of ratl ! bat our phyel

nesde Ao IDpINGLS

{Former (Governor of the State of N. ¥.)

Watrsen T

in sli of us by the hand of God, and the
w@an or woman whe ¢an, and will mot,
hear the cry of the starving; who can,
and will not, take heed of the wall of tha
dying: who «an, and will mot, stretch
forth & helpiog band to those who sink
teneath the waves of adversily 1 an as-
eassin of pature’s Aneet losiinets, & traflor
10 tha cause of the human family and an
abjurer of the nalural law written upon
the tablets of every human heart by 1be
finger of God bimmell.

And 8o in the spirit (bat turned the
poor widow's volive olfering of copper In-
Lo allver, and the sliver inlo gold when
placed upon God's altar, the people of this
gountry are called upon to sanctify their
money by giving $26,000,000 in the nams
of the humanity of Moses to slx mlilion
frmiahed men and women.

Six milllon men and women are dylog
—eight hondred (housand litile children
nre erying for bread.

And wby?

Beeaime of & war o lay Aulotracy o
the dust and give Democracy the sceplrs
of the Just.

And i thst war for demoeracy 200,000
Jewiab Jads from the United Blates
fooght bensath the Slars aad Biripes. In

the 771h Division alope there wers 14,000
of them, and in Argoang Fores| this divi-
slon captured 54 German guns, This
shows that at Argonpe the Jewlsh boys
from the United States fooght for demoe-
acy o Joshua fought sgainst the Amals-
kites on (he plalos of Abrabam. In an
nddress on the no-called “Lost Battalion,™
led by Colonel Whittlesey of Pitlafiadd,
Major-General Alezander shows the fght
Ing stull (hese Jewlah boys were made of.
In some way or acother Whittlosey's
command was surrounded. They Ware
short of rations. They tried to get word
back to the wear telllng of thelr plight.
They Lried aud they tried, but thelr mem
never got through. Paralyus and stups
faction and despair were in the nir, And
when the bour was darkeat and all sssmmed
lost, & soldler Ind atepped forward and
sald to Col. WhitUesty: ~1 will try 1o
ket through.” He tried, be was wounded,
he bad 1o creep and crawl, but be got
through. To-day he wears (he Distin.
gulshied Bervice Cross and his nams is
ABRAHAM KROTOSHINSKY.
Because of (hls war for Demooracy six
mililon Jewish men and women are starv
Iug acroas the seas; alight hundred thowr
mad Jewsh bakise ary wying o7 boonly

Ill. 5: “From across the sea, six million men and women call to us for help [...]
six million human beings. [...] Six million men and women are dying [...] in the
threatened holocaust of human life [...] six million famished men and women.
Six million men and women are dying [...]"
The American Hebrew, October 31, 1919, p. 582. Martin H. Glynn was Gover-
nor of the State of New York between October 17, 1913, and December 31,

1914.
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1ll. 6: Response, volume 12, no. 1, spring 1991.
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! Y ARD (Association of German Radio Stations), April 8, 1992, 21:00 hrs.
L)

Whether there should be a war in Kuwait was something, which was dis-
cussed loudly all over the world. The discussion took a decisive turn, par-
ticularly in the United States, on account of reports about unbelievable
atrocities committed in Kuwait by the Iraqi troops. The impressive story told
by a 15-year old Kuwaiti girl about babies that were ripped out of their incu-
bators by Iraqi soldiers. One year after the Gulf War, Konrad Ebel and Mat-
tias Werth have again looked at this girl and her story (Picture: The weeping
girl, Nayirah, as an eyewitness before the Human Rights Committee of the
U.N. Security Council):

“I saw Iraqi soldiers. They came into the hospital and took the babies out

of the incubators. They walked away with the incubators and left the ba-

bies to die on the cold floor. It was horrible!”

(Picture: The eyewitness in tears before the U.N. Security council, she in-
terrupts her report again and again, choking, and wipes the tears from her
eyes.)

Everyone on the U.N. Human Rights Committee is shaken by this ac-
count of what were probably Saddam Hussein’s troops’ most cruel deeds.
Nayirah’s report has an enormous effect. Horrified, even President Bush [sr.]
speaks about it: (Picture: Bush talks to soldiers in Saudi Arabia):

“The babies were yanked out of the incubators and strewn on the floor

like firewood.”

(Picture: Little graves for the allegedly murdered babies are shown).

Pictures proving that Saddam Hussein is acting like another Hitler and
that his soldiers are coward baby butchers. (Picture: The Kuwaiti surgeon
Dr. Ibrahim reporting before the U.N. Security Council):

“The hardest thing was to bury the babies. I have myself buried forty ba-

bies that had been taken out of the incubators by the soldiers.”

Two days later, in a vote, the U.N. Security Council decides to approve
military force against Iraq, after Amnesty International, in turn, spoke of 312
assassinated babies.

Meanwhile, the U.S. Congress was debating whether there should be a
war. (Picture: A representative at the rostrum:)

“The time has now come to stop the aggression of this merciless dictator

whose troops impale pregnant women and tear babies from their incuba-

fors.”

Impressed by all this, Congress finally votes in favor of war by a narrow
margin! (Picture: Dr. David Chiu.) This is Dr. David Chiu, a biomedical
engineer. He was sent to Kuwait by the World Health Organization (WHO)
to assess the devastations. He visited several operating and delivery rooms.
His surprising result is: the incubator story is a complete fabrication!

“I felt cheated. 1 was surprised to see so many incubators. I asked our

guide what had happened and if the story we had been told was true. He
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said that not a single incubator had been taken away, the whole thing

never happened.”

The only thing that Dr. Chiu discovered was that dentist’s chairs were
missing (Picture: Dental surgery room without chairs).

The allegedly dismantled incubators were still there and the physician in
charge clearly said “no!” when asked whether the Iraqis had torn babies
from the incubators (Picture: Dr. Soa Ben Essa saying “no”).

Now John Stiles of Amnesty International, too, corrects himself:

“We have talked to more than a dozen doctors of various nationalities

who were in Kuwait at exactly that time, but they could not confirm that

story. We realized that this thing could not have taken place.”

But how could such a fabrication about the Kuwaiti incubators be con-
cocted and influence the decision in favor of a war?

We found the answer in Manhattan, New York City, with the Hill and
Knowlton company, the largest American PR firm. Their business is the
professional manipulation of opinion. On behalf of the Kuwaitis, Hill and
Knowlton organized a campaign for the unconditional approval of the mili-
tary liberation of Kuwait by the American people. Budget: 10 million dol-
lars. For this, Hill and Knowlton used methods tested previously for Pepsi-
Cola. (Picture: A tester judges emotions when looking at various pictures).
The computer shows positive and negative reactions of the public to certain
items. President Bush, too, has been using this method in the war of words
during his election campaigns. For the Kuwaiti job, this method was used to
shape public opinion (Picture: An employee explains the procedure; a speech
by President Bush runs in the background, complete with a curve showing
the reactions of a test audience):

“We gave each person a small transmitter, palm-size, with which they

could show whether their reaction to an item shown was one of pleasure

or disapproval. The computer then tells us on the screen whether, for ex-
ample, the Americans approve of what the President says or not.”

Kuwait wanted to find out, what the Americans would abhor most
strongly. The result was: the murder of babies! That was the origin of the
incubator lie.

“The objective of our work was the question: how can I move the people
to the point, emotionally, where they would support action by the U.N. to
throw out the Iraqis? And the emotions that would bring this about would
be to convince the people that Saddam Hussein was a crazy guy who
killed his own people and still had sufficient aggressiveness to cause yet
more trouble!”

A free Kuwait for 10 million dollars!

In this way, public opinion in America was to be mobilized for the libera-
tion of Kuwait. Hill and Knowlton coached so-called eyewitnesses for public

59



60 GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST

_—
Ald
appearances. [...] (Picture: Thomas Ross of Hill and Knowlton)

“Materially our task was limited to helping the people appear as ‘wit-

nesses,’ and give their reports in decent English so that anyone could

understand them.”

So all you did was help them with the translations?

“Well, we helped with the translation and we helped them with re-
hearsals for their appearances, and we coached them for various ques-
tions they might be asked.”

(Picture: The eyewitness in tears before the U.N. Human Rights Commit-
tee). She had apparently been well coached:

“It was horrible! All the time I had to think of my little new-born nephew

who was perhaps already dead himself!”

Behind her, an allegedly neutral spectator and observer (Picture). It is her
father, the Kuwaiti ambassador to the U.S. Hardly anybody was aware of
this (Picture: photograph of Nayirah showing her the way she looks nor-
mally).

The Committee took her to be simply a child refugee. But she belongs to
the royal family of Emir Al Sabah. Did the members of the Human Rights
Committee know who she really was? How many people knew that she was
the ambassador’s daughter? (Picture: John Porter before the U.N. Human
Rights Committee:)

“Ididn’t!”

There is another allegedly reliable witness who lied before the U.N. Se-
curity Council: Dr. Ibrahim. In real life he is a dentist by the name of Dr.
Behbehani. After the war he revoked the incubator story.

“No, I cannot confirm this thing about the incubators.’

Then you did not see anything?

“No, nothing!”

But by then, everything was over. Hill and Knowlton’s lies had played a
decisive role in getting the Americans to come out in favor of the war and to
send soldiers to Kuwait. Was it a clever investment by the Kuwaitis to pay
Hill and Knowlton 10 million dollars? (Picture: Thomas Ross of Hill and
Knowlton)

“A very clever investment!”

! Y ARD (Association of German Radio Stations), April 8, 1992, 21:00 hrs.
L)
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Second Lecture:
Public Controversies

2.1. Communists Step Forward!
R: At the beginning of this second lecture, I would like to speak about the French

history and geography teacher Paul Rassinier, who can be viewed as the father
of critical historiography dealing with the Holocaust. Before the Second World
War, Rassinier was an avowed communist, and for that reason he was also ac-
tive as a partisan fighter in the Resistance after France fell to the Wehrmacht.
As such, he was arrested in the war by the German occupation forces and de-
ported into the Buchenwald concentration camp.

L: I thought the Wehrmacht shot partisans on the spot?
R: According to international law valid at that time and still today as well, the

shooting of partisans by martial law is absolutely legal, but in 1943 the
Wehrmacht changed its policy in this regard, since the German troops simply
had too many partisans to deal with, and because the mass execution of parti-
sans aroused the local population against the German occupation forces to such
a degree that the partisans gained the moral upper hand thereby and won ever
broader support from the populace.”

L: Which can well be viewed as only understandable.
R:Yes, the struggle of the civilian population against an occupying power may

indeed be illegal, but it is morally understandable and is always viewed as glo-
rious if the contested occupying power loses the war. But however that may be,
the fact is that at that time the Germans preferred deploying Paul Rassinier and
his fellow prisoners as forced labor in firms important to the war effort rather
than executing them. So, after several weeks in quarantine custody in Buchen-
wald, Rassinier finally landed in the Dora-Mittelbau camp, where the German
assembled their rockets to remotely attack the British mainland. Toward the
end of the war, he, along with the other prisoners, was transferred aimlessly
from one place to the other by the SS, which by this time was pretty headless.
Rassinier reports concerning the violent excesses of the unnerved SS men dur-
ing this transport. Rassinier finally escaped his guards and was liberated by ad-
vancing American units.*

In the post-war period, Rassinier sat in the French parliament as a representa-
tive of the Socialists.

80

Franz W. Seidler, Verbrechen an der Wehrmacht, vol. 1, Pour le Mérite, Selent 1998, p. 127.

For this see Paul Rassinier’s auto-biographical description in Passage de la Ligne, La Librairie fran-
caise, Paris 1948; Engl.: The Holocaust Story and the Lies of Ulysses, 2™ ed., Institute for Historical
Review, New Port Beach 1990.
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As is probably generally known, during the period directly after the war, a
number of former concentration camp inmates began to publish articles and
books about their experiences.
One of these concentration camp authors was a French priest called Abbé Jean-
Paul Renard, who had written:
“I saw how thousands upon thousands of people entered the showers in
Buchenwald, from which then lowed suffocating gas instead of a liquid.”

R: When Rassinier objected to this that he knew from his own experience that

there were no gas chambers, Abbé Renard responded:*'
“Well, this is a poetic expression, so to say.”

R: Another of these former inmates turned authors was Eugen Kogon, who was a

political prisoner during the war and a former fellow inmate of Rassinier in the
Buchenwald concentration camp. When Rassinier read Kogon’s book,** he be-
came so upset over what, in his view, were the distortions, exaggerations, and
plain lies written in it — particularly the blotting out of the responsibility of his
communist comrades for many of the atrocities committed in the camps — that
he wrote a book of his own, in which he criticized Kogon’s account.™

L: Therefore Kogon was wearing glasses with his own political distorting lenses.
R:In his Introduction, Kogon himself wrote that he had presented his manuscript

to former leading camp prisoners “in order to dissipate certain fears the report
could turn into a sort of bill of indictment against leading camp inmates.”
When the reproach was made to Kogon that his book Der SS-Staat was a po-
lemical pamphlet, a suit for slander was the result, which Kogon nonetheless
lost. In its judgment, the court stated:**
“This accusation [that Kogon’s book was an unscientific pamphlet] does not
appear to have been made up out of whole cloth, insofar as the plaintiff has
written a sociological assessment of the behavior of human beings in the
concentration camp from the perspective that it ought not turn into a bill of
indictment against leading camp inmates.
[...] If one considers that there were two members of the USSR and eight
Communists among the fifteen representative men to whom he read his re-
port in order to dissipate fears that he would present a bill of indictment,
then the impression given is that, regardless of the mention of atrocities
committed by Communists, this circle of persons above all would be spared,
[...]. Such considerations must be foreign to a scholarly work. Pure science
does not inquire as to whether the result makes this person or that person
uncomfortable. Where questions of expediency co-determine the content, ob-
jectivity is lost. Therefore, when the defendant, as a fellow-prisoner, ex-
presses his opinion that the ‘SS State’ is a pamphlet, then he is making free

81
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Paul Rassinier, Le Mensonge d’Ulysse, La Librairie frangaise, Paris 1950, p. 133.
(www.vho.org/dl/FRA/mu.pdf).

Eugen Kogon, Der SS-Staat. Das System der deutschen Konzentrationslager, Verlag Karl Alber, Mu-
nich 1946 (Engl.: The Theory and Practice of Hell. The German Concentration Camps and the System
behind them, Secker & Warburg, London 1950 / Berkley Books, New York 1998).

Paul Rassiner, op. cit. (note 81), chapter V; Engl. see note 80.

LG Miinchen 1, 10th civil court (ref.: 10-0 409/58), judgment of Dec. 13, 1958.
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use of his constitutional right to free expression of opinion, without thereby
infringing upon the right of personal honor of the complainant [...].”

L: Consequently, Kogon’s book is a whitewash for himself and his communist

friends, who impute everything to the evil SS and other prisoners.

R: And precisely this Eugen Kogon in his day played a key role in Germany in the

“work of bringing to light” the Holocaust.
In later books, Rassinier concerned himself on an ever broadening basis with
claims of German atrocities during the Second World War and especially with
the question of whether there had been at that time a German policy of system-
atic extermination of the European Jews. In Le Mensonge d’Ulysse, Rassinier
still assumed that there had been gas chambers somewhere, because he thought
that there must be fire where there is smoke. Yet as his research progressed,
Rassinier came more and more to the conclusion that there never was a system-
atic program to exterminate the Jews, and with every book his certainty grew
that there were never any gas chambers in which Jews had been killed in
masses.”” Thus, in his book Le Drame des Juifs Européens he wrote in 1964:*
“Each time when I was told during the last fifteen years that there was a
witness in the part of Europe not occupied by the Soviets who claimed to
have experienced a gassing himself, I immediately traveled to him in order
to listen to his testimony. But in every case it ended the same way: With my
folder in my hands, I asked the witness a series of precise questions, to
which he could respond only with quite obvious lies, so that he finally had to
admit that he had not experienced this himself, but that he had related only
the story of a good friend, who had died during his internment and whose
honesty he could not question. This way I traveled thousand upon thousands
of miles throughout all of Europe.”

R:1 recommend Rassinier’s books to whoever has an interest in these historical

works of critical Holocaust historiography. I would like to point out at the same
time, however, that Rassinier’s works are not free of error. Yet which works
are, anyway, especially when they are those of a pioneer! Rassinier had only
limited access to primary source material, so that his works necessarily had to
remain full of gaps. For that reason, regarded from the standpoint of today, the
persuasiveness and exactitude of his arguments are of less interest than is the
author himself: a French communist, partisan fighter, and former concentration

86

Paul Rassinier, Ulysse trahi par les siens (www.vho.org/dl/FRA/uts.pdf): Further critical remarks on
false statements by former co-inmates; Le Drame des juifs européens, (www.vho.org/dl/FRA/dje.pdf):
critical analysis of Raul Hilberg’s book The Destruction of the European Jews (op. cit., note 39); Le
véritable proceés Eichmann ou les vainqueurs incorrigibles (www.vho.org/dl/FRA/vpe.pdf; Engl.: The
Real Eichmann Trial or The Incorrigible Victors, Institute for Historical Review, Torrance 1976;
www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/livres2/PRreal.pdf): critical analysis of the evidence on the extermination of
the Jews on the occasion of the Jerusalem Eichmann trial; L ‘opération Vicaire
(www.vho.org/dl/FRA/ov.pdf): Critique of the theater play The Deputy by Rolf Hochhuth on Kurt Ger-
stein and the role of the Vatican in the alleged cover-up of the Holocaust. See also the Engl. language
compilation of some of Rassinier’s works: Debunking the Genocide Myth, The Noontide Press, Tor-
rance, CA, 1978.

Paul Rassinier, Le Drame des Juifs Européns, Paris 1964, p. 79.
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camp prisoner was the first who publicly opposed the mainstream lies and ex-
aggerations in connection with the Holocaust.*’

L: That surprises me. I had always believed that Nazis or neo-Nazi were the first.
R:That is a widespread but false cliché. It was a victim of the National Socialists,
an ideological deadly foe of National Socialism, who tried to honor the truth.

L: Well, certainly no one can accuse that man of having wanted to clean anyone’s
dirty linen.

R: Ultimately it doesn’t matter who presents an argument, so long as it is sound.
But I agree with you that one is rather more inclined to listen to someone in this
matter who has sat behind the barbed wire than to anyone who stood in front of
it with a rifle. Although, frankly one can say that both groups of persons can
have had an interest from contrary motives in blotting out certain things and
exaggerating others or even inventing them.

Therefore, we will affirm that the father of critical, revisionist Holocaust re-
search was a radical leftist, an anti-fascist, a concentration camp prisoner.

L: Did Rassinier encounter trouble due to his critical attitude?

R:Oh yes! A criminal proceeding was instituted against him, which in the final
analysis was stayed, however. He was continuously defamed in the French me-
dia and, other than in his own publications, only rarely had the opportunity to
get a word in himself. Yet compared with the persecution against later critical
researchers, Rassinier got off lightly.

2.2. Gas Chambers in the German Reich Proper

R:During the International Military Tribunal, Sir Hartley Shawcross, chief prose-

cutor for the United Kingdom, stated:™
“Murder conducted like some mass production industry in the gas chambers
and the ovens of Auschwitz, Dachau, Treblinka, Buchenwald, Mauthausen,
Maidanek, and Oranienburg [=Sachsenhausen]. ”

R:These claims of mass murder in homicidal gas chambers in those camps are
based upon witness testimonies like the one by Charles Hauter, who was a
prisoner in the Buchenwald camp:®

“An obsession with machinery literally abounded when it came to extermi-
nation. Since it had to occur quite rapidly, a special form of industrialization
was required. The gas chambers answered that need in a very different way.
Some, rather refined in conception, were supported by pillars of porous ma-
terial, with which the gas formed and then seeped through the walls. Others

87 Although it can be argued that the semi-revisionist books on the Nuremberg Military Tribunal by

French author Maurice Bardéche, who called himself a fascist, predated those by Rassinier, although
Bardeche wrote journalistic essays rather than scholarly works, and he did not doubt the extermination
of Jews as such: Nuremberg ou la Terre Promise, Les Sept Couleurs, Paris, 1948, p. 187
(www.vho.org/dl/FRA/ntp.pdf); see also Nuremberg Il ou les Faux-Monnayeurs, ibid. 1950
(www.vho.org/dl/FRA/nfm.pdf).

88 IMT, vol. 19, p. 434.

Charles Hauter, “Réflexion d’un rescapé” in: De ['Université aux camps de concentration. Témoign-

ages strasbourgeois, 2. ed., Belles-Lettres, Paris 1954 (©1947), pp. 525f.
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were simpler in structure. But all were sumptuous in appearance. It was
easy to see that the architects had conceived them with pleasure, devoting
great attention to them, gracing them with all the resources of their aesthetic
sense. These were the only parts of the camp that had truly been constructed
with love.”

R:The French government was particularly fanciful in their description of the
alleged gas chamber at Buchenwald in an official document:”

“Everything had been provided for down to the smallest detail. In 1944, at
Buchenwald, they had even lengthened a railway line so that the deportees
might be led directly to the gas chamber. Certain [of the gas chambers] had
a floor that tipped and immediately directed the bodies into the room with
the crematory oven."

L: But didn’t you just state in the previous chapter that there was no gas chamber
at the Buchenwald camp?

R:Quite right, and this fact is basically agreed upon by all historians today. Yet
during the immediate postwar years, things were a little different. As another
example, take the confession by Franz Ziereis, last commander of the
Mauthausen camp, who was shot into the stomach three times and was there-
fore — not sent to a hospital, but instead interrogated by a former inmate of
Mauthausen, Hans Marsalek, while bleeding to death. In his “deathbed confes-
sion,” Ziereis is said to have testified the following:91

“SS Gruppenfiihrer Gliicks gave the order to designate the weak prisoners
as sick and to kill them by gas in a large installation. There, around 1-1'/5
million persons were killed. The area in question is named Hartheim and is
located 10 kilometers in the direction of Passau.”

L: Who would take such a “confession” of a deadly wounded man seriously, who
is bleeding to death and who does not only not receive any help, but who is
also “interrogated” by one of his former inmates?

R: Well, today no one really does. But right after the war and during the Nurem-
berg Military Tribunal, these confessions were taken seriously.”” The room in
Hartheim castle that is today claimed to have been this gas chamber measures
some 280 sq ft.”>

L: Excuse me? A million people or more killed in a tiny chamber of a castle?

R:Yes, three to five times as many people are said to have been killed in this tiny
room, if we follow Ziereis or Marsalek, respectively, than Americans ever died
during WWII in the European theater of war.

Anyway, it took some 15 years before these outrageous claims were chal-
lenged. In the beginning of the 1960s, a storm went through the German media:

% Nuremberg document 274-F (RF-301). IMT, Vol. 37, p. 148. On the Buchenwald camp, see in general

Mark Weber, “Buchenwald: Legend and Reality,” JHR, 7(4) (1986), pp. 405-417.

Documents PS-1515, May 24, 1945; PS-3870, April 8, 1946, IMT, vol. 33, pp. 279-286; cf. Hans
Marsalek, Die Geschichte des Konzentrationslagers Mauthausen, 2nd ed., Osterr. Lagergemeinschaft
Mauthausen, Vienna, 1980; see also Simon Wiesenthal, KZ Mauthausen, Ibis Verlag, Linz 1946, pp.
1.

2 See IMT, vol. 11, pp. 331f.

% Hans Marsalek, Die Vergasungsaktionen im Konzentrationslager Mauthausen, Wien 1988, p. 26.
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an activist of the political right had publicly questioned the existence of homi-
cidal gas chambers in the Dachau concentration camp, even though every visi-
tor could view this gas chamber in Dachau. The journalists were shocked, the
cry to bring charges was heard.”* But nothing came of it, for among other rea-
sons German historiography at that time wasn’t itself entirely certain of the ex-
istence of homicidal gassings in Dachau. During the course of the argument,
for example, Martin Broszat of the German federal Institute for Contemporary
History (Institute fiir Zeitgeschichte) — he later became Director of that Institute
— wrote a letter to the editor of the German weekly newspaper Die Zeit, in
which he stated:*
“Neither in Dachau nor in Bergen-Belsen nor in Buchenwald were Jews or
other prisoners gassed. The gas chamber in Dachau was never entirely
‘completed’ and put into operation. Hundreds of thousands of prisoners who
perished in Dachau or other concentration camps in the territory of the
Reich proper, were victims above all of the catastrophic hygienic and supply
conditions [...]. The mass extermination of the Jews by gassing began in
1941/1942 and took place exclusively at several [...] locations, above all in
the occupied Polish territory (but nowhere in the Reich proper): in Ausch-
witz-Birkenau, in Sobibor on the Bug, in Treblinka, Chelmno, and Belzec.
There, but not in Bergen-Belsen, Dachau or Buchenwald, those mass exter-
mination facilities disguised as shower baths or disinfection rooms were set
up [...].
Dr. Martin Broszat, Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte, Munich”

L: What was the German Reich proper?

R:That is Germany within the borders of December 31, 1937, thus before the
reunification with Austria, the Sudetenland, and the Memel region.

L: Broszat contradicts himself here though: If no extermination facilities were set
up in Dachau, how can he say at the same time that the mass extermination fa-
cilities in Dachau were never completed?

R:This internal contradiction is absolutely symbolic of the disagreement among
historians with respect to this question. But Broszat was not alone in having
this opinion. On January 24, 1993, no less a person than the famous ‘“Nazi
hunter” Simon Wiesenthal joined Broszat in his opinion, when he wrote in the
U.S. magazine Stars and Stripes (see p. 185):

“It is true that there were no extermination camps on German soil and thus
no mass gassings such as those that took place at Auschwitz, Treblinka and
other camps. A gas chamber was in the process of being built at Dachau, but
it was never completed.”

R:Both, however, contradict other researchers, as for example a work which was
published in 1983 by authors who the mainstream considers to be the most
reputable authorities in this field. The main editors of it were Eugen Kogon...

L: Didn’t we just make his acquaintance as a propagandist exposed by Rassinier?

% See the description by Erich Kern, Meineid gegen Deutschland, K. W. Schiitz Verlag, Géttingen 1968,

pp- 91-100.
% Die Zeit, Aug. 19, 1960, see I11. 24 in the appendix, p. 185.
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R:... Adalbert Riickerl, the then Director of
the Zentrale Stelle der Landesjustizverwal-
tungen zur Aufkldrung nationalsozialisti-
scher Verbrechen (ZStL, Central Office of
State Administrations of Justice for the In-
vestigation of National Socialist Crimes) in
Ludwigsburg...

L: What’s that?

R:... That is the official federal German
“Nazi hunter” authority. The third editor |
was the communist and Chairman of the [l 7: Memorial plaque at the al-
Auschwitz Committee, Hermann Lang- leged site of the “gas cham-

bein.% ber” in the Ravensbriick con-

L. . . centration camp: “Location of

L: An objective group, that is for certain! the gas chamber — December
R: Objective or not, we don’t want to get into 1944 — Spring 1945”

a discussion of that here. The fact is, the
claim was made in this book that there were homicidal gas chambers in the
Neuengamme, Sachsenhausen, and Ravensbriick camps of the Reich proper, in
which hundreds or even thousands of victims are supposed to have been
gassed.”” So whereas the official book claims that there were mass execution
facilities set up at camps located in the German Reich proper, the official Ger-
man Institute for Contemporary History stated that there were no such facilities
ever set up in those camps. Both cannot be true.
In the case of Dachau, the editors begin by assuming the existence of gas
chambers, but write with reservation:”®
“It has not been conclusively proven that killings by poison gas took place at
the Dachau concentration camp.”

R:1t is a further fact that in the museums of the former camps at Sachsenhausen,
Dachau, and Ravensbriick, all located within the borders of the German Reich
proper, anyone can view the sites where the gas chambers are supposed to have
been located. In the Dachau concentration camp, the gas chamber is even
shown in its alleged original condition.

L: Alleged — how so?

R:There is no documentation proving that the present condition corresponds to
the original. Furthermore, as I just quoted, this alleged gas chamber is said to

% E.Kogon, H. Langbein, A. Riickerl et al. (ed.), Nationalsozialistische Massentitungen durch Gifigas,

S. Fischer Verlag, Frankfurt 1983 (the Engl. version will subsequently be quoted if not indicated oth-
erwise: Nazi Mass Murder, Yale, New Haven 1993). Similar in Wolfgang Benz, Legenden Liigen
Vorurteile, dtv, Munich 1992, pp. 200-203. In it Hellmuth Auerbach from the German official Institut
fiir Zeitgeschichte lists the gas chamber victims as follows: Mauthausen: 4,000 (Zyklon B, Gas trucks
CO); Neuengamme: 450 (Zyklon B); Sachsenhausen: several thousands (Zyklon B); Natzweiler: 120 to
200 (Zyklon B); Stutthof: more than a thousand (Zyklon B); Ravensbriick: at least 2,300 (Zyklon B).
Dachau is not listed. Auerbach primarily refers to the above quoted book Nationalsozialistische Mas-
sentdtungen... as his source.

E. Kogon et al., ibid., pp. 177-204. Other leading historians have recently agreed to this, see Reinhold
Schwertfeger, “Gab es Gaskammern im Altreich?,” VG 5(4) 2001, p. 448.

% E.Kogon et al., ibid., p. 202.
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have never been completed, whereas it certainly seems complete today. So who
completed it?
In the Ravensbriick concentration camp there is merely a memorial plaque, see
[lustration 7.

L: So it is generally agreed upon that some of the gas chambers claimed after the
war by witnesses or even government officials, like the one in Buchenwald,
never existed. And their existence in other camps on the territory of the Old
Reich is disputed as well.

R: Quite so, although in mainstream historiography the tendency prevails since the
1980s to maintain the claim that these gas chambers did indeed exist. Just
imagine what would happen if it would be generally admitted that no gas
chambers existed in those camps at all. This would logically include the admis-
sion that many witnesses lied and that the conclusions of government officials,
criminal trials, and investigative commissions were false. How could one then
stem the flood of doubts that would necessarily result from this admission of a
large-scale fraud? How could you then maintain the claim that gas chambers
existed in the eastern camps in Poland, for which the evidentiary basis is just as
shaky as for those camps in the Reich proper, as we will see later?

In order to prevent a revisionist landslide, the dogma needs to be upheld by all
means and with all its aspects, however dubious they may be.

2.3. No Gas Chamber in Sachsenhausen

R:In Sachsenhausen, a northern suburb of the German capital city Berlin, the
foundations of a building were excavated, in which one room is supposed to
have served as a gas chamber.

L: Then who tore down the building, which is claimed to have contained a gas
chamber?

R:In Sachsenhausen the east German communist Volkspolizei tore down this
building in 1952.”

L:In other words: they destroyed the sole convincing evidence, by which they
would have been able to prove the ultimate wickedness of the Nazis and the
correctness of their claims?

R: Exactly.

L: Whoever wants to believe it, let him. Rather, they have probably destroyed
proof of their own malice.

R:Evidence of anything whatsoever was destroyed there. It has disappeared and
for that reason can no longer be used as proof of anything, period. The German
mainstream historian Professor Dr. Werner Maser has pointed out that the evi-
dence for the existence of a gas chamber in Sachsenhausen is quite dubious for
other reasons as well. He cites the trial record of the Soviet military court of
1947, from which it emerges that the defendants there were drilled before the
proceedings to the point that in their testimony before the court they finally

»  www.gedenkstaette-sachsenhausen.de/gums/de/index.html.
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L:
R:

L:
R:

L:

R:

II. 8: Memorial plque inthe remains f the former hygiene building of the for-
mer concentration camp at Sachsenhausen with “gas chamber and shot-in-the-

neck facilities,” according to plaque.

confessed their mass murder of prisoners with enthusiasm and pride.'” Such
behavior on the part of the defendants is only conceivable if they were appro-
priately brainwashed beforehand.

Does that mean that they were tortured?

Not necessarily physically, but very probably psychologically at the very least.
During the Nuremberg Tribunal, the Soviet chief prosecutor Smirnov claimed
that 840,000 Soviet POWs were killed in that camp.'®" Of course he knew that
he was lying, since the Soviets had secured the death books of this camp, in
which 20,000 deceased prisoners are recorded for the years 1940-1945.'%

In June 1945, e Soviet commission compiled a report on the alleged homicidal
gas chamber, which is claimed to have had just 83 sq ft.'”®

840,000 prisoners killed on a surface of 83 sq ft?

Well, Smirnov did not claim that they were all gassed.

What the Soviets had described in their expert report on this alleged homicidal
gas chamber actually, however, was basically a description of a delousing
chamber to kill lice, as it was installed in almost all camps of the Third Reich
era.'” Of course, that explains the small size of that room, since only clothes
were put into these delousing chambers.

So the Soviets spread the lie that the Sachsenhausen delousing chamber was a
homicidal gas chamber.

Exactly. Prof. Maser suggests that testimonies of former inmates as to the gas
chamber in Sachsenhausen are just as untrustworthy as the evidence presented
by the Soviets. In Harry Naujoks’ book, Mein Leben in KZ Sachsenhausen

100
101
102
103
104

W. Maser, Fdlschung, Dichtung und Wahrheit iiber Hitler und Stalin, Olzog, Munich 2004, pp. 355f.
IMT, vol. 7, p. 586.

GAREF, 7021-104-2, pp. 52ff.

GARF, 7021-104-3, p. 7.

Cf. Carlo Mattogno, “KL Sachsenhausen,” VG 7(2) (2003), pp. 173-185 (Engl. in preparation for
publication in The Revisionist).
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1936-1942 (My life in the Sachsenhausen concentration camp 1936-1942), it
says on page 322:'%
“In March of 1943 a gas chamber was erected in ‘Station Z.””

L: If Naujoks was in the concentration camp only until 1942, as the title of the
book indicates, then on what basis does he know what was built there in 1943?

R: A shrewd question indeed. The book was brought out in 1987 — after Naujoks’
death — by the Pahl-Rugenstein publishing house and, according to the imprint,
“edited Ursel Hochmuth, Martha Naujoks, and the Sachsenhausen Committee
for the Federal Republic of Germany.”

L: So this was inserted by the committee or by Naujoks’ widow?

R:One may well assume so. The Sachsenhausen Committee was and is dominated
by communists and other radicals of the left, as are pretty much all of the or-
ganizations of former camp inmates, just as the Pahl-Rugenstein publishing
house in Cologne is well-known for the publication of radical leftist literature.

L: Don’t you think that here you are engaging in propaganda against the left?

R: Absolutely not, especially since I am not making any judgment. Nevertheless,
though, it is permissible to point out, and it should be pointed out, from what
political corner this literature is coming. Besides, that is the same corner from
which the first revisionist literature by Paul Rassinier came.

The problem of the gas chamber of Sachsenhausen becomes ticklish if one adds

that there is witness testimony of German soldiers who were held prisoner by

the Soviets in the Sachsenhausen camp after the war and were forced to build a

gas chamber as well as a shot-in-the-neck installation for propaganda purposes.

The most important of these witnesses is Colonel (ret.) Gerhart Schirmer:'®
“And why did the Allied victors have gas chambers installed in the former
concentration camps just after the war? As the Americans, among others,
did in Dachau. Does anyone have even one plausible explanation for this?
In any case, together with other prisoners I personally had the ‘fun’ of in-
stalling a gas chamber and shooting facility in the Russian camp at
Oranienburg (Sachsenhausen), which did not exist until then.”

L: Which would explain why the Soviets tore down the gas chamber in 19527

R: The situation is somewhat complex. Maser has pointed out that the Soviet plans
of the Sachsenhausen concentration camp from the immediate post-war period
show no gas chamber, and that is why the statements of Schirmer and his com-
rades can be called into question.'”’

L: But wasn’t the Sachsenhausen concentration camp used after the war by the
Soviets themselves as a concentration camp for dissidents?

1% Harry Naujoks, Mein Leben im KZ Sachsenhausen — 1936 - 1942. Erinnerungen d. ehemaligen Lageril-
testen, edited by Ursel Hochmuth, Martha Naujoks, and Sachsenhausen-Komitee for the Federal Repu-
blic of Germany, Roderberg — Pahl-Rugenstein, Cologne 1987; quote acc. to W. Maser, op. cit. (note
100), p. 356.

Gerhart Schirmer, Sachsenhausen — Workuta, Grabert, Ttibingen 1992, pp. 37, as well as his sworn
affidavit on pp. 49f.

197 W. Maser, op. cit. (note 100), pp. 356, 358-361.
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R:Quite correct, and the conditions there are supposed to have been even worse
than under the National Socialists.'”®

L: So the purpose these camp plans of the Soviets were serving wasn’t necessarily
propaganda, but instead was probably for the administration of the camp. And
if the Soviets knew that there was no gas chamber, then it wouldn’t be surpris-
ing that they did not carry their own falsification over to their serious plans of
the camp.

R:In any case, it should be permissible to assume that a gas chamber, actually

existing in the Sachsenhausen concentration camp before the end of the war,
would have been included in all plans and also would not have been torn down
by the Soviets in 1952. The pulling down of the crematory building, in which
the gas chamber is supposed to have been located, must probably be seen in
connection with the obliteration of traces of communist crimes, which the Sta-
linists committed in Sachsenhausen.
Schirmer’s statement raises another problem, which I would like to deal with in
the fourth lecture: in particular, Schirmer’s statement is in itself not more be-
lievable than the statements of other, contradicting witnesses. It is hardly pos-
sible to convincingly refute witness statements by means of other witness
statements.

L: But the statements are qualitatively not of equal value. At least Schirmer did
not make his statement under coercion or after a brainwashing session, and also
he appears not to have been exposed to any ideological temptation.

R:None from the left, but possibly from the right, especially since he had been,
after all, a soldier of the Third Reich.

L: Was Schirmer a Nazi?

R:That I don’t know. He was a Lieutenant Colonel at war’s end when he became
a Soviet prisoner-of-war, but later served loyally in the Armed Forces of West
Germany (Bundeswehr), where he finally attained the rank of full colonel. That
probably means that according to the view of his superiors, therefore ultimately
of that of the German federal government, he was regarded as a servant loyal to
Germany’s democratic post-war constitution. Though the view of the federal
authorities radically changed after Schirmer had published his statement about
Sachsenhausen: criminal proceedings on grounds of “incitement of the people”
were initiated against Schirmer by decision of the county court of Tiibingen,
and his writing was confiscated, which means: it was consigned to the waste
incinerator.'"

L: But on what grounds?

R:Because of Schirmer’s statement that the gas chambers, which are claimed to
have been in the German camps, were built only after the war by Germany’s
liberators.

1% Tbid., pp. 358; cf. Giinter Agde, Sachsenhausen bei Berlin. Speziallager Nr. 7, Aufbau-Taschenbuch-
Verl., Berlin 1994; Adrian Preissinger, Todesfabriken der Kommunisten, Verl.-Gemeinschaft Berg,
Berg am See 1991.

19 AG Tiibingen, ref. 4 Gs 937/02, of Aug. 21, 2002. The case against Schirmer was closed because the
statute of limitation had expired.
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L: The essence of the whole thing is therefore that the German authorities today
are defending with the penal law those historical “truths,” which were created
through torture, brainwashing, show trials, and forgeries and then disseminated
into the world by Russian and German Stalinists.

R: We will be coming to the behavior of the German authorities later. Fact is that
Schirmer published his testimony despite the threat of being prosecuted for it.
So he certainly was not encouraged by his environment to make his statement.
Prof. Maser, at any rate, considers Schirmer’s statement to be credible:'"’

“That the Soviets had the gas chamber built in the fall of 1945 was obvi-
ously connected with the grossly exaggerated claims of the Soviet prosecuto-
rial authorities concerning the number of prisoners murdered in the camps,
which were published and discussed throughout the world during the Nur-
emberg trials just then ending. Already right after the capture of Sachsen-
hausen, they had forced an SS officer who had been taken prisoner to de-
clare in a ‘documentary film’ MY that there had been a gas chamber in the
camp. What he had to point out as a gas chamber under frank coercion,
however, had nothing at all to do with a gas chamber.”

L: But the Nuremberg Tribunal did end only in 1946.

R:Correct. Maser is inverting the chronology here. Actually, the Soviets were
forced into action by the American PR frenzy over the alleged gas chamber in
Dachau, which took care of creating sensational publicity after the capture of
this camp by the Americans in the spring of 1945.

2.4. Clarity about Dachau

R: For that reason, let us now discuss Dachau, where the alleged homicidal gas
chamber is still shown today. Until a short while ago, the museum administra-
tion there had displayed a sign in the “gas chamber” on which was written in
several languages (see Illustration 9):

“GAS CHAMBER disguised as a ‘shower room’ — never used as a gas
chamber.”
From the 1960s up to the 1990s, such recognized authorities as the Director of
the Dachau Museum''? and the Alliance of Former Prisoners of the Dachau
Concentration Camp'"? supported the same view.
L: By whom are these recognized as authorities and why?
R: By published opinion.

10 W. Maser, op. cit. (note 100), pp. 358.

""" Chronos-Film, Berlin-Kleinmachnow: “KL Sachsenhausen.”

"2 Israel Gutman (ed.), Encyclopedia of the Holocaust, MacMillan, New York 1990, entry on “Dachau,”
written by Barbara Distel, Director of the Dachau Museum, vol. 1, p. 341f.: “In Dachau there was no
mass extermination program with poison gas [...]. In 1942 a gas chamber was built in Dachau, but it
was not put into use.”

Internationales Dachau-Komitee, Konzentrationslager Dachau, 1933-1945, 5th ed., Comité Internat. de
Dachau, Briissel 1978, pp. 165.
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GASKAMMER
getarnt als Brausebad”
— war nicht in Betrieb

GAS CHAMBER
d:sgmsed as a  shower room
- never used as a gas chamber

lll. 9: Room in the Dachau Museum a//eged/y a gas chamber which was never in
operation.

L: But that says nothing about the correctness of their claims. The correctness of a
statement comes not from publicly assigned authority, but rather from the ex-
actness and verifiability of a statement.

R:I am aware of this, but I am mentioning these sources as being generally recog-
nized as competent, and not as proof that their statements are correct. The fact
of the matter is that the Dachau Museum has in the meantime removed the sign
mentioned above in the alleged gas chamber of Dachau and replaced it with
another one, which now claims that gassings did occur.

L: How can anyone subserviently believe anything these authorities allege to us,
let alone because they contradict one another and even themselves. What veri-
fiable arguments do they have for the claim that this was a gas chamber?

R:Claims about a homicidal gas chamber in the Dachau camp were first made
right after U.S. troops liberated the camp. This alleged gas chamber was de-
scribed by a U.S. investigation team under David Chavez on May 7, 1945.'"
Gas chamber accusations appeared frequently during the pre-trial investigations
preparing the U.S. trial against 40 defendants in Dachau in late 1945, but the
accusation was dropped during the trial itself.'"” However, the gas chamber

114 «“Report of the Atrocities Committed at Dachau Concentration Camp. Vol. 1. War Crimes Investigation
Team No. 6823. Signed by David Chavez Jr. Colonel, JAGD, 7 May 1945,” microfilm M1174, Na-
tional Archives, Washington, DC. See chapter 4.2.5. in this book about the conditions of this trial, par-
ticularly p. 388.

"> First Dachau Trial (Trial of Martin Gottfried Weiss and Thirty Nine Others, also known as “The Trial
of Martin Gottfried Weiss et al.,” Nov. 15 - Dec. 13, 1945, microfilm M1174, National Archives. Cf.
Carlos W. Porter, “The Gas Chamber at Dachau: Now You See It, Now You Don’t,” in: F.A. Leuchter,
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claim reappeared during the Nuremberg International Military Tribunal in 1946
(IMT), along with a re-written report of the above mentioned Chavez investiga-
tion team on the order of General Eisenhower.''® It was supported by a state-
ment of the witness Dr. Franz Blaha, a Czech physician, who was interned in
Dachau and who was the only witness to ever claim during a trial that homi-
cidal gassings happened in Dachau.''” When Dr. Blaha testified during the
IMT, the court deprived the defense of the opportunity when the latter wished
to question Dr. Blaha more closely.'"®

So there wasn’t any cross-examination?

Not about Dr. Blaha’s gassing claims at least. His claim was simply let stand
without discussion.

And the IMT was able to simply cut off interrogation of a witness if it threat-
ened to become embarrassing?

That’s how it was. We will get into the strange rules of evidence of the post-
war trials later. But it should be pointed out in passing that portions of the es-
tablished literature at times assume that the Dachau prisoners who were en-
gaged in building this facility had prevented the completion of the gas chamber
before the end of the war by drawing their work out over three years.'"’

How did the prisoners know what they were working on?

Well, if this was supposed to be a gas chamber, the SS will hardly have re-
vealed that to them. At most, there may have been rumors, which of course
could have been false.

If the prisoners succeeded in delaying the completion of a facility for a period
of three years, doesn’t this prove that Dachau was a holiday camp, where the
prisoners could dawdle around at will, without punishment?

Careful! You are making yourself criminally liable with such speculations! The
fact is that in Dachau we are dealing with the only alleged gas chamber in a
camp on the territory of the Reich proper, which has been preserved to the pre-
sent day. For that reason, the opportunity exists to conduct more comprehen-
sive, even forensic examinations of this.

What do you mean by this?
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Robert Faurisson, Germar Rudolf, The Leuchter Reports. Critical Edition, Theses & Dissertations
Press, Chicago 2005, pp. 168-172 (www.vho.org/GB/Books/tlr).

IMTdocument L-159 (PS-2430): Document no. 47 of the 79th Congress, 1st Session, Senate: “Report
of the Committee Requested by Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower [...] to the Congress of the United States
Relative to Atrocities and Other Conditions in Concentration Camps in Germany, carried out by a Spe-
cial Committee of Congress after visiting the Concentration Camps at Buchenwald, Nordhausen, and
Dachau,” May 15, 1945, Exhibit no. USA-222, IMT, XXXVII, p. 621.

Document PS-3249, January 9, 1946, IMT, vol. XXXII, pp. 62, also quoted in vol. V, pp. 173. E.
Kogon et al., op. cit. (note 96), pp. 203f. Blaha also testified during the Dachau trial, op. cit. (note 115).
IMT, vol. V, pp. 194.

Paul Berben, Histoire du camp de concentration de Dachau (1933-1945), Comité International de
Dachau, Briissel 1976, pp. 13: According to this, the gas chamber was designed in 1942, but was still
unfinished in April 1945 at the camp’s liberation, “because to a certain extent, it seems, of sabotage
carried out by the team of prisoners given the job of building it.” (This passage does not appear in the
Engl. edition Dachau 1933-1945, The Official History, London, The Norfolk Press, 1975.) Similar: Ge-
rald Reitlinger, The Final Solution: The Attempt to Exterminate the Jews of Europe, 1939-1945, Jason
Aronson, London 1987, p. 134: “but its construction was hampered.”
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R:By this I mean concretely the technical examination of what is supposed to
have served as a murder weapon. The following two questions arise: Can the
space, as it exists today, have served the purpose claimed by witnesses? And if
the answer is yes: are there traces which prove that this weapon was used as
testified? There is, moreover, the question of whether the alleged weapon exists
in its original condition or if modifications have been carried out since April
1945.

In this connection, let me point out the following:

The re-written Chavez Report mentioned above''® described it as follows: 6 m
x 6 m; ceiling 3 meters high; gas admission by means of brass shower heads
through pipes which were connected to two valves in the exterior wall, into
which the gas was introduced.

L: Wait a minute! That doesn’t agree at all with what one finds in Dachau. Today,
there are only two hatches in the exterior wall, through which Zyklon B is sup-
posed to have been tossed in. And there is nothing similar to valves for the in-
troduction of gas into any sort of pipes!

R:Right. You have the makings of a good criminal investigator! But before we
analyze the facts, let me first finish my account.

In a report of the “Enemy Equipment Intelligence Service Team Number 17 of

the Headquarters of the U.S. 3rd Army, it says:'*’
“Based on the interviews noted above, and further, based on actual inspec-
tion of the Dachau gas chamber (it has apparently been unused), it is the
opinion of the undersigned that the gas chamber was a failure for execution
purposes and that no experimental work ever took place in it. In view of the
fact that much reliable information has been furnished the Allies by former
inmates regarding the malaria, air pressure and cold water experiments, it
is reasonable to assume that if such gas experiments took place, similar in-
formation would be available.”

R: An aspect is caught here which today is often overlooked: in Dachau, as is
well-known, medical experiments significant to the war effort were performed
upon prisoners by higher orders, for example the search for vaccines against
various dangerous diseases or the search for ways and means to insure the sur-
vival of pilots who were shot down or shipwrecked sailors, if they were ex-
posed at high altitude to extremely low air pressure or were drifting in cold wa-
ter for hours.

L: So you don’t dispute these crimes?

R:No. The incidents might at times have been distorted and exaggerated, but I do
not doubt the fact of such experiments, which can hardly be justified morally.

L: What does “hardly” mean here?

R:1 mean here moral borderline cases, for instance when prisoners sentenced to
death in proceedings under the rule of law have the choice either to be executed
or to subject themselves to such an experiment. If they survived it, they would

120" Headquarters Third United States Army, Enemy Equipment Intelligence Service Team Number 1,
Chemical Warfare Service, August 22, 1945, Report by Sgt. Joseph H. Gilbert to Major James F.
Munn: Subject. Dachau Gas Chamber (3 pages; enclosures), p. 3.
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be pardoned. That was the usual prac-
tice, at least in the beginning. The prob-
lem, of course, is how a physician in the
Third Reich was able to know whether a
prisoner had been justly condemned to
death, and how he could know whether
he had really volunteered. Or one might
consider only the problem that it can
seem ethically justifiable to sacrifice
some human lives in order to save a
large number of other lives, perhaps in
the search for vaccines against typhus,

1ll. 10: Heavy insulated hot water (or
steam?) pipes in the room behind the
) . alleged gas chamber of Dachau
of which umpteen thousands were dying camp, leading into the space above

at that time. the current room."?

The acts of German physicians were in
any case punished by a U.S. military tribunal after the war, whose findings are
based upon an atmosphere poisoned by the emotions and propaganda of that
time and which are by no means sacrosanct. I will be going into the conditions
of these trials in more detail later. It will then become clear why not everything,
which is today regarded as proven because it was “proved” in these trials, has
to also be true. But this changes nothing about the fact that there were experi-
ments of that sort. And the report cited here alludes to the fact that there is not
only extensive, and, as far as the core of the material is concerned, non-
contradictory witness testimony for these experiments with humans, but in ad-
dition also many documents that confirm the fact of these experiments. It is
quite different, however, with the alleged Dachau gas chamber and its use.
There are flatly no supporting documents and also no coherent testimony.
But back to the evidence. In a propaganda film shown during the IMT, the
following is intoned:'*!
“Dachau — factory of horrors. [...] Hanging in orderly rows were the
clothes of prisoners who had been suffocated in the lethal gas chamber.
They had been persuaded to remove their clothing under the pretext of tak-
ing a shower for which towels and soap were provided. This is the Brause-
bad — the showerbath. Inside the showerbath — the gas vents. On the ceiling
— the dummy shower heads. In the engineer’s room — the intake and outlet
pipes. Push buttons to control inflow and outtake of gas. A hand valve to
regulate pressure. Cyanide powder was used to generate the lethal smoke.
From the gas chamber, the bodies were removed to the crematory.”
That is again a description other than that previously cited by the investigatory
commission. Each seems to have served up its own version.
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Document PS-2430: Nazi Concentration and Prisoner-of-War Camps: A Documentary Motion Picture,
film shown at the Nuremberg Trial, November 29, 1945, IMT, vol. XXX, p. 470.
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R:

L:
R:

And now here’s a reference, which could explain it all: the magazine Common

Sense (New Jersey, USA) on June 1, 1962, printed an article on page 2 under

the heading “The False Gas Chamber”:
“The camp had to have a gas chamber, so, since one did not exist, it was de-
cided to pretend that the shower bath had been one. Capt Strauss (U.S.
Army) and his prisoners got to work on it. Previously it had flag stones to
the height of about four feet. Similar flag stones in the drying room next
door were taken out and put above those in the shower bath, and a new
lower ceiling was created at the top of this second row of flag stones with
iron funnels in it (the inlets for the gas).”

Oops! So in Dachau the Americans emulated the Russians in Sachsenhausen!

From a chronological standpoint rather the reverse. But the last citation is first

and foremost, of course, also nothing other than only a claim.

But now, down to proper detective work. Let me enumerate some points here:

1. The building in which the alleged homicidal gas chamber in Dachau is lo-
cated also contained several modern circulation-type Zyklon B delousing
chambers'> as well as two cremation ovens. Hence, this building was the
new hygiene building of the Dachau concentration camp, in which the
clothing of the prisoners was deloused and in which the prisoners them-
selves showered. The usual procedure during the delousing of prisoners
was as follows:'** The prisoners undressed in one room. The clothing went
from there to delousing and the prisoners to the shower. From there they
went into another room, usually on the opposite side of the undressing
room, in order to receive fresh clothing. The separation of the undressing
and dressing rooms had hygienic purposes, to give the lice no opportunity
to reinfest the freshly bathed prisoners. According to the layout of the Da-
chau hygiene building, the alleged gas chamber, which was labeled as a
shower room, would have been exactly that room which would have had to
have functioned as a shower, since it lies between the undressing and dress-
ing rooms and since there is no other shower room in the building.
Questions: If this room was a homicidal gas chamber with false shower
heads, then where was the shower room? If there was no shower room,
then for what purpose were the delousing chambers, undressing and dress-
ing rooms? If the room served as shower as well as gas chamber, how was
this technically possible?

2.The ceiling in the shower room today is 2.30 m (7.5 ft) high and has tin
shower heads embedded into the ceiling. This is substantially different,
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Taken from www.scrapbookpages.com/DachauScrapbook/GasChamber/interior00.html.

“DEGESCH Kreislauf-Entwesungsanlagen,” circulation disinfestation devices made by the German
firm DEutsche GEsellschaft fiir SCHadlingsbekdampfung (DEGESCH, German Society for Pest Con-
trol).

Regarding the design of such hygienic installation see e.g. F. Puntigam, “Die Durchgangslager der
Arbeitseinsatzverwaltung als Einrichtungen der Gesundheitsvorsorge,” Gesundheitsingenieur, 67(2)
(1944), pp. 47-56; Friedrich Erhard Haag, Lagerhygiene, Taschenbuch des Truppenarztes, Band VI,
J.F. Lehmanns, Munich 1943; F. Puntigam, “Raumlésungen von Entlausungsanlagen,” Gesundheitsin-
genieur, 67(6) (1944), pp. 139-180; Ludwig GaBner, “Verkehrshygiene und Schidlingsbekampfung,”
Gesundheits-Ingenieur, 66(15) (1943), pp. 174-176.
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therefore, from the 3 m high ceiling (almost 9 ft) with bronze shower heads
found by the U.S. post-war commission. Also, there are no inlet and outlet
valves for gas or any sort of valves or buttons for the regulation of gas.
There are, to be sure, two shafts in the exterior wall of the room in ques-
tion, which are not mentioned, however, in the report or descriptions cited
here.

3. A test with an induction apparatus for finding the location of metallic ob-
jects reveals that water pipes must be located above the ceiling, that the
room therefore actually at one time or another served or was supposed to
serve as a shower.

4. A glance through the window on the back side of the building shows a
large hot water boiler or steam installation, whose thick, insulated pipes
lead through the wall into an unknown space above the alleged gas cham-
ber, see Illustration 10.

5. According to a correspondence partner of Barbara Distel, the one-time Di-
rector of the Dachau Museum, an expert report was prepared by a sanita-
tion company in the 1960s, which is claimed to have come to the conclu-
sion that the hot water installation could again be put into operation at any
time.'> Since the Museum cannot be induced to publicly admit the exis-
tence of such an expert report, or even to make it accessible, would it then
not be possible or even more than appropriate to allow another such expert
report to be rendered today?

6. Zyklon B cannot be conducted through pipes and shower heads, since the
hydrogen cyanide of this product is not a gas under pressure. Correspond-
ing statements by investigatory commissions and witnesses are therefore
false.'*

So here as well there is the smell of falsification!

Well, I have merely given a sketch here of what investigations one would have
to perform, in order to come to secure conclusions in this matter. Despite all the
time which has elapse since the end of the war, to the present time there has
been no serious research with respect to these questions or, if there was, it
hasn’t been published. However, the contradictions between the description of
the official U.S. investigatory commission at the end of the war and the present
condition, the technical facts already superficially noticeable, as well as the
structure of the Dachau hygienic building are very strong — and, for me suffi-
ciently convincing — evidence to reach the preliminary conclusion: the alleged
gas chamber in Dachau is a falsification of the U.S. occupying power.

: Isn’t there an Allied document, the so-called Lachout Document, in which it is

stated that there were no gas chambers in the Reich proper?
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Private communication by Anton Schimmelpfennig, who received this information from Mrs. Barbara
Distel verbally.

Regarding the properties of Zyklon B cf. Wolfgang Lambrecht, “Zyklon B — eine Ergidnzung,” VffG
1(1) (1997), pp. 2-5; see also Jiirgen Kalthoff, Martin Werner, Die Héndler des Zykion B, VSA-Verlag,
Hamburg 1998.
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R: There is a document the author of which, Emil Lachout, claims that he wrote it
at the direction of the Allied occupation authorities. A detailed investigation by
a revisionist researcher suggests, however, that this could be a matter of falsifi-
cation.'”’

L: Isn’t Lachout himself a revisionist?

R: He supports revisionist theses.

L: So revisionists are therefore forgers!

R:First of all, I do not think that the question whether or not this document is a
forgery has been settled yet. But even if it turns out to be a forgery, that doesn’t
mean that Lachout is the forger. As a matter of fact, Lachout won several court
cases where he sued people who called him a forger.

L: But the revisionists started the discussion about this document 15 years later
than their adversaries!'**

R:Show me a scholarly revisionist publication in which the so-called “Lachout
Document” was referenced as proof for anything whatsoever!'?’ The fact is that
scientific revisionism has the moral strength to purge itself of errors if they are
discovered. Forgeries occur all too frequently in contemporary history, and I
will go into some of these later. That there could be black sheep among revi-
sionists as well, is but merely human nature.

The only thing which, according to my own knowledge, ever was pronounced
by the Allied side, was in a private letter to the editor of the former U.S. soldier
Stephen F. Pinter, which was published in the U.S. paper Our Sunday Visitor
on June 14, 1959 (p. 15), under the heading “German Atrocities”:
“I was in Dachau for 17 months after the war, as a U.S. War Department
Attorney, and can state that there was no gas chamber at Dachau.”

L: But anyone could have written that letter to the editor!

R:That might be so. Witness testimonies don’t advance our knowledge either, as
is demonstrated by the statement of Moshe Peer, a Holocaust survivor, who, in
a 1993 interview published in the Canadian paper The Gazette, declared that as
a boy he survived no fewer than six gassings in the gas chamber of the Bergen-
Belsen camp: '’

“As an 11 year-old boy held captive at the Bergen-Belsen concentration
camp during World War II, Moshe Peer was sent to the gas chamber at least
six times. Each time he survived, watching with horrors as many of the

127 Cf. Klaus Schwensen, “Zur Echtheit des Lachout-Dokuments,” VG 8(2) (2004), pp. 166-178.

128 Brigitte Bailer-Galanda, Wilhelm Lasek, Wolfgang Neugebauer, Gustav Spann, Das Lachout-
”Dokument” — Anatomie einer Félschung, Verlag DOW, Vienna 1989; Brigitte Bailer-Galanda, “Das
sogenannte Lachout-’Dokument,”” in: Dokumentationszentrum des dsterr. Widerstandes (DOW),
Bundesministerium fiir Unterricht und Kunst (ed.), Amoklauf gegen die Wirklichkeit. NS-Verbrechen
und revisionistische Geschichtsklitterung, 2" ed., Verl. DOW, Vienna 1992.

The Lachout “document” was published and praised only in right-wing propaganda publications:
Walter Ochensberger (ed.), Sieg no. 11/12 (Nov./Dec. 1987), pp. 7-9; Gerd Honsik, “Regierungsbeauf-
tragter bricht sein Schweigen — Mauthausenbetrug amtsbekannt! Major Lachouts Dokument exklusiv
im Halt,” Halt no. 40, Vienna, Nov. 1987; Robert Faurisson has discussed the document, but has indi-
cated reservations: “If this document is genuine and if Emil Lachout is telling the truth,” JHR, 8(1)
(1988), pp. 117-126. In private letters he expressed his skepticism regarding the document’s authentic-
ity, cf. the excerpts of Faurisson’s letters in the article by Schwensen, op. cit. (note 127), pp. 173.

130 The Gazette, Montreal, August 5, 1993.
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women and children gassed with him collapsed and died. To this day, Peer
doesn’t know how he was able to survive.”

R: Another Holocaust survivor, Elisa Springer, claims in her memoirs, which
appeared 42 years after the end of the war, that “the gas chambers and ov-
ens”! in Bergen-Belsen were put into operation after Josef Kramer had be-
come camp Commandant there.'**

L: Were there gas chambers at all in Bergen-Belsen?

R: Well, at least on this point historiography is unanimous today: no, it is certain
that there were no gas chambers in Bergen-Belsen.'** This was never claimed
by any historian or institute. Therefore the statements just cited prove only the
trivial fact that the three to five million Holocaust survivors consisted of nor-
mal human beings. How many pathological liars do you think one would
probably find among five million randomly selected people? This is, of course,
merely a rhetorical question. I would like to close the topic “homicidal gas
chambers in the Reich proper” with that.'**

2.5. The Invisible Elephant in the Basement

R:During World War II, Thies Christophersen was a German soldier assigned to

the agricultural section of the Auschwitz concentration camp, which was set up
in a small village named Harmense. In 1973 Christophersen published a pam-
phlet, in which he described his experiences at that time and in which he denied
that there ever was extermination of people in Auschwitz. Christophersen’s re-
port of his experiences caused a furor at the time and coined a new term, for the
title of his pamphlet was Die Auschwitz-Liige (The Auschwitz Lie)."*> At that
time, of course, Christophersen meant by this the exact opposite of what this
buzzword is generally understood to mean today. Although the pamphlet can
hardly lay claim to being a scholarly treatment of the subject, it nevertheless
had a signal effect, for it sewed doubt and stimulated a whole set of researchers
into taking a critical look at the subject for themselves.
One of these researchers was Arthur R. Butz, Professor of Electrical Engineer-
ing at Northwestern University in Evanston, about 12 miles north of Chicago.
After years of research, he published a book in 1976 dealing with the Holocaust
under the title The Hoax of the Twentieth Century.27

L: That has a rather polemical sound to it.

R:1 am not happy with it either, but titles are often chosen to excite attention.

B There was only one oven in Bergen-Belsen, which went into operation long before Kramer was trans-

ferred to that camp.

Elisa Springer, I/ silenzio dei vivi. All’ombra di Auschwitz, un racconto di morte e di risurrezione,
Marsilio Editore, Venedig 1997, p. 88.

Re. the history of the Bergen-Belsen camp cf. Mark Weber, “Bergen-Belsen Camp: The suppressed
story,” JHR 15(3) (1995), pp. 23-30.

Readers interested in more details about this may consult the “Second Leuchter Report” in: Fred A.
Leuchter, Robert Faurisson, Germar Rudolf, op. cit. (note 115), pp. 118-179 (first published as The
Second Leuchter Report, Samisdat Publishers, Toronto 1990); see also JHR 10(3) (1990), pp. 261-322.
135 Kritik-Verlag, Mohrkirch 1973.
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L: How can an electrical engineer believe he is competent to write about historical

subjects?

R: The competence certainly does not come from his training as an electrical en-

gineer. Whether Butz is competent or not is revealed exclusively by what he
writes, not by his academic degrees. After all, even an historian can be incom-
petent in his field. I would like to point out, moreover, that many of the most
celebrated mainstream Holocaust experts are not trained historians either, start-
ing with Professor Dr. Raul Hilberg, who is a political scientist. In contrast to
many other fields, one can indeed quite simply learn the science of history
autodidactically and rather rapidly acquaint oneself with special fields of in-
quiry. Consequently, a host of researchers who have no academic credentials in
history are rushing into this field.

L: Is Butz German?
R:No, he was born in America. Certainly his forbearers emigrated from Europe,

L:

but that goes several generations back.

Prof. Butz was probably the first who described the Holocaust subject from a
detached, systematic perspective. He examined the first reports in western me-
dia which spoke of the murder of Jews. He gives an account of what informa-
tion the Allied governments as well as influential organizations like the Vati-
can, the Red Cross, and Jewish organizations had available to them, from
which sources this information originated, how this information was evaluated,
and what reactions ensued from it. He describes the course of the post-war tri-
als, at which a designated “truth” was produced within a framework whose pa-
rameters merit criticism. He also focuses upon the Auschwitz camp, which he
describes as a gigantic armament and forced labor complex in eastern Upper
Silesia. I will return to this aspect later.

Where is Upper Silesia located?

R: The region of Silesia was inhabited mainly by Germans since the 12 century,

L

who had settled there on the request of some mixed Polish-German noble men
who wanted this area to be developed. As a result of this German settling activ-
ity, Silesia was peacefully seceded from Poland to Germany in the early 14"
century “for all eternity.” It basically includes the lands left and right of the up-
per part of the river Oder/Odra. The south-eastern part of it is called Upper
Silesia. The German-Polish border along Silesia used to be the most stable bor-
derline in Europe, until almost the entire area of Silesia was annexed by Poland
after World War II. The nine million Germans living there were ethnically
cleansed, that is to say: they were expelled by force during 1945-1947. Ausch-
witz was located just east of the south-eastern border between German Upper
Silesia and Poland.

: Did Prof. Butz suffer any kind of negative repercussions after the publication

of his book?

R: Well, he retained his position as professor. His university didn’t dare to fire

him, since it possibly would have lost a lawsuit, particularly since Prof. Butz
had done nothing illegal by U.S. law. But they pushed him into the smallest,
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darkest remote basement cubicle that they could find in the university building,
and he is treated like a leper.
Just one year after the book’s appearance, Butz made headlines, and the reac-
tions were varied expressions of outrage. Abbot A. Rosen from the Anti-
Defamation League in Chicago, for instance, stated:'*®
“We have known about it [Butz’ book] for some time. But we didn’t want to
give it any publicity and help the sales. Now it is too late; it is out in the
open and we have to face it squarely.”

R: And with an indirect reference to Butz’ book, two Israeli scholars were quoted
as follows:"’

“Bauer and Prof. Moshe Davis agreed that there is a ‘recession in guilt feel-
ing’ over the Holocaust, encouraged by fresh arguments that the reported
extermination of six million Jews during World War II never took place. |...]
You know, it is not difficult to fabricate history,” Davis added.”

L: But that cuts both ways — unintentionally, no doubt — yet if it is simple to dis-
tort history, then that is surely true for all sides, and all the more so for that side
which has power and influence.

R: Whether that is really so simple shall remain an open question for now. In any
case, an objective analysis of Butz’ book, which was published in 2003 in a re-
vised and updated edition,”” has not occurred up to the present.

L: They are as shy of the subject as the Devil is of holy water.

R:Prof. Butz excellently summarized the essential results of his research some
years later in an article, and really in response to some books which can be
viewed as indirectly addressing his work. In these books some established his-
torians expressed the notion that it was scandalous that no one had lifted so
much as a finger for the Jews during the Second World War, although they all
had been thoroughly informed about what was taking place in German-
occupied Europe.'*®
In his article, Butz explained that in fact neither the Allied governments, nor
the Red Cross, nor the Vatican, nor the Jewish organizations which operated in-
ternationally, behaved as though they took seriously the information about al-
leged mass murder of Jews passed on by underground organizations.

L: The Red Cross in German occupied Europe could have been biased.

R:That it definitely was, because while the Red Cross during the war reported
about the bad conditions in the German camps — without, however, being able
to find anything whatever to the rumors about mass extermination — it was si-
lent both about the extensive Allied bombing of European cities, which was
contrary to international law, as also it was completely silent after the war
about the disastrous conditions in Allied prisoner-of-war camps, about the mass
murder and mass expulsions of Germans from eastern Germany and eastern

¢ pittsburgh Press, Jan. 26, 1977.

137 Chicago Sun-Times, Oct. 25, 1977.

18 Martin Gilbert, Auschwitz and the Allies, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York 1981; Walter Laqu-
eur, The Terrible Secret, Little, Brown & Co, Boston 1980; cf. similar, but more recent: Richard Breit-
man, Official Secrets. What the Nazis Planned, What the British and Americans Knew, Hill and Wang,
New York 1998.
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Europe, and about all the other injustice which set in across Germany after the
end of the war.

L: Perhaps the information they received about the extermination of the Jews was
simply not good enough?

R:The Vatican, with the whole Catholic Church in Poland part of the opposition,
surely had the best of all intelligence services, and the Jewish organizations op-
erating internationally made a practice of a constant exchange of information
with the local Jewish groups in the German occupied territories. The Allies fi-
nally cracked all German radio codes during the war and had hundreds of thou-
sands of underground fighters upon whom they could rely. For that reason it
must be taken as given that all these organizations knew in detail all that was
going on. If they did not take seriously the atrocity reports reaching them, then
probably this was so because they knew what quality of information they were
dealing with. In regard to this, the British Chairman of the Allied “Joint Intelli-
gence Committee,” Victor Cavendish-Bentinck, made the following comment
in 1943:"°

“I feel certain that we are making a mistake in publicly giving credence to
this gas chambers story. [...] As regards putting Poles to death in gas
chambers, I do not believe that there is any evidence that this has been
done.”

R:In the same document, however, Cavendish-Bentinck also speaks of knowing
“that the Germans are out to destroy Jews of any age unless they are fit for
manual labor,” although stories about gas chambers as a murder weapon did
not seem credible to him.

L: Of course it may be that, due to the lies invented and spread by the Allies dur-
ing the First World War, the Allied authorities were skeptical when they heard
similar things from others during the Second World War. However, that
doesn’t prove that these reports were now basically false.

R: Correct. One can even argue that the exposure to the lies from the First World
War could have caused people in the Second World War to no longer believe
any reports about atrocities at all, particularly not those which resembled those
from the First World War. The Dutch cultural mainstream historian Robert J.
van Pelt argues precisely this, and therefore concludes:'*

“The long-term effect of stories that told [during WWI...] of human bodies
used as raw material for the production of soap was that few were prepared
to be fooled once again by such a fabrication. [...] There is no historical jus-
tification for judging and dismissing the accounts of German atrocities dur-
ing the Second World War within the context of the atrocity propaganda of
the First World War: the attitude of the public of 1939-1945 was radically
different from that of twenty-five years earlier, and it is clear that any at-
tempt to generate the kind of propaganda symbolized by the notorious [WWI

139 public Record Office, London, FO 371/34551, Aug. 27, 1943
(www.fpp.co.uk/Auschwitz/docs/Cavendish/Bentinck.html).

140 Robert Jan van Pelt, The Case for Auschwitz: Evidence from the Irving Trial, Indiana University Press,
2002, pp. 131, 134.
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stories about corpse exploitation establishment] would have merely gener-

ated mockery [during WWII]. ”
In other words, van Pelt says that during World War II the Allied authorities
would not have invented similar stories as were invented by them during WWI,
because nobody would have believed them anyway. If such stories circulated
during WWII nevertheless, it must have been because they were true.
The problem with that assumption is that during the Second World War there
were dozens of reports similar to the World War I stories that the National So-
cialists were making use of camp inmates as a source for raw materials of every
possible sort: hair for felt boots and mattress stuffing, fat for soap, skin for
leather, ashes for fertilizer."*' Nobody ever laughed about them or mocked the
Allies for these stories. These claims were even part of the Allied charges in
various war crime trials after the war. People who dared to laugh publicly about
these claims at that time got into trouble, and even today I cannot advise doing
SO.
So van Pelt’s argument isn’t tenable.
Absolutely untenable, at least with regard to what the Allied intelligence ser-
vices and governments wanted the world to believe. The citation of Cavendish-
Bentinck mentioned above proves only that the very parties, which had in-
vented the lies in the First World War, were skeptical during the Second World
War. After the Second World War, the public itself, on the other hand, swal-
lowed still much more uncritically what had even struck it as fishy after the
First World War. As for the lie about soap of the Second World War, which
was only officially exploded 40 years after the war’s end, it is still kept alive in
popular accounts to this day (see chapter 2.9). The reason for this is again
found in the files of the British government liars. Thus, the British propaganda
ministry circulated a memo to the Church of England and the BBC on February
29, 1944, which stated: '+

“We know how the Red Army behaved in Poland in 1920 and in Finland, Es-

tonia, Latvia, Galicia and Bessarabia only recently.

We must, therefore, take into account how the Red Army will certainly be-

have when it overruns Central Europe. |...]

Experience has shown that the best distraction is atrocity propaganda di-

rected against the enemy. Unfortunately the public is no longer so suscepti-

ble as in the days of the ‘Corpse Factory,” and the ‘Mutilated Belgian Ba-

bies,” and the ‘Crucified Canadians. A143]

Your cooperation is therefore earnestly sought to distract public attention

from the doings of the Red Army by your wholehearted support of various

charges against the Germans and Japanese which have been and will be put

into circulation by the Ministry.”
Therefore van Pelt is indeed right.

141
142
143

Cf. Paul Grubach, “World War I Atrocity Propaganda and the Holocaust,” 7R 1(1) (2003), pp. 104-109.
Edward J. Rozek, Allied Wartime Diplomacy, John Wiley & Sons, New York 1958, pp. 209f.
Reference to allied atrocity propaganda during WWI; cf. Arthur Ponsonby, Falsehood in war-time,
Garland, New York 1971.
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R:1 would say that van Pelt is arguing along the same lines as the British propa-
gandists. That doesn’t mean, however, that van Pelt is right. The British propa-
ganda ministry was, of course, pursuing a goal, namely to get the media and
churchmen to uncritically spread the most monstrous reports. Naturally van
Pelt’s intention is also similar to that: he desires that we accept the most mon-
strous reports just as uncritically.

L: But1 4gerhaps the propaganda ministry really spread only true reports, after
all?

R:1t is unlikely that the propaganda ministry itself believed these reports to be
true, for if that was so, then why didn’t it write that explicitly? Let’s read this
text once again: “Unfortunately[!] the public is no longer so susceptible” cer-
tainly means that a population is preferred that can be lied to easily, and
“charges [...], which have been and will be put into circulation by the Minis-
try” can certainly mean nothing other than that the ministry is and has been put-
ting it into circulation for some time already and not, say, merely passing it on.
Moreover, permit me to point out that government propaganda agency offices
in times of war have never yet been inclined to spread the truth and nothing but
the pure truth about the enemy. The British have been, after all, the masters of
psychological warfare in both world wars. One has to be totally naive to be-
lieve that in the worst, let alone the most dangerous of all wars for them, the
British never resorted to lies.

But now back to Butz. Since no one was behaving as if mass killings of Jews
were occurring in Europe, despite excellent intelligence information, Prof. Butz
came to the inescapable conclusion, which he expresses in the form of a meta-
phor:'*
“I see no elephant in my basement, an elephant could not be concealed from
sight in my basement, therefore, there is no elephant in my basement.”

R:Or, to put it in plain language, Butz is saying:

No one was acting as though there had been a holocaust. Had there been a
holocaust, people would have behaved accordingly. Therefore there was no
holocaust.

2.6. Because What Should Not Exist, Cannot Exist

R:One can imagine that Prof. Butz did not make any friends by this. Still fewer
friends were gained in 1978/79 by the French professor of textual, documen-
tary, and evidentiary criticism, Dr. Robert Faurisson, who was disseminating
his thesis of 1978 that technically seen it was radically impossible that there
had been any gas chambers for the mass murder of camp inmates in German
concentration camps.146 At the end of 1978, France’s greatest daily newspaper,

14 Thus Christopher Browning during the second Ziindel trial, B. Kulaszka (ed.), Did Six Million Really
Die?, Samisdat Publishers, Toronto 1992, pp. 155
(www.zundelsite.org/english/dsmrd/dsmrd12browning.html).

145 AR. Butz, “Context and Perspective in the ‘Holocaust’ Controversy,” JHR 3(4) (1982), pp. 371-405.

146 Cf. R. Faurisson, Es gab keine Gaskammern, Deutscher Arbeitskreis Witten, Witten 1978.
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Le Monde, decided to discuss Prof. Faurisson’s provocative thesis in its col-
umns by publishing an article by him."*’ In later contributions, Faurisson then
underpinned his thesis of the technical impossibility of homicidal gas chambers
with further arguments.'*® The response of established historians to this provo-
cation was typical'®® and is best illustrated by a passage from a declaration,
which was signed by the French Holocaust activist Pierre Vidal-Naquet and 33
other French mainstream scholars:'™°
“One should not ask oneself how a mass murder was possible. It was techni-
cally possible because it happened. This is the inevitable starting point of
any historical examination of this subject. We simply want to recollect this
truth: there is no debate about the existence of the gas chambers, and nei-
ther should one be permitted.”

: Good grief! There couldn’t be a more dogmatically narrow-minded statement!

Similar pronouncements based upon its own authority were made by the Holy
Inquisition concerning the existence of witches and demons!

A good comparison. Such a systematic refusal to think amounts to a total intel-
lectual capitulation. After some time, that was probably well understood. Fau-
risson’s demand for technical and forensic evidence that the alleged gas cham-
bers a) were possible at all and b) actually existed then finally gave the main-
stream Holocaust experts opportunity to rake over the subject anew: confer-
ences were organized,151 which, however, excluded Faurisson and his like-
minded colleagues.'*
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149

150
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“‘Le probléme des chambres a gaz’ ou ‘la rumeur d’Auschwitz,”” Le Monde, Dec. 29, 1978, p. 8; see
also “The ‘problem of the gas chambers,”” JHR, 1(2) (1980), pp. 103-114; and R. Faurisson, “Fauris-
son’s Three Letters to Le Monde (1978-1979),” JHR 19(3) (2000), pp. 40-46.

R. Faurisson, “Le camere a gas non sono mai esistite,” Storia illustrata, 261 (1979), pp. 15-35
(www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/archFaur/1974-1979/RF7908xx2.html); Engl.: “The Gas Chambers: Truth
or Lie?” JHR, 2(4) (1981), pp. 319-373; cf. Faurisson, “The Mechanics of Gassing,” JHR, 1(1) (1980),
pp. 23-30. (www.vho.org/aaargh/engl/FaurisArch/RF80spring.html); ders., “The Gas Chambers of
Auschwitz Appear to be Physically Inconceivable,” ibid, 2(4) (1981), pp. 311-317.

Cf. the documentation in Robert Faurisson, Mémoire en défense, La Vieille Taupe, Paris 1980, esp. pp.
71-101; cf. also Serge Thion (ed.), Veérité historique ou veérité politique?, La Vielle Taupe, Paris 1980
(www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/histo/SF/SF1.html); cf. also R. Faurisson, Ecrits révisionnistes, 4 vols.,
publ. by author, Vichy 1999; 2™ ed. 2004 (www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/archFaur/archFaurt.html).

Le Monde, Feb. 21, 1979.

At the Paris Sorbonne from June 29 to July 2, 1982, under the title “Le national-socialisme et les Juifs”;
cf. Ecole des hautes études en sciences socials (ed.), L’ Allemagne nazie et le génocide juif, Galli-
mard/Le Seuil, Paris 1985; from Dec. 11-13, 1987, a second colloquium took place at the Sorbonne, cf.
R. Faurisson, Ecrits révisionnistes, op. cit. (note 149), vol. 2, pp. 733-750
(www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/archFaur/1986-1990/RF871210.html). Another conference took place in
1985 at Stuttgart, cf. Eberhard Jéackel, Jirgen Rohwer, Der Mord an den Juden im Zweiten Weltkrieg,
Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, Stuttgart 1985.

First of all Arthur R. Butz (note 27), then Wilhelm Stéglich, author of Der Auschwitz-Mythos, Grabert,
Tiibingen 1979 (www.vho.org/D/dam; Engl.: The Auschwitz Myth: A Judge Looks at the Evidence, In-
stitute for Historical Review, Newport Beach, CA, 1986), and Wilhelm Niederreiter (aka Walter N.
Sanning), with his statistical contributions “Die européischen Juden. Eine technische Studie zur zah-
lenméBigen Entwicklung im Zweiten Weltkrieg,” parts 1-4, Deutschland in Geschichte und Gegenwart
28(1-4) (1980), pp. 12-15; 17-21; 17-21; 25-31 (www.vho.org/D/DGG/Sanning28 1.html); as book see
note 41.



GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST 87

L: But didn’t they want to refute their theses? Since one has to give them the
chance to first present their theses once and then afterwards to defend them if
that is at all possible.

R:That would be good form, the scientific way of doing things. But this was not
about science, which was clear from the publications following the confer-
ences, for the theses of Faurisson and his co-revisionists are not mentioned at
all in them. The mainstream work, which is best known of them, the volume
first published in 1983 by Eugen Kogon and the entire roll of European main-
stream Holocaust notables, Nazi Mass Mum’er,96 focuses on the revisionists
merely in the Introduction, in which it condemns them en masse — without
mentioning their names or book titles — as evil extremists, whose evil theses are
to be refuted.

L: So the revisionists are personally attacked, without the reader having the oppor-
tunity to form an idea for himself.

R:Right. At the same time, however, it is admitted that this book was published in
order to refute for all time the evil deniers.

L: But if it is admitted that there is something to refute, then wouldn’t the claim
which is to be refuted at least have to be stated?

R:That is a fundamental maxim of science.

L: And Kogon and his co-authors didn’t do that?

R:No, not a hint of it. The thesis put forward by Faurisson of the technical impos-
sibility of the alleged gassings of human beings as well as the forensic evidence
for the claimed mass murder demanded by him, were simply ignored. Instead,
the old ploy was repeated of “proving” what they very badly wanted to have
proved with questionable witness testimonies as well as with excerpts from
documents torn out of their historical context, whose significance was thus dis-
torted.

L: How do you know that the authors were intent upon proving a preconceived
notion?

R: Well, from their admission in the original German edition on p. 2 under the
heading “About this Book,” the following amazing sentence appears:

“In order to be able to effectively combat and stem such tendencies [the de-
nial of mass murder], the entire historical truth must be irrefutably securely
written for all time.”

L: What is biased in that?

R: First of all, no viewpoint can be securely written down as truth “irrefutably for
all time.” Everything is subject to revision, as soon as new discoveries or pos-
sibilities of interpretation surface. Moreover, it is pure insanity to write that a
certain scientific thesis must be combated and stemmed. Untrue claims must be
corrected, that is proper. But to equate untrue claims with dissident interpreta-
tions, as is done here, and to want to “combat” this — as if the science of history
were a battlefield — shows incontestably that the authors of this sentence them-
selves are unshakably convinced that theses which run contrary to their inter-
pretation must be false, especially when they then take care to provide no hint
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about what these allegedly false theses are. If that isn’t biased, then I don’t
know what, if anything, would be.

2.7. Fiihrer Command — German Judges Will Obey!

R: Shortly after Faurisson’s challenge to the established science of history, a fur-
ther revisionist provocation followed in the form of a bulky work by the Ham-
burg judge Dr. Wilhelm Stiglich entitled Der Auschwitz Mythos."* In it, the
author examines the parameters of the proceedings, in which the historical pic-
ture of Auschwitz generally recognized today was lashed together, and he ana-
lyzes some of the evidence presented in these trials with a very critical atti-
tude...

L: ...and he denies the Holocaust, as the title suggests!

R:He characterizes the claims of mass murder at Auschwitz as not credible. Al-
though it is true that, as a judge in financial matters, Stdglich had no experience
in matters of criminal law, he nonetheless thought that as a jurist he was able to
judge that the judicial parameters of the proceedings he examined were a
mockery of any legal principal. Later we will come back to that point. Here, 1
would merely like to address the response of the German justice system to this
book, with which Holocaust revisionism first emerged in Germany with the
claim of being scholarly. It was exactly this claim which was under dispute. In
an expert report for the court as to the question of the scholarliness of this
book, German historian Prof. Dr. Wolfgang Scheffler made the determination
that the book was flatly not scholarly.

L: Does that mean that Staglich landed in court because of the book?

R: At that time media offenses, which offensive books were considered to be in
Germany, came under the statute of limitations after 6 months, so that Stiglich
could not be prosecuted any longer. But the publisher, Wigbert Grabert, who
had continued to sell the book, was hauled before the court and ultimately con-
victed.'>?

L: So the book was declared to be illegal?

R:Precisely. It was confiscated, which means that publication, storage, selling,
import and export as well as advertising of this book are illegal. But that wasn’t
enough. On the basis of the confiscation ruling, the University of Gottingen,
where Stédglich had taken his doctorate in the 1950s, decided to revoke his doc-
toral title. This was done under application of Article 4 of the German law on
carrying academic degrees, which had been issued by Adolf Hitler in 1939..."*

L: A Nazi law is still valid today?

R:You have heard me quite correctly. Article 4 of this law permits the revocation
of academic degrees in the case of a “lack of academic dignity.”

L: Filhrer command us, we will follow you!

'3 Cf. the report on the proceedings of confiscation: Wigbert Grabert (ed.), Geschichtsbetrachtung als
Wagnis, Grabert, Tuibingen 1984.

“Reichsgesetz iiber die Fithrung akademischer Grade” of June 7, 1939 (Reichsgesetzblatt 1, pp. 985);
“Durchfiihrungsverordnung” of July 21, 1939 (Reichsgesetzblatt 1, pp. 1326).
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R: A fine irony! In any case, the text of the law contains nothing political, which
is why it is still valid today.

L: What in heaven’s name is a lack of academic dignity?

R:That is what is called a catch-all paragraph. Undignified is whatever those in
power view as such. Today, for example, gynecologists who sexually misuse
their patients, or chemists who brew up illicit drugs are usually targeted by this
law, since they abuse their academic knowledge or their academic prestige for
committing crimes.">

L: So because Stéglich used his knowledge as a jurist to cast doubt upon the find-
ings of other jurists, they took his doctorate away from him?

R:Exactly, and that was done although he had never even been convicted of a
crime.

L: Well, of course it had been determined, after all, that his book was a crime. The
fact that he wasn’t convicted was due only, of course, to technical factors.

R:In the eyes of the German justice system, Stiglich had committed the crime of
casting doubt upon the legally endorsed state dogma of the German post-war
society with the help of his academic training. And the doubt which has been
given an academic foundation is, in its disgracefulness, truly comparable to the
crime of a rapist or drug dealer. After all, revisionism confuses the mind simi-
lar to a drug, don’t you think?

L: If the ideas of revisionism are viewed as intellectual drugs, which mislead peo-
ple into false thoughts...

R: Anyone can be put behind bars using such notions. In any event, Stdglich’s
pension was reduced on top of all that, especially because they could no longer
get him using the criminal law."°

L: So much for the self-confidence of German historians and the German legal
system, who think they can protect their officially anointed “truth” only by
consigning books to the flames and treat their authors not much differently
from the way the Third Reich did with dissidents.

R: Well, perhaps in the Third Reich Stdglich would have ended up in a concentra-
tion camp, statute of limitations or not. In an article for an anthology of the
German Federal Office for the Protection of the Constitution (Bundesamt fiir
Verfassungsschutz), even Professor Dr. Eckhard Jesse, who teaches Sociology

155 Example: In 1981, a West German University refused to admit a PhD student to his final examination

with reference to the above Hitler law, because several years before, this student had been sentenced to
five years in prison for dealing with drugs. In the resulting civil court case, however, the court over-
turned the University’s decision, deciding that the student did have the required ethical maturity after
having spent his time in prison. The court claimed that this Hitler law did not contain any specific Na-
tion Socialist ideology and is therefore still valid. Verwaltungsgericht Baden-Wiirttemberg, ref. IX
1496/79, March 18, 1981.

The Grabert publishing firm steadily reported about it in their magazine: “Bundesverwaltungsgericht
im Dienste der Umerzieher. Erstmalig Doktorgrad aus politischen Griinden aberkannt,” in DGG 36(3)
(1988), p. 18 (www.vho.org/D/DGG/DGG36 3 2.html); “Unglaubliches Urteil im Fall Dr. Stéglich”,
ibid, 36(1) (1988), p. 7 (.../DGG36_1_1.html); DGG, “Vernunft wird Unsinn ... Spéte Rache fiir den
‘Auschwitz-Mythos,”” ibid, 31(1) (1983), pp. 19f. (.../DGG31_1.html); “Ende der Wissenschaftsfrei-
heit?,” ibid, 29(3) (1981), p. 8 (.../DGG29 _3_1.html).
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at the University of Chemnitz (Saxony) and has specialized in the observation
of political extremism, asked:"’
“whether proceeding in this manner was really necessary. Qutsiders might
think that there must be something to Stéglich’s thesis after all.”

L: As an expert, how on earth could Prof. Scheffler have lent himself to supplying
the ammunition for ruining another scholar?

R:Political zeal, I assume. It is worthwhile to read Stéglich’s book and then, in
the documentation of the Grabert publishing house cited here, to analyze what
is criticized in the book. In his own foreword, Stdglich himself acknowledged a
political motive when he wrote that the Auschwitz myth was threatening the
ethnic vitality of the German people.

L: Aha! So this isn’t scientific!

R:Not so fast! If the fact that a person has a political opinion about a matter and
does not conceal but openly admits this is grounds for disputing his constitu-
tionally vested unencumberable right to scholarly freedom of inquiry, then in-
deed this just has the consequence that only those are protected from prosecu-
tion who simply do not acknowledge their own political viewpoints. That being
the case, I applaud Stéglich’s frankness. For, at least anybody knows where he
stands politically, which cannot be said unrestrictedly about the many leftist
and communist Holocaust authors. Indeed, everyone has some sort of political
interpretations in relation to the significance and consequences of the Holo-
caust. Not a few authors might even welcome it if the Holocaust threatens the
ethnic vitality of the German people, hence undermining its desire for self-
determination, for the protection of its own cultural and ethnic identity. I can-
not imagine that such a remark in Germany today would lead to disputing such
a scholar’s scientific method. But why should the opinion that the German
people should not enjoy the right to cultural and ethnic self-determination be
morally superior to the opinion that the German people should be able to enjoy
those rights, which are conceded to every African and South American indige-
nous tribe?

L: Stiglich’s word choice — “ethnic vitality” — is anachronistic. It sounds racist
and like Nazism.

R:So we therefore make the granting of the right to freedom of scholarly inquiry
dependent upon whether someone uses the politically correct and sensitive vo-
cabulary?

L: Was that the sole reason, then, why Scheffler deprived Stiglich of scholarly
status?

R:No, Scheffler had manifold arguments, and certainly not always without justifi-
cation, even though none of the reasons should be a justification for book-
burning and other prosecutorial measures. But we cannot deal here with Schef-
fler in more detail. The point I am making here is only to demonstrate the reac-
tions of the German federal establishment toward well-grounded and objec-

157 Eckhard Jesse, “Streitbare Demokratie und ‘Vergangenheitsbewiltigung,”” in: Bundesamt fiir Verfas-
sungsschutz (ed.): Verfassungsschutz in der Demokratie. Beitrige aus Wissenschaft und Praxis, Hey-
mann, Kéln 1990, p. 289.
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R:

L:

R:

L:
R:

tively presented theses, that something could be amiss with our picture of the
Holocaust. A truly open, democratic society should not react that way.

8. The Executed Execution Expert

Now I would like to direct our attention back to the U.S. How many of you,
ladies and gentlemen, know what the Leuchter Report is? Hang on, now — this
is not a loaded question!

Well, that seems to be about 10% of those present. But which of you knows
what the Leuchter Report had to say? All of three persons.

In September 1992, Germany’s largest weekly paper, Die Zeit, was obviously
induced to devote an entire page to the Leuchter Report, in two back-to-back
issues."”® Before we deal with these articles, I would first like to give a short in-
troduction to the Leuchter Report, so that you know how it came about that the
public’s interest was focused upon this subject.

As you probably know, the death penalty exists in the U.S. Different methods
of execution are used, and naturally there are technical facilities required for
these. Of course there is a need for technical experts to produce and maintain
these installations. In the 1980s, there was only one technician in the U.S. who
was skilled in the setting up and maintenance of these facilities: Fred A.
Leuchter, Jr., sometimes morbidly referred to as “Mr. Death” by the U.S. me-
dia."” In the U.S. media, Leuchter was repeatedly flatly described as the lead-
ing execution expert.'®

Now what do you suppose would happen if Leuchter came to the conclusion in
a private expert report that the huge numbers of executions by guillotine
claimed for the French Revolution were technically impossible on the scale
claimed for them?

The media and book market would have a controversy they could make money
with. And some historians would have the opportunity to make a public name
for themselves by tearing Leuchter apart or by agreeing with him.

So it is not your view that because of such a statement all of Leuchter’s com-
missions would be cancelled and a media harassment campaign would be
waged against him?

No, why would that happen?

Leuchter could, of course, have been wrong.
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Till Bastian, “Die Auschwitz-Liigen,” Die Zeit no. 39, Sept. 18, 1992, p. 104; “Der ‘Leuchter-Report,’”
Die Zeit no. 40, Sept. 25, 1992, p. 90.

So the title of the documentary by Errol Morris about Fred Leuchter, first shown in January 1999
during the Sundance Film Festivals in Park City (Utah, USA): Mr. Death: The Rise and Fall of Fred A.
Leuchter, Jr., (VHS: Universal Studios 2001; DVD: Lions Gate Home Entertainment, 2003); cf. Wil-
liam Halvorsen, “Morris Shines a Light on Fred Leuchter,” 7R, no. 3, 2000, pp. 19-22.

Cf. the summary by Mark Weber, “Probing Look at ‘Capital Punishment Industry’ Affirms Expertise
of Auschwitz Investigator Leuchter,” JHR 17(2) (1998), pp. 34ff.; cf. also Stephen Trombley, The Exe-
cution Protocol, Crown Publishers, New York 1992; cf. also Leuchter’s own statement in F. A.
Leuchter, “The Third Leuchter Report,” in op. cit. (note 115), pp. 181-209 (first published as The Third
Leuchter Report, Samisdat Publishers Ltd., Toronto 1989).
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L: Then that would be open to proof. But errors in a private expert report regard-
ing an historical subject would be no reason to want to pillory anyone.

R:...unless... Now, let me reformulate the question somewhat. What would hap-
pen, in your opinion, if Leuchter should come to the conclusion in a private ex-
pert report that the huge numbers of executions in gas chambers claimed for the
Third Reich were technically impossible on that scale?

L: That, of course, is something entirely different.

R: 1t is once again a matter of a private expert report regarding an historical topic,
about the claimed mass execution of innocent people.

L: Yes, but the public sees this differently. There are sensitivities.

R:In any case, scientifically there is no fundamental difference between these two
theses, and the reaction of the historians here should have been as it would be
in the example given, that is, Leuchter’s arguments should have been consid-
ered and either refuted or accepted as valid.

L: So Leuchter’s expert report contained such conclusions?

R:Right. This is the expert report, which later became known as the Leuchter
Report that 1 mentioned a little earlier. In 1983, the German-Canadian Ernst
Zundel had been charged in a Canadian court for knowingly spreading false
news about the Holocaust. He was charged with having sold writings in which
the Holocaust is denied.'®' In the spring of 1988, during his appeal proceed-
ings, on the recommendation of his adviser Prof. Dr. Robert Faurisson, Ziindel
began searching for experts to compile a forensic expert report concerning the
facilities in the former German concentration camps of Auschwitz and Ma-
jdanek, at which witnesses have claimed people were gassed. At the recom-
mendation of American state authorities, Ziindel spoke to Fred A. Leuchter.'®
Under enormous pressure due to time constraints, Fred Leuchter eventually
composed such an expert report, whose conclusions I would like to quote
here:'®

“After reviewing all of the material and inspecting all of the sites at Ausch-
witz, Birkenau and Majdanek, your author finds the evidence as overwhelm-
ing. There were no execution gas chambers at any of these locations. It is
the best engineering opinion of this author that the alleged gas chambers at

161 R, E. Harwood, Did Six Million Really Die?, Historical Review Press, Brighton, undated
(ihr.org/books/harwood/dsmrd01.html); this brochure is said to have been based on an essay by David
Hoggan, which he had published anonymously some five years earlier: The Myth of the Six Million Six
Million, The Noontide Press Los Angeles 1969 (www.vho.org/GB/Books/tmotsm/index.html); see also
the response to Harwood by A. Suzman, D. Diamond, Six Million did Die — the truth shall prevail,
South Africa Jewish Board of Deputies, Johannesburg 1977; cf. also the reaction to this response:
Committee for Truth in History, The Six Million Reconsidered, Historical Review Press, Ladbroke
1979.

162 Cf. Robert Faurisson, “The End of a Myth,” JHR 8(3) (1988), pp. 376-380; Faurisson, “The Ziindel

Trials,” JHR 8(4) (1988), pp. 417-431.

F. A. Leuchter, An Engineering Report on the alleged Execution Gas Charnbers at Auschwitz, Birke-

nau and Majdanek, Poland, Samisdat Publishers Ltd., Toronto 1988, p. 33.

(www.zundelsite.org/english/leuchter/report1/leuchter.toc.html); British edition by David Irving: The

Leuchter Report, Focal Point Publications, London 1989; see also the critical edition, op. cit. (note

115), pp. 13-117, here p. 57.

163



GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST 93

the inspected sites could not have then been, or now, be utilized or seriously
considered to function as execution gas chambers.”

L: That must have put the cat among the pigeons.

R: The initial effect of this opinion was very much like that.

L: Where does Leuchter stand politically?

R: T have not the slightest clue. Even though I met him, I did not ask him, nor has
he ever made any political statement anywhere in public. So the best way to
describe him is probably to call him utterly apolitical. He most likely had no
idea what kind of a hot water he would get into when he accepted the request to
prepare his expert report.

L: Was the expert report recognized by the Canadian court?

R:No. The court took notice of it but did not admit it as evidence. It was probably
way too hot an issue for the judge.'®

L: What arguments did Leuchter offer for his thesis?

R: Leuchter stated among other things that there had been no gastight doors in the
gassing rooms as well as no ventilation facilities for the drawing off of the poi-
son, that the capacity of the crematories had been much too small, and similar
other technical arguments. However, it was Leuchter’s chemical analyses
above all which caused a sensation. Leuchter had taken wall samples from
those rooms in which, according to witnesses, great numbers of people had
been gassed, and also from a room which served as a delousing chamber for
prisoner clothing, therefore where no people, but only lice, have been killed. In
both spaces the same poison — the pesticide Zyklon B — is supposed to have
been used. Now, while large amounts of chemical residue of the pesticide were
found in the sample from the delousing chamber, there was hardly any residue
to speak of in the samples from the alleged homicidal gas chambers. Leuchter
maintains, however, that just as much residue would have to be found there as
in the delousing chambers, if the testimonies about mass gassings were true.

L: Then does he prove what he claims?

R:In asking this question you are putting your finger right on the sore spot of the
Leuchter Report."” We will concern ourselves later with the technical ques-
tions of execution gas chambers dealt with by Leuchter. Here, we are interested
first and foremost in the effect of this expert report upon the public.

The fact is that this expert report of Fred Leuchter opened the eyes of many and
showed that there is a scientific and technical approach to this explosive topic.
Due to this expert opinion, the Auschwitz discussion penetrated deeply into the
mainstream, although it was given an almost total silent treatment by the me-
dia. One of the first signs of this effect of deep penetration in central Europe
was the positive mention of the Leuchter Report in the book Der Nasenring
(The nose ring) by right-wing Swiss political scientist Dr. Armin Mohler,

16 Cf. B. Kulaszka (ed.), op. cit. (note 144), pp. 354
(www.zundelsite.org/english/dsmrd/dsmrd33leuchter.html).

19 Cf. the critically commented new edition: Fred A. Leuchter, Germar Rudolf, Robert Faurisson, op. cit
(note 115).
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which was published in 1989.'%® The first person representative of the academic
mainstream who picked up the Leuchter Report was Berlin mainstream histo-
rian Prof. Dr. Ernst Nolte. In February 1990, he published a full-page article in
small the right-wing paper Junge Freiheit, which at that time came out only
bimonthly. In this, he wrote about the Leuchter Report and the questions which
it raised (see chapter 2.15.). A work by three recognized young historians,
which appeared that same year and which dealt with revisions of the historical
picture of the Third Reich, contained a longer article by a certain Senior Social
Worker Werner Wegner, which claims to refute the Leuchter Report,167 but
whose substance is extremely poor.'®® The same Werner Wegner then pre-
sented his arguments in fall of 1991 at a conference of the libertarian Thomas
Dehler Foundation of Bavaria, whose topic was the revisionist debate, which
therefore primarily focused upon the controversy triggered by the Leuchter Re-
port. The Swiss revisionist Arthur Vogt also appeared there and presented a
paper,169 for which he was later sentenced to a fine in Germany.”o

The public debate over the Leuchter Report reached a temporary high point a
year later, in September 1992, when Germany’s largest weekly, Die Zeit, dedi-
cated two one-page (and one-sided) articles to the Leuchter Report. The first of
these articles appeared in the issue of September 18, 1992, under the title “Die
Auschwitz-Liigen” (The Auschwitz Lies), in which the theses of the revisionists
were of course accused of being nothing but lies. Apparently the editors of Die
Zeit had noticed that revisionism, which was spreading beneath the surface of
media attention with an ever increasing tempo, was no longer to be suppressed
by silence and that for this reason a massive response was necessary. Die Zeit
proclaimed in its subheading the high intent of wishing to now respond at last
to the arguments of the “radicals of the right.” But what followed in the article
was merely a stubborn repetition of the old litanies, without even the appear-
ance of engaging the theses of the revisionists. The ritualistic defamation of all
persons who think differently with respect to the questions dealt with here as
morbid right-wing extremists and stupid Nazis, as Die Zeit was again doing,
cannot possibly be taken seriously after the things described to you here up to
this point. Here I would not like to go into the details of these articles, espe-
cially since for me this pertains here only to showing the public effect of the
Leuchter Report. Whoever would like to read the two Die Zeit articles, with a
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Heitz & Hoffkes, Essen 1989, pp. 225f.

W. Wegner, “Keine Massenvergasungen in Auschwitz? Zur Kritik des Leuchter-Gutachtens,” in U.
Backes, E. Jesse, R. Zitelmann (ed.), Die Schatten der Vergangenheit, Propylden, Frankfurt 1990, pp.
450-476 (www.vho.org/D/dsdv/Wegner.html, with inserted criticism of mine).

See my critique “Ein Sozialoberrat schreibt Geschichte” in Germar Rudolf, Auschwitz-Liigen, Castle
Hill Publishers, Hastings 2005, pp. 55-73; see also: W. Héberle, “Zu Wegners Kritik am Leuchter-
Gutachten,” DGG, 39(2) (1991), pp. 13-17 (www.vho.org/D/DGG/Haeberle39 2.html); Wilhelm
Stéglich, Der Leuchter Report. Antwort auf eine Kritik, History Buff Books and Video, Hamilton, On-
tario, undated (1991) (www.vho.org/D/dlraaek).

On Arthur Vogt cf. the obituary by Jirgen Graf, “Arthur Vogt, der erste Schweizer Revisionist (1917 —
2003),” VffG 8(1) (2004) pp. 109f.

Karl Salm, “Der Justizskandal in Fall Thomas-Dehler-Stiftung,” Staatsbriefe, 5(12) (1994), 6(2,3-4,6)
(1995) (www.vho.org/D/Staatsbriefe/Salm6_2-4-6.html).
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WOCHENZEITUNG FOR POLITIK - WIRTSCHAFT - HANDEL UND KULTUR

No. 39, September 18, 1992, p. 104 No. 40, September 25, 1992, p. 90

“The Auschwitz Lies “The ‘Leuchter Report’

Right-wing radicals are denying the mass | For several years right-wing extremists
murder of the Jews with increasing propa- | have been referring to the expert report
ganda. It does not suffice to become mor- | of an American engineer, who suppos-
ally outraged about this. So long as the | edly proves that there were no gas cham-
arguments of the revisionists are not refuted | bers in Auschwitz. What is there to
with facts, many people will feel uncertain. | this?”

What are the facts?”

L:
R:

R:

L:
R:

corresponding revisionist rebuttal, can refer to my corresponding publication
for this."”"
Was there any sort of official statement regarding Leuchter’s expert report?
Yes, but they contradicted each other. The first response occurred in 1990 from
the German Federal Minister of Justice:' ">

“With you, I am of the opinion that the actual Leuchter Report was a scien-

tific investigation.”
Later, the German federal government changed its opinion, for in the reports of
the Federal Office for the Protection of the Constitution the Leuchter Report
has been characterized for years as “pseudo-scientific” or as merely “suppos-
edly scientific,”'”® terms which are used by the German authorities to denigrate
historical viewpoints opposed to their own.'”*
Perhaps it is correct that the Leuchter Report is not at all scientific.
We will return later to the objection about the alleged pseudo-scientific status
of revisionist work. I would like to conclude the topic here with a short refer-
ence to what happened to the author of the Leuchter Report after the world-
wide controversy had peaked.
In view of the many tens of thousands of copies of the Leuchter Report in all
the main languages of the world, which are in global circulation, as well as the
many speeches given by Leuchter, the effect of his work was enormous.
Alarmed by this development, the “Never Forgive, Never Forget” brigade
wasted no time in taking counter-measures. Self-styled “Nazi hunter” Beate
Klarsfeld announced that Fred Leuchter “has to understand that in denying the
Holocaust, he cannot remain unpunished.”'”
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“Die Zeit liigt!,” G. Rudolf, op. cit. (note 168), pp. 75-116.

Letter by West German Minister of Justice, ref. II Bla-AR-ZB 1528/89, Bonn, March 16, 1990, signed
by Boing (confirmed by Wolff) to Dr. Claus Jordan.

Cf. e.g. the Bundesverfassungsschutzbericht of the year 2000. After I started quoting these reports (see
www.vho.org/V{fG), they tried to completely avoid using the word “scientific.”

See the reasons given in the respective issues of the periodical BPjM Aktuell, published by the German
censorship office Bundespriifstelle, for indexing revisionist publications, as well as for subjecting revi-
sionist media to confiscation and destruction (see also www.vho.org/censor/Censor.html).

Taken from Mark Weber, op. cit. (note 160), pp. 34-36.
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Jewish organizations launched a vicious smear campaign to destroy not only
his reputation, but his ability to make a living. Leading the charge was Shelly
Shapiro and her group “Holocaust Survivors and Friends in Pursuit of Justice.”
Calling Leuchter a fraud and impostor, this group claimed, despite better
knowledge, that he lacked qualifications as an execution equipment specialist
and had asserted the possession of professional qualifications which he had
never earned.'”®

Although these accusations were entirely unfounded and failed to survive any
legal verification, the “get Leuchter” campaign, with the co-operation of main-
stream journalists and editors, was successful. Leuchter’s contracts with state
authorities for the manufacture, installation, and servicing of execution hard-
ware were cancelled. He was financially forced out of his home in Massachu-
setts and had to find private work elsewhere. No American has suffered more
for his defiance of the Holocaust lobby.

Does he stand by his controversial conclusions after this?

The last time I was in contact with him was in the spring of 2003, and at that
time this was absolutely still the case.

9. Jewish Soap, Lamp Shades, and Shrunken Heads

But now to the question of whether, in the eyes of the established discipline of
history, everything is true which was reported during the war and shortly after
it. To begin with, this concerns admittedly only a few details which were re-
ported over and over again in connection with the events in the German con-
centration camps. First there is the Reichsamt fiir Industrielle Fettversorgung
(Reich Office for Industrial Fat Supply), abbreviated RIF. During the Third
Reich period, in addition to many other products, it also made soap, which at
the time was produced mostly from fat. During the Nuremberg Trial in 1946,
the Soviets presented soap as an evidence exhibit with the allegation that the fat
which was the base ingredient of this product came from Jews who died in
mass killings.'”” The charge with respect to this was not sustained by the court,
however. This allegation was too strongly reminiscent of the atrocity tales of
the First World War, in which the allegation was made that the Germans pro-
duced soap from the corpses of fallen soldiers.'” Up to the present day, the in-
terpretation which has it that the initials RIF stamped on German soap stood for
“Reines Juden Fett” (Pure Jewish Fat) stubbornly persists here and there. In
spring of 1990 the rectification came from the Israeli Holocaust Center, Yad
Vashem.'” According to it, the fairy tale of the soap made of Jewish fat is sup-
posed to have been invented by the National Socialists themselves in order to
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Cf. Fred A. Leuchter, “Witch Hunt in Boston,” JHR, 10(4) (1990), pp. 453-460; Leuchter, “Is there life
after persecution? The botched execution of Fred Leuchter,” JHR, 12(4) (1992), pp. 429-444; F.A.
Leuchter, correction (www.vho.org/GB/c/DI/Shallit.html).

IMT dokuments 3420-PS; 3422-PS; exhibit USSR-393; cf. IMT, vol. VII, pp. 175, 597-600; vol. 8, p.
469; vol. 19, pp. 47, 506; vol. 22, p. 496.

Re. similar accusation during WWI cf. Arthur Ponsonby, op. cit. (note 143).

The Daily Telegraph, “Jewish Soap tale ‘was Nazi lie,”” April 25, 1990.
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The Baily Telegraph

Jewish soap tale “‘was Nazi lie’

April 25, 1990

Israel’s Holocaust Museum, rebutting a common belief, said yesterday that the Nazis
never made soap from the fat of murdered Jews during the Second World War. But skin
was used for lamp shades and hair to fill mattresses.

Historian Yehuda Bauer said many Jews believed their murdered families and friends
had been turned into soap because the Nazis themselves propagated the idea. “Nazis
told the Jews they made soap out of them. It was a sadistic tool for mental torture” —
Reuter )

subject the Jews to psychological torture. It was a certainty, though, it said, that
soap was never made from human fat. What is interesting here, is how, after the
exposure of a lie, the attempt is made to place the blame for it on the very peo-
ple against whom it had been hatched and spread to the world, plainly accord-
ing to the motto: the victim himself is guilty. Also interesting here is the ques-
tion from where the Center got the information that soap was never made from
human fat.

L: Not because Yad Vashem itself perhaps knows the history of the origin and

spreading of these lies in every detail?

R:No, the answer to this may lie in the fact that the researchers in Yad Vashem

are not exactly stupid. They know all too well the witness testimonies cited as

evidence for the soap myth as well as their credibility. Today there is consid-

erably more of such testimony, but I doubt that its quality has been improved

with increasing distance from the events.

During the IMT, the Soviet chief prosecutor Smirnov presented the written

testimony of a certain Sigmund Mazur, which reads as follows:'®’
“In the courtyard of the Anatomic Institute [in Danzig| a one-story stone
building of three rooms was built during the summer of 1943. This building
was erected for the utilization of human bodies and for the boiling of bones.
This was officially announced by Professor Spanner. This laboratory was
called a laboratory for the fabrication of skeletons, the burning of meat and
unnecessary bones. But already during the winter of 1943-44 Professor
Spanner ordered us to collect human fat, and not to throw it away. [...] In
February 1944 Professor Spanner gave me the recipe for the preparation of
soap from human fat. According to this recipe 5 kilos of human fat are mixed
with 10 liters of water and 500 or 1,000 grams of caustic soda. All this is
boiled 2 or 3 hours and then cooled. The soap floats to the surface while the
water and other sediment remain at the bottom. A bit of salt and soda is
added to this mixture. Then fresh water is added, and the mixture again
boiled 2 or 3 hours. After having cooled the soap is poured into molds”

180 IMT, vol. 7, pp. 597f.
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s 5. '

ll. 11: Soap, allegedly fr

o- human fat, Soviet “evidence durlngte
Nuremberg Military Tribunal. It was never subjected to forensic in-
vestigation and disappeared later.'®®

R:Mazur never appeared in front of the IMT and was therefore never cross-
examined.
Filip Miiller is a typical witness who gave an account of how the fat of the
murdered Jews was allegedly obtained. In his statement he reports that thou-
sands of bodies in Auschwitz were cremated in pits under the open sky. Here
are a couple excerpts:'*'
“A few days later we made it: the two pits were 40 to 50 metres long [130-
164 ft], about 8 metres wide [26 ft] and 2 metres deep. [6.5 ft...] By digging
a channel which sloped slightly to either side from the centre point, it would
be possible to catch the fat exuding from the corpses as they were burning in
the pit, in two collecting pans at either end of the channel.”
R: Miiller continues:'
“As it began to grow light, the fire was lit in two of the pits in which about
2,500 dead bodies lay piled one on top of the other. [...] we stokers had con-
stantly to pour o0il or wood alcohol on the burning corpses, in addition to
human fat, large quantities of which. had collected and was boiling in the
two collecting pans on either side of the pit. The sizzling fat was scooped out
with buckets on a long curved rod and poured all over the pit causing flames
to leap up amid much crackling and hissing.”
R: According to Miiller, the fat is supposed to have been used as fuel. According
to other witnesses, it was processed into soap.'™

81 Filip Miiller, Eyewitness Auschwitz. Three Years in the Gas Chambers, Stein and Day, New York 1979,

p. 130.

82 Tbid., p. 136.

'3 U.S. National Archives, 238-NT-270.

'8 S, Wiesenthal, Der neue Weg (Vienna), 15/16 & 17/18, 1946; Career affidavit of SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer
Dr. Konrad Morgen, National Archives, Record Group 28, No. 5741, Office of Chief Counsel for War
Crimes, Dec. 19, 1947; Filip Friedman, This Was Oswiecim. The Story of a Murder Camp, United Jew-
ish Relief Appeal, London 1946; on the Greenwood cemetery in Atlanta (Georgia) is a Holocaust me-
morial with a tombstone for four pieces of “Jewish soap.” Cf. R. Harwood, D. Felderer, JHR 1(2)
(1980) pp. 131-139; M. Weber, “Jewish Soap” JHR 11(2) (1991) pp. 217-227; R. Faurisson, “Le savon
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L: And how does one prove that this sort of testimony is false?
R:First of all, it should be kept in mind that it is an accuser who must prove his

L:

accusation, i.e., the guilt of the defendant, and not the defendant who must
prove his innocence. Simply making a claim does not constitute proof, not even
when it comes from a Holocaust survivor. But in this case, we can actually re-
fute this claim, and indeed with rock-hard scientific arguments. And these are:
The flash point of animal fat — which is essentially identical to human body fat
— is 184° Celsius (363°F)."® That means that these fats, in the presence of fire
or glowing embers, burn starting at a temperature of 184° Celsius. Burning
wood would therefore undeniably kindle the fat escaping the bodies. This effect
is well known to anyone who has ever seen fat drop from his steak onto the
coals of a grill: when too much fat drops into the glowing coals, the entire grill
quickly blazes up in flames. The scheme described by Filip Miiller and many
other witnesses is therefore simgply ridiculous nonsense and would make any
skimming off of fat impossible.'

So, no soap from fat but we still have lamp shades from human skin and mat-
tress stuffing from human hair.

R: Whether mattress stuffing was produced from human hair remains open to

L:

question. Nobody disputes the fact that all persons who were taken to a camp
had their hair shorn for hygienic reasons. That happened in all nations at that
time with all prisoners and still happens even today. Also, the hair of all sol-
diers must be kept short for the same reasons of hygiene. The utilization of
such hair proves neither anything about the fate of its former wearers, nor can I
see anything morally questionable in this utilization.

But it is a quite different matter with human skin.

R:Obviously. This allegation was first raised during the post-war Nuremberg

Tribunal in parallel with the soap allega‘tions.187 In the same category usually
belong some shrunken heads, which are supposed to have been made from
killed prisoners. There is sufficient photographic material of both things from
the time of the Nuremberg Trial. Later these pictures served as evidence in the
trials against Ilse Koch, the wife of the former camp Commandant of the Buch-
enwald concentration camp. She is supposed to have selected living prisoners
in the camp according to their tattooing and designated them for killing in order
to eventually have household objects produced from their skin. In his detailed
study, U.S. mainstream author Arthur L. Smith determined that the objects
identified as human skin by a U.S. examination after they were sent to the In-
ternational Military Tribunal (IMT) at Nuremberg, disappeared without a

Juif,” Annales d’histoire révisionniste, 1 (1987), pp. 153-159
(www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/archFaur/1986-1990/RF8703xx3.html).

185 J.H. Perry, Chemical Engineer’s Handbook, Wilmington Delaware 1949, p. 1584.
18 This argument was taken from Carlo Mattogno’s contribution “The Crematoria Ovens of Auschwitz

and Birkenau,” in: Germar Rudolf (ed.), op. cit. (note 44), pp. 281-320, here p. 410.

187 3421-PS; IMT, vol. 3, p. 515.
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L

R

trace."™ According to the

statement of General Clay of < A - 2
the U.S. Army, the alleged ' ;
human skin lamp shades are
supposed to have consisted of
goat skin."®” All other objects
found later were either of
synthetic  leather, animal
leather, textile, or card-
board.'”® The charges against

Frau Koch which were later "y “45. sprunken heads of prisoners from a con-
brought before a German  centration camp’ or of Amazon Indians from
court were based merely upon an anthropological museum?

witness testimony uncritically

accepted as true by the court. Frau Koch, who had been previously sentenced to
life imprisonment in Dachau by the Americans and finally pardoned, was again
sentenced to life imprisonment by a German court in Augsburg in the atmos-
phere of hysteria, “propaganda and mass-hypnosis™'®' prevailing at that time.
Frau Koch later committed suicide in her prison cell.

Smith states there was a medical student from the University of Jena during the
war period, who was doing his medical dissertation on the correlation between
skin tattooing and criminality, for which he used examples of inmates in the
Buchenwald concentration camp. In this connection tattooed skin did have a
possible use, though of prisoners who had already died.'”*

: But there would be no need to take off the skin from deceased persons in order
to study body tattoos. Taking a photograph would suffice, don’t you think?

: Sure. If they did indeed take skin from a prisoner, which has yet to be proven,
then that could be justified only if permission was given by the deceased per-
son or relatives of him.

: So the legend therefore has at least a kernel of truth.

:One can start with that assumption. Whether in the kernel there is something
immoral, however, I would like to leave as unproven, an open question for the
time being.

The matter of the shrunken heads appears to be similar. German political scien-
tist and revisionist Udo Walendy claims without proof that the two shrunken
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A.L. Smith, Die “Hexe von Buchenwald.” Der Fall Ilse Koch, Béhlau, Kéln 1983, pp. 103, 138, 153,
164; cf. U. Walendy, HT no. 43, Verlag fiir Volkstum und Zeitgeschichtsforschung, Vlotho 1990, pp.
15ff.; G. Frey, Vorsicht Filschung, FZ-Verlag, Munich 1991, pp. 200ft., 211.

A.L. Smith, op. cit (note 188), p. 227.

The analysis of a relict in the U.S. National Archives had the following result: Skin of a large mammal,
cf. David Irving, “Menschenhdute,” VffG, 3(2) (1999), pp. 214-216; Jean Plantin, “Der Mythos von
Gebrauchsobjekten aus Menschenhaut,” VG, 5(4) (2001), pp. 397-401.

A.L. Smith, op. cit (note 188), p. 138.

A.L. Smith, op. cit (note 188), pp. 127f.; confirmed by Wolfgang Réll, head of collection of museum
Buchenwald camp, Email from July 29, 2004 (wroell@buchenwald.de). The PhD student was Erich
Wagner from the University of Jena.

R. Neumann, Hitler — Aufstieg und Untergang des Dritten Reiches, Oldenbourg, Munich 1961, p. 183.
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1ll. 13: Collection of medical objects allegedly found in Buchenwald camp."”

heads presented at that time (see Ill. 12) were of South American provenance
and had an inventory number of a German anthropological museum.'**

L: The physiognomy of these shrunken heads seems totally non-European. The
one on the right even has war paint on his cheeks!

R:1 am no anthropologist and so don’t know whether skin color and physiognomy
remain intact after the shrinking process, so for that reason I won’t go out on a
limb on this point. But when one considers that the hair of the concentration
camp prisoners was basically shorn almost down to the scalp, and the hair of
these shrunken heads is long, one is permitted to doubt the official history. In
any case, the skulls have disappeared without a trace, and a systematic search
for similar heads in German or foreign anthropological museums has, as far as I
know, not yet been done.

At any rate, the tales foisted off on the basis of the evidence discovered — soap,
human skin, shrunken heads — were in part distorted accounts, in part obvious
inventions.

L: But our children in school keep getting precisely these stories dished out to
them as true and have to learn this material. What do you suggest we should
do?

R:The question answers itself, if you apply the same standards that you do to
movies: from what age would you allow your child to watch a horror film in
which people are gruesomely killed and objects made out of their remains?

L: Not at all. They have to be 18 years old and older and have their own apartment
and own television. Anything else would even be illegal, of course.

R:Then why do you allow the teachers to present such things to children of 10,
12, or 14 years old?

19 U. Walendy, op. cit. (note 188), p. 18.
19 U.S. Army Audio-Visual Agency SC 203584.
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L: But that is something quite different. After all, the stories on the Holocaust deal
with actual historical events, of course — at least in the viewpoint of the teacher.

R: And that makes the shock-effect on children less intense than if one says to
them, all this is only made up?

L: The shock-effect is probably even greater.

R:That’s what I think, too. Some children will have nightmares. Many will be
convinced they have come face to face with the Devil. In any case, the sort of
presentation of this kind of material to children has a traumatic effect.

L: So you recommend forbidding children to listen to these kinds of stories?

R:You should not get into this with the children, but rather with the teacher. You
should speak with the history teacher in order to find out when and how he or
she will bring up the subject in class. If the lesson plan includes films or liter-
ary accounts of atrocities, ask that your child be excused from these particular
classes. As the one in charge of the child’s upbringing, you have this right to do
this, in any event.

L: And what reasons do I give the teacher?

R:If you want to protect your child from attacks and harassment, I suggest not
making historically based arguments, with claims that, for this reason or that
reason, none of this is true at all. By doing so, you will only make an enemy of
the teacher and eventually even the entire staff and put your child in a precari-
ous position. Argue on a purely pedagogic basis as I outlined above: horror sto-
ries should not be presented to your child either by movies, novels, “instruc-
tional” films, or Holocaust literature. You are reserving to yourself the right to
present this subject, in a careful manner, to your child yourself.

If you are somewhat more ready to deal with opposition, you can obviously
also try to insist upon participating in the class, if you have the time for this.
But here as well, I would use pedagogic rather than historical arguments.

L: But even if I keep my child away from such classes, I naturally cannot keep the
subject hidden from my child.

R:That is something you should not and must not do. You must give equal time at
home to the time your child is not spending in the class, using your own in-
struction. You must explain to the child why you took him out of class, and ex-
plain the pedagogic reasons as well as the historical ones. And above all, you
must explain to your child why the historical reasons can be spoken about only
with extreme caution. In this way you are giving your child at the same time an
important introduction to social studies, with the topic being “societal taboos,”
a topic which gets the silent treatment in every school. In this way your child
will learn not only what the other children are learning, but also why it is dis-
puted and how and in what manner this subject afflicts and controls our society
down to the marrow of our bones. At the end, your child will feel not as though
he has been excluded from something, but rather the contrary, even privileged.
He now knows something which no other student knows. He feels superior to
them, because he has been allowed to share in a sort of forbidden secret know-
ledge.
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L:

.10. Ivan the Wrong Guy
R:

Now I would like to take once again a look at conditions in the United States.
In the multicultural USA, human rights form a basis for institutional identity to
a far greater degree than is the case in Europe. For this reason the public there
keeps a considerably more watchful eye for the preservation of the correspond-
ing standards of law.
In 1986 the U.S. citizen John Demjanjuk was extradited to Israel because dur-
ing the Second World War he was supposed to have murdered thousands upon
thousands of Jews in the Treblinka extermination camp. But when it became
manifestly clear toward the end of the 1980s that Demjanjuk had been con-
victed in Jerusalem only on the basis of extremely dubious, even falsified evi-
dence, prominent voices were raised in the U.S. demanding the revocation of
the extradition, since, they said, Israel had obtained this by deception with false
facts. Finally, they argued, the U.S. had an obligation toward each of its citi-
zens, to guarantee that his rights were secured and that he had protection of the
law, which obviously was not possible in the case of trials in Israel. The state-
ments of prominent personalities went beyond this demand, however. I would
like to mention here Pat Buchanan as the individual in the forefront of these
personalities. During the 1980s, Buchanan was a personal advisor of U.S.
President Ronald Reagan and one of the Republican competitors of President
Bush, Sr., running for a re-election after his first term in 1992.
In 1986, Buchanan had already characterized the proceedings against Demjan-
juk as a new Dreyfus Affair,'”® and then four years later, during the course of
the appeal proceedings against Demjanjuk, he gave his opinion as follows:'’
“Since the war, 1,600 medical papers have been written on ‘The Psycho-
logical and Medical Effects of the Concentration Camps on Holocaust Sur-
vivors.’
This so-called ‘Holocaust Survivor Syndrome’ involves ‘group fantasies of
martyrdom and heroics.” Reportedly, half the 20,000 survivor testimonies in
Jerusalem are considered ‘unreliable,’ not to be used in trials.
Finally, the death engine. During the war, the underground government of
the Warsaw Ghetto reported to London that the Jews of Treblinka were be-
ing electrocuted and steamed to death.” ...
That is new to me.

196
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The Plain Dealer (Cleveland/Ohio), Oct. 1, 1986; cf. H.P. Rullmann, Der Fall Demjanjuk, 2nd ed.,
Verlag fiir ganzheitliche Forschung und Kultur, Struckum 1987, p. 26 (www.vho.org/D/dfd/). Alfred
Dreyfus was a French-Jewish officer, who in the late 19th century was scapegoated by the French me-
dia, authorities, and legal system for the defeat the French had suffered in their war against Prussia in
1870/71. Dreyfus had been accused of high treason, but the trial against him in an atmosphere of mass
hysteria was nothing but a show trial. For this, see Emile Zola’s famous essay “J’accuse,” L ’Aurore,
Jan. 13, 1898; Emile Zola, Alain Pages, The Dreyfus Affair: J accuse and other Writings, Yale Univer-
sity Press, Yale 1998. Dreyfus was ultimately acquitted.

Pat Buchanan, The New York Post, March 17, 1990, p. 26; here quoted from a later issue of The New
Republic: Jacob Heilbrunn, “Absolving Adolf,” The New Republic, Oct. 18, 1999
(www.tnr.com/archive/1099/101899/heilbrunn101899.html)
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R: Well, the alleged murder methods for most camps changed quite a bit before
historians agreed upon a certain method. We will discuss that in more detail in
chapter 3.5. about the Treblinka camp. Now back to Buchanan’s article:

... “The Israeli court, however, concluded the murder weapon for 850,000
was the diesel engine from a Soviet tank which drove its exhaust into the
death chamber. All died in 20 minutes, Finkelstein swore in 1945.

The problem is: Diesel engines do not emit enough carbon monoxide to kill
anybody. In 1988, 97 kids, trapped 400 feet underground in a Washington,
D.C., tunnel while two locomotives spewed diesel exhaust into the car,
emerged unharmed after 45 minutes.

Demjanjuk’s weapon of mass murder cannot kill.”

L: What does the capability of diesel motors have to do with Demjanjuk’s possi-
ble guilt?

R: I will go more into that later. But let me indicate just this much here: the mass

gassings which, depending upon the source, resulted in from 700,000 up to 3
million Jewish victims in the Treblinka camp, in which John Demjanjuk is
supposed to have been such a terror, are supposed to have been carried out by
means of exhaust gases from the diesel motor of a captured Soviet tank.'”® But
here we want to exclude from discussion, for the time being, the question of
how valid this claim is, and whether Buchanan is right in doubting the technical
feasibility of the described mass murder scenario.
Here I would like to call attention to other things. First: can you imagine, ladies
and gentlemen, a prominent politician in, for instance, Germany making such a
statement and then two years later still having the possibility, and actually even
enjoying good prospects of being the candidate of a major national party for the
office of Chancellor? Note well: Pat Buchanan has not retreated from his
statements made at that time!'*

L: In Germany, a politician who made such statements would probably fall afoul
of the law and very quickly disappear from the political arena. After all, by do-
ing so he is actually denying the mass extermination in many camps!

R:In order to be able to understand what impelled Buchanan to make his state-
ment, | would like to briefly summarize the events concerning John Demjan-
juk.

The immigrants to America from the Ukraine were split into two groups during
the Cold War, a communist group, directed by Moscow, and an independent
group. The communist-directed group published at that time a weekly paper,
News from Ukraine, whose chief assignment consisted of defaming the other,
anti-communist nationally-oriented group of exiles from the Ukraine, particu-
larly by repeatedly making claims that the national Ukrainians had collaborated

1% For an overview on the orthodox history of that camp cf. Alexander Donat (ed.), The Death Camp
Treblinka, Holocaust Library, New York 1979; more recent in the shadow of the Demjanjuk trial: Yitz-
hak Arad, Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka. The Operation Reinhard Death Camps, Indiana University Press,
Bloomington/Indianapolis 1987; for the revisionist approach cf. Carlo Mattogno, Jiirgen Graf, Treb-
linka. Extermination Camp or Transit Camp, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago 2004
(www.vho.org/GB/Books/t).

19 Cf. M. Weber, “Pat Buchanan and the Struggle for Truth in History,” JHR 18(3) (1999), pp. 2f.
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Sy N
stern March 5, 1992, pp. 198ff.

Branded a Murderer

Although the Federal Crimes Bureau (BKA) warned the Israelis that the supposed SS
employment identity card of Ivan Demjanjuk was forged, the former Ukrainian is sup-
posed to be executed.

[...] The single written piece of evidence in this trial, an SS employment identity card of
Demjanjuk made available by the Soviet Union, is a forgery, according to an evaluation
by experts of the Federal Crimes Bureau in Wiesbaden. Even more: this was already
known to the Israeli authorities before the beginning of the trial in February 1987. [...]
[...] Twenty-one former guards from Treblinka have declared in proceedings, independ-
ently from one another, that a Ukrainian by the name of Ivan Marchenko had been Ivan
the Terrible — and not Ivan Demjanjuk.

The Chief Prosecutor in Jerusalem, State Attorney Michael Shadek, was not concerned
by the doubts raised about his evidence: “That Demjanjuk killed, is a certainty to me —
whether at Treblinka, or Sobibor, or somewhere else.” As to the BKA’s suspicion of
forgery, he now explains to Der STERN: “We are supported by our own expert opinions
and consider them as convincing as ever.” D,

with the “German fascists” during World War 112 One means to that end was
the revelation of alleged war crimes by Ukrainians, by which not only discord
was sown among these exiled Ukrainians, but also their public reputation was
damaged.”®' This practice by the USSR of combating opponents by means of
disinformation and distorted or totally falsified evidence is generally well
known. Even the West German Federal Ministry of the Interior warned of this
practice in the mid-1980s.2" So it is all the more astonishing that in the mid-
1970s, the American authorities fell into the trap set by the communist Ukrain-
ian exiles in the Demjanjuk Case.

In 1975, Michael Hanusiak, at that time an employee of the pro-Moscow News
from Ukraine, handed over a list to the U.S. authorities which contained 70
names of alleged National Socialist collaborators of Ukrainian origin, among
which also appeared the name of John Demjanjuk, who was then living in
Cleveland, Ohio, as a U.S. citizen. Hanusiak came up with an accusatory
statement of a certain Danilchenko, according to which Demjanjuk allegedly
served at the German camps Sobibor and Flossenbiirg.”” This statement as
well as the facsimile of an identity card, which allegedly proved Demjanjuk’s
instruction as a camp guard in the Trawniki labor camp as well as his employ-
ment at the two above named camps, were what caused the U.S. immigration
authority to focus its attention on the Demjanjuk Case. In 1976, the U.S. De-
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H.P. Rullmann, op. cit. (note 196), pp. 76.

Cf. the cases of Karl Linnas, Frank Walus, and Fedor Fedorenko, H.P. Rullmann, op. cit. (note 196),
pp. 87, 96ff., 164; U. Walendy, HT no. 25, Verlag fiir Volkstum und Zeitgeschichtsforschung, Vlotho
1985, pp. 35 (Walus); Walendy, HT no. 34, ibid. 1988, p. 14 (Linnas).

Information of the German Federal Minister for Internal Affairs, Innere Sicherheit, no. 1, Bonn, March
20, 1985.

H.P. Rullmann, op. cit. (note 196), pp. 76f., acc. to News from Ukraine.
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: Munchner Merkur A

Thursday, March 26, 1992

Demjanjuk: Ivan the Wrong instead of Ivan the Terrible

German federal authorities conceal knowledge about forged evidence

[...] Our paper has already [...] reported about an expert report by historian Dieter
Lehner [...], in which this “document” is exposed as a complete forgery. One exam-
ple: the identity card photo comes from the files of the U.S. immigration authorities
and was first taken in 1947 (1) [...]

In the meantime, it has turned out that federal authorities are also [...] entangled in the
affair. For it is clear that for the past five years, the highest political authorities have
seen to it that the truth [...] did not reach the public. [...] When the expert report of
the Crimes Bureau reportedly became well known, the Bonn Office of the Chancellor
became involved in the matter. Representatives of the Demjanjuk defense were given
the runaround. The existence of the BKA expert report was concealed from them.
Although the Chancellor’s office knew the report by Lehner and the BKA, a false trail
was laid: not the identity card was said to have been examined by the BKA, but only
the photo. [...]

Yet even this statement is false. [...] The Federal Crimes Bureau was compelled to
publicly keep silent. A BKA Department Chief made a file memo: “Professional
\scmples obviously had to be subordinated to political aspects.” /

partment of Justice moved to deprive Demjanjuk of his U.S. citizenship on the
basis of alleged false information he gave in his immigration papers. In the
meantime witnesses surfaced in Israel who, on the basis of photos shown to
them, recognized John Demjanjuk as the “Ivan the Terrible” allegedly em-
ployed at Treblinka, whereupon investigations involving both Sobibor and
Treblinka ensued. The Office of Special Investigations (OSI), a Nazi-hunting
agency established in 1976 under President Jimmy Carter, officially took over
the Demjanjuk Case in 1979. Demjanjuk was deprived of his U.S. citizenship
in 1984, mainly on the basis of the camp identity card produced by Hanusiak,
and he was extradited to Israel in 1986, although Israel was not able to formally
claim any right to take such a step.

L: But why not?

R: Accused persons are either extradited to those nations where they are citizens
or were citizens at the time of the crime, or to those nations where they are al-
leged to have committed their crimes, thus, in this case, either to the Soviet Un-
ion or to Poland. At the time of the alleged crime, Israel of course did not exist
yet.

During the criminal trial in Jerusalem™ " the expert for Demjanjuk’s defense,
Dieter Lehner, exposed the camp identity card as a complete forgery,”” which
was in agreement with the findings of the West German Federal Bureau of In-
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204 Jerusalem District Court, Criminal Case no. 373/86, Verdict against Ivan (John) Demjanjuk.
25 Dieter Lehner, Du sollst nicht falsch Zeugnis geben, Vohwinckel, Berg am See, undated; cf. H.P.
Rullmann, op. cit. (note 196), pp. 103ff.
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vestigations (Bundeskriminalamt, BKA). Although the Israeli authorities had
already been informed about this circumstance by the German authorities in
1987, the Israeli court suppressed this finding. Israel’s Chief Prosecutor Mi-
chael Shadek merely had this to offer in response:**°
“That Demjanjuk killed, is a certainty to me — whether at Treblinka, or So-
bibor, or somewhere else.”

R: And to the objection that, according to findings of the BKA, the SS identity

card was forged:
“We are supported by our own expert opinions and consider them as con-
vincing as ever.”

R:But German authorities also played a strange role in connection with the forged

Trawniki identity card. The Bavarian weekly Miinchner Merkur reported that
the German Federal Office of the Chancellor took particular care to see to it
personally that the existence of the German expert report by Dieter Lehner and
the West German BKA was concealed from Demjanjuk’s defense and that on
orders from above the BKA was constrained to keep silent as far as the public
was concerned. In addition: the expert from the BKA, who finally did appear in
the Jerusalem court, was forced by German authorities to give only a partial
expert opinion for this trial, which referred merely to certain points of similar-
ity of the touched-up passport photograph in the identity card with facial fea-
tures of Demjanjuk. This created the impression in the Jerusalem trial that the
identity card was genuine. The partial expert opinion was presented by forensic
expert Dr. Werner, a head of department of the BKA, who characterized this
behavior of the West German authorities with these words in his file memoran-
dum written at that time:*"’

“Professional scruples obviously had to be subordinated to political as-

pects.”

R: It turned out that the picture on the identity card is an old photo of Demjanjuk

L:

from the year 1947, taken from the immigration documents in the USA (!) and
was correspondingly retouched for the identity card.

How important Demjanjuk’s camp identity card was to the OSI in this proceed-
ing, is proven by the circumstance that the OSI, along with the Israeli authori-
ties, tried to persuade a series of witnesses to testify untruthfully to confirm the
authenticity of this forged document.””®

So here we have a conspiracy against the truth involving U.S. authorities with
Soviet, German, and Israeli authorities!

R: Yes, an international conspiracy for the preservation of a myth! The show trial

character of the entire proceedings in Israel against Demjanjuk has been de-
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stern, March 5, 1992, pp. 198ff.

On these events cf. A. Melzer, “Iwan der Schreckliche oder John Demjanjuk, Justizirrtum? Justizskan-
dall,” SemitTimes, special edition, Dreieich, March 1992, esp. pp. 3, 13, as well as Miinchner Merkur,
March 26, 1992.

H.P. Rullmann, op. cit. (note 196), pp. 118ff., 174ff.
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~

SemitTimes

Prologue by British Historian N. Count Tolstoy
Expert Witness during the Jerusalem Trial of Demjanjuk

Special Edition, spring 1992

“I pray that this special issue of the SEMITTIMES with the article by Mr.
Lehner may prevent a double evil: the one which befalls a person like any of
us could be, and another, which is directed against humanity itself. Already
by the time of Solomon, a breach of law was seen as a perversion of the natu-
ral order. Without truth and justice, honor and trust are destroyed, and with
the triumph of the lie, the legitimacy of moral standards disintegrates into the
chaos of the arbitrary.”

J

scribed in a book by his Israeli defense attorney, Yoram Sheftel, whose account
I can wholeheartedly recommend.*”’

In the end, witness testimonies of survivors were the sole evidence during this
trial, upon which the charges against Demjanjuk could be based. However, it
emerged during the trial that the testimonies of all of the prosecution witnesses
were unreliable, because they contradicted themselves or one another, or be-
cause the witnesses were apparently senile to the point that their testimonies
were of no value at all. Nevertheless, Demjanjuk was sentenced to death on the
basis of the atrocities charged against him.

The show trial character of this trial, which had become manifestly obvious to
all objective observers, then led to an ever-growing lobby in the USA protest-
ing against this travesty of justice. It demanded that the judgment of Jerusalem
be overturned and that Demjanjuk be repatriated and his U.S. citizenship re-
stored, since Israel was clearly not willing or able to conduct a trial of a former
U.S. citizen according to the rule of law. Among the most active lobbyists, in
addition to the already mentioned Patrick Buchanan, was also U.S. Congress-
man James V. Traficant.*"’

Pat Buchanan’s efforts on behalf of Demjanjuk attracted not inconsiderable at-
tention due to his presidential candidacy and his media prominence. In 1992, he
consolidated his views with respect to Demjanjuk in particular and concerning
Treblinka in general on U.S. TV, saying that Treblinka was certainly a terrible
place, to which hundreds of thousands of Jews were brought and where thou-
sands died.”"!

L: Thousands? By this did he mean five thousand or seven hundred thousand?
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Yoram Sheftel, The Demjanjuk Affair. The Rise and Fall of the Show Trial, Victor Gollancz, London
1994. Cf. also “Morderische Augen,” Der Spiegel, no. 31, Aug. 2, 1993, pp. 103ff. (Ger. & Engl.:
www.ukar.org/spiegel2.html).

Under the impression of the Demjanjuk affair Traficant turned into a rebel against the U.S. political
establishment, which then started to persecute him relentlessly.

This Week with David Brinkley, ABC television, Sunday, Dec. 8, 1991.
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R:

R:

L:

R:

That is a matter of interpretation. The fact is that Buchanan was furnished with
evidence by a revisionist lone wolf, which was also made available to the Dem-
janjuk defense and in which the conclusion was reached that there cannot have
been any mass murder in Treblinka. For this reason alone John Demjanjuk, like
others accused persons, had to be innocent.?'? Buchanan’s way of arguing indi-
cates that he had adopted at least part of this view as his own. At any rate, a
chill wind was then arising for the Holocaust Lobby: the Leuchter Report, cir-
culating world-wide at that time, was undermining the Auschwitz legend; dur-
ing the Demjanjuk trial survivors, one after the other, were showing themselves
to be unreliable witnesses, and prominent Americans were at the point of pub-
licly advocating revisionist positions.
Behind the shield afforded by the ever mounting world-wide criticism of the
Demjanjuk trial, even the German media finally ventured to deal with the topic,
as for example in the articles already cited from Stern and Miinchner Merkur,
although using very cautiously chosen words.
It can therefore not come as a surprise that in those years even the most dog-
matic of all Holocausters made critical remarks about the reliability of witness
testimonies on the Holocaust. In 1986, for example, The Jerusalem Post pub-
lished an interview with Shumel Krakowski, the director of Yad Vashem, who
considered many — if not most — of the witness statements in their archive to be
unreliable:*"
“Krakowski says that many survivors, wanting ‘to be part of history’ may
have let their imaginations run away with them. ‘Many were never in the
place where they claim to have witnessed atrocities, while others relied on
second-hand information given them by friends or passing strangers’ ac-
cording to Krakowski. A large number of testimonies on file were later
proved inaccurate when locations and dates could not pass an expert histo-
rian’s appraisal.”
Equally in the context of the Demjanjuk trial, one of the most prestigious Holo-
caust scholars, Jewish-American political scientist Raul Hilberg, expressively
confirmed in 1986 the statement by Jewish scholar Samuel Gringauz that “most
of the memoirs and reports [of Holocaust survivors] are full of [...] exaggera-
tion, [...] unchecked rumors, bias, partisan attacks and apologies.” !
I understand that this show trial backfired for Israel big time. But why did they
risk such a disaster in the first place?
We can thank the German-Jewish periodical SemitTimes for naming both horse
and rider: according to the account of this magazine, Israel once again needed a
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T. Skowron (=Miroslaw Dragan), Amicus Curiae Brief, Polish Historical Society, Stamfort CT 1992
(www.vho.org/GB/c/AmicusCuriacDemjanjuk.html).

Barbara Amouyal, “Doubts over Evidence of Camp Survivors,” Jerusalem Post, Aug. 17, 1986; in a
letter to the editor, Krakowski stated that he had admitted only “very few” testimonies to be inaccurate.
However, he did not deny the many reasons he had given Amouyal, why these “very few” testimonies
are inaccurate; Jerusalem Post, Aug. 21, 1986.

Jerusalem Post. International Edition, June 28, 1986, p. 8, with reference to S. Gringauz, “Some
Methodological Problems in the Study of the Ghetto,” in Salo W. Baron, Koppel S. Pinson (ed.), Jew-
ish Social Studies, vol. XII, New York 1950, pp. 65-72.
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circus of shock and outrage over the suffering of the Jewish people, so that it
could divert attention from its own crimes against the Palestinians in the occu-
pied territories and the Gaza Strip.207

L: But what has that to do with the subject of this lecture?

R: Well, the question is whether the fact that Israel once again needed a circus of

shock and outrage should not give us reason to check whether perhaps, at other
trials in other nations, certain procedural parameters contradict the constitu-
tional principles to which Israel also officially subscribes. The SemitTimes af-
fords us a hint here as well: the Eichmann Trial, which was likewise held in Je-
rusalem, was considered a model for the Demjanjuk Trial. I will get into trials
held in Germany later. But your question is more than justified. After all, what
does the fact of just another falsification of documents as well as unreliable
witness testimony mean for the whole complex? For now only that skepticism
is appropriate with respect to any document and any witness testimony in this
context. If [ manage to convince you, dear reader, that it is appropriate to have
as much skepticism toward our media and historians as you have, let us hope,
toward me, then much is already accomplished.
In view of the growing international pressure at the beginning of the 1990s, it
probably cannot be very surprising that in the summer of 1993 the Jerusalem
appeals court did an about-face and acquitted Demjanjuk due to lack of evi-
dence >

L: So in Israel, the rule of law triumphed over the thirst for revenge after all.

R:The gulf between a sentence of death and acquittal is a little bit too large to
simply pass over this with a shrug of the shoulders and return to business. The
Demjanjuk Case is, after all, not different from other similar trials which ended
in sentence of death or incarceration, since the type and content of the witness
testimonies, including internal and external contradictions and technical impos-
sibilities, had not, of course, made their first appearance at the Demjanjuk pro-
ceedings, as we will discover later. It was only that during this trial they were
successfully challenged for the first time. But if it was determined that all wit-
nesses gave false testimony, which led to a misjudgment, then would not com-
plaints have to be lodged against the false witnesses? And would not other tri-
als, in which the same witnesses appeared or in which testimonies of similar
questionable content were given — be it in Israel, in Germany, or in Poland —
have to be reopened and retried? But nothing of the sort occurred. The cloak of
silence was simply spread over this embarrassing matter.

L: So was Demjanjuk repatriated in the U.S.?

R:Yes, in 1998, but in 2002 the OSI moved to have his citizenship revoked again,
a decision which was finally confirmed in 2004 by the U.S. Supreme Court, af-
ter which deportation proceedings to his country of birth, the Ukraine, were ini-
tiated. Regarding the evidence used to prove Demjanjuk’s alleged wrongdo-
ings, the Cleveland Jewish News stated:*"°

215 See the daily media on July 30, 1993.
26 Cleveland Jewish News, May 31, 2004.



GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST 111

“Most prominent among these [documents to prove Demajnjuk’s guilt] is
the Trawniki identity card, which bears a photo of Demjanjuk and a physical
description.”
R:So after almost 30 years of struggle, Demjanjuk was back to square one. This
time he has no public support.

2.11. Freedom of Speech in the USA

R:Since the mid-1980s, U.S. citizen Bradley R. Smith has been trying to bring
discussion of revisionist theses concerning the Holocaust to colleges and uni-
versities with his “Committee for Open Debate on the Holocaust” (CODOH).
Since 1991, one means he has chosen has been the placement of advertisements
in student newspapers. He has attracted attention with succinct statements
about freedom of speech and concisely written information about revision-
ism.*"’

Smith’s campaign of placing advertisements caught the establishment unpre-

pared, and the attention that Smith was able to gain from this at the beginning

was correspondingly great. I would like to quote two comments from the two

leading U.S. daily newspapers here. The first is from the Washington Post:*'®
“But the idea that the way to combat these ads [by Bradley Smith] is to sup-
press them — automatically and in every case — is bad strategy. [...] Ironi-
cally, one sole sentence near the beginning of the [Codoh] ad copy is in fact
correct: ‘Students should be encouraged to investigate the Holocaust story
the same way they are encouraged to investigate every other historical
event.’”

R:The daily paper which is perhaps the most respected in the world, The New
York Times, published an editorial on Smith’s advertisement campaign and the
diverse reaction to it by various college and university papers, stating:219

“Denying the Holocaust may be monumentally more unjust. Yet to require
that it be discussed only within approved limits may do an even greater in-
Justice to the memory of the victims.”

R:The controversy resulting from his ads reached a first peak in 1994, when
Bradley Smith managed to put revisionism in the headlines of major U.S.
mainstream media and ultimately the topic during the news program “60 min-
utes” of the U.S. TV station CBS on March 20, 1994, and a subsequent appear-

27 Bradley R. Smith, “The Holocaust Story: How Much is False? The Case for Open Debate”
www.vho.org/GB/c/BRS/adscasefor.html; updated: www.vho.org/Intro/GB/Flyer.html; also available
as a flyer (download: www.vho.org/Intro/GB/Flyer.pdf; purchase:
vho.org/store/USA/bresult.php?ID=87)

28 «College Ads and the Holocaust,” Washington Post, Dec. 21, 1991, A18

(www.vho.org/GB/c/BRS/WPDec21-1991-A18.png).

“Ugly Ideas, and Democracy,” New York Times, January 15, 1992

(www.vho.org/GB/c/BRS/NYTJan15-1992.png).
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L:
R:

L:
R:

ance of Smith together with Jewish revisionist David Cole at the “Phil Donahue
Show.”**

There is a Jewish revisionist?

Yes, there are actually several, for example Joseph Ginsburg, who published
many revisionist books under the name Josef G. Burg.??'

That surprises me.

Why should Jews not be curious and critical about there own people’s past?
After all, if it turns out that powerful and influential Jewish personalities and
lobby groups assisted in falsifying history, there is a real danger that in future
the little Jews will sooner or later be held accountable, even though they are not
responsible. That is enough motivation for quite a few Jews not to go along
with the dogma.

But back to the U.S. media. Unfortunately, this openness and liberality of the
U.S. media did not prevail for long. Toward the end of the 1990s, when the
Internet had become a weapon for mass instruction, the pressure increased
enormously upon the editors of those periodicals, which had accepted and pub-
lished paid revisionist advertisements. Jewish lobby groups in particular, but
also other politically “correct” associations as well as ultimately even the ad-
ministrations of universities themselves pressed the authors or editors of these
papers — who were often students — to refuse to print such advertisements in fu-
ture.””> The culmination of the effort against Smith’s revisionist ad campaign
occurred in the year 2000. At the beginning of 2000, Smith had succeeded in
getting a complete issue of his periodical, The Revisionist, included as an ad-
vertising supplement in the magazine University Chronicle of St. Cloud State
University in Minnesota.”> Reaction to this followed promptly: during an anti-
revisionist demonstration against this supplement, which had been organized
by the Center for Holocaust and Genocide Research, some especially involved
students publicly burned a copy of Smith’s writing. The irony here is that the
most important article in this issue of The Revisionist dealt with the subject of
book-burning and freedom of speech.”** Thus the students were burning noth-
ing other than a magazine which took a position against book-burning!
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Cf. Mark Weber, “‘60 Minutes’ takes aim at Holocaust revisionism,” JHR, 14(3) (1994) pp. 16-20;
Mark Weber, Greg Raven, “Bradley Smith’s ‘Campus Project’ generates nationwide publicity for
Holocaust revisionism,” JHR, 14(4) (1994), pp. 18-24.

Das Tagebuch, 2nd ed., Ederer, Munich 1978; Verschworung des Verschweigens, Ederer, Munich
1979; Der jiidische Eichmann und der bundesdeutsche Amalek, Ederer, Munich 1983; Terror und Ter-
ror, 2nd ed., Ederer, Munich 1983; Majdanek in alle Ewigkeit?, Ederer, Munich 1979; Siindenbdcke,
3rd ed., Ederer, Munich 1980; Zionazi-Zensur in der BRD, Ederer, Munich 1980; Mossad-Pddagogen —
eine Abrechnung mit Jerusalems Mossad-Welterziehern, Verlag Remer-Heipke, Bad Kissingen 1994
(www.vho.org/dl/DEU.html).

Cf. George Brewer, “A Tale of Two Ads,” 7R, no. 3, 2000, p. 22. See also Bradley R. Smith, Break His
Bones, published by author, San Ysidro 2003.

Issue no. 2, January 2000.

Richard Widmann, “Fahrenheit 451,” ibid, pp. 11-15. This article was also published in Katie de Koster
(ed.), Readings on Fahrenheit 451, Greenhaven Press, San Diego, CA, 2000.
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CHRONICLE

NEWSPAFER OF 5T. CLOUD STATE UNIVERSTY, 5T. CLOUD, MINNESDTA
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Ill. 14: Campus magazine Chronicle of the St. Cloud State University in Minnesota:
They are burning literature which takes book-burning to task!

L: That may not have been exactly sensitive behavior, but it certainly isn’t forbid-
den! The students naturally have a right to do what they want with something
that is given to them. And freedom of speech doesn’t mean that one has a right
to have his opinion published at will.

R: Within legal limits anyone can certainly do as he wishes with his property. But

one should visualize what was going on there: representatives of the future in-
tellectual elite of the leading world power are publicly burning a written work
to whose content they are adamantly hostile. By the way, I don’t believe that
these students actually read the text. I particularly cannot imagine that an intel-
lectually open person can burn writings, in which precisely this intellectual
mortal sin is pointed out as such and its catastrophic consequences for any so-
ciety are demonstrated.
If, however, intellectuals refuse to take notice of other viewpoints and instead
consign to the fire these views which, in the final analysis, they know nothing
about, then what must one think of these people? And what of a university that
even promotes, supports, and celebrates such behavior? That is indeed compa-
rable to a court proceeding where prosecutor and judge refuse to let the defen-
dant have his say, and convict him merely on the basis of prejudice and hear-
say.

L: Didn’t German Poet Heinrich Heine say in 1820:

“That was only a prelude. Wherever they burn books, in the end they burn
people as well.”
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R:That is the path along which such conduct progresses! Without a doubt a rag-

ing, destructive fanaticism lies concealed behind anyone who publicly burns
books or magazines only because — possibly or presumably (!) — the opinions
expressed therein are considered disreputable.
But I might go one step further here: what is free speech worth, if one has the
right, certainly, to speak his opinion but not to disseminate it as well? To illus-
trate using an overdrawn example, what would be thought of a state, in which
anyone is allowed to freely express his opinion, but only if no one is present?

L: That sounds like Germany, where one can no longer express without risk un-
permitted opinions about Jews, foreigners, or the Holocaust in the presence of a
third person. Even five people who are sitting together in a restaurant can be
my undoing if one of them rats on me.

R: Absolutely true. Therefore, what if all mass media of a nation refuse to publish
unpaid or paid articles, thus advertisements, which represent the views of a per-
secuted minority? To give an example: how long do you believe that slavery
could have been maintained in the early years of the USA, if it had been possi-
ble for the Negroes to compel the printing of paid advertisements in the papers
of that time?

L: But they cannot force private firms to do such a thing. That would violate free
speech, because the freedom to remain silent is of course only the other side of
the coin of this right.

R:To me, it is not a matter of telling anyone what he can or cannot say. This is a

matter of paid advertisements of others and a matter of whether or not it can be
regulated, which kind of advertisement a medium is permitted to reject and
which not. And in the first place, it is also a matter of the public media who
have no right to back out based on arbitrary private rules. But however that
may be: I myself don’t know whether there should be regulatory interference in
this issue, since any law and any regulation which attempts to regulate the me-
dia can ultimately be used against free speech. In the end, the problem is rooted
in the galloping monopolization of the mass media and advertising agencies
and paralleling this, in the world-wide reduction of the variety of published
opinions. But we are getting too far afield of the subject.
Let me point out that there are ever-increasing discussions in the USA about
revisionist theses, that these discussions are nonetheless suppressed due to
massive political pressure upon publishers and editors. In order to nip Smith’s
initially so successful advertising campaign in the bud, the leading figures of
the U.S. media and the U.S. Jewish organizations were even impelled to exert
extreme care: Arthur Sulzberger, publisher of the New York Times, as well as
Abraham Foxman, President of the Jewish Anti-Defamation League, two of the
most influential men in American culture and politics, joined together in 2003
to personally put an end to Smith’s work at the universities. The Anti-
Defamation League pronounced:**

25 ADL on the Frontline, Anti-Defamation League, special summer edition 2003; cf. Bradley Smith,
“Revisionist Notes,” TR 1(4) (2003), pp. 364-366.
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“When a campus newspaper editor is asked to print an ad denying that the
Holocaust took place — or calling for ‘open debate’ on the subject — can he
or she say ‘no’ without compromising freedom of the press?

In the view of the ADL and The New York Times, the answer is yes. Both or-
ganizations have been disturbed by the continuing — and often successful —
attempts by Holocaust deniers |[...] to place advertisements and other mate-
rials in campus newspapers. Out of their common concern came an annual
colloquium, ‘Extremism Targets the Campus Press: Balancing Freedom and
Responsibility.’

‘We seek to educate campus journalists,” said ADL Campus Affairs/Higher
Education Director Jeffrey Ross, ‘to balance freedom of the press with re-
sponsibility of the press when responding to hate submissions.’”

L: On the other hand, there is naturally no reason to object if it actually is a matter
of hate material.

R:Yes, if. The problem begins with how one defines hate. A mere claim as to

facts regarding an historical subject or the advocacy of free speech for revision-
ists can hardly be described as hate, but this is exactly what the ADL and with
them the mass media are doing.
One sees, therefore, to what lengths the media resort to in the USA in order to
block the intellectual success of revisionist theses: censorship is supposed to be
firmly implanted early on as a lodestone in the minds of these young journal-
ists.

L: I would call this training, which is contrary to the professional ethics of jour-
nalism, brainwashing.

R: Well, classic brainwashing resorts to other, more drastic measures.

L: Yet the more subtle and more civilized, the more effective this kind of brain-
washing is.

R: Then any training would be a type of brainwashing.

L: But here, people are manipulated contrary to their professional ethics by the
leaders of their professional field!

R:Let’s put it this way: these leaders redefine their ethics: freedom of speech — of
course; freedom to hate, no. The problem is that no universally applicable defi-
nition of hate is given. For if an historical thesis alone constitutes hate on the
basis that this thesis appears hateful to certain people, or causes other people to
have unkind feelings toward a third party, then all historical theses potentially
constitute hate. I cannot see why one should make an exception when aspects
of Jewish history are concerned, which of course impinges upon the history of
other peoples as well.

L: The historical truth is hate in the eyes of those who hate the truth, and that is
the truth!

R: A good aphorism, but even if revisionism should not be the truth, but merely an
honest error, then that still does not make it hate on that account.
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2.
R:

L:

R:

L:

R:

12. Anti-Fascist Lies

Human jealousies are not unknown even when the victims of the Auschwitz
concentration camp are involved. In 1989, when the Danes and the Bulgarians
likewise received a memorial plaque at Auschwitz although no Danes and only
one Bulgarian died there, Jewish organizations complained that in Auschwitz it
was not being stressed that Jews had been the main victims of the camp.
Rather, they said, it had been falsely recorded on the memorial plaques that of
the four million victims of the extermination two million were Poles.”*® A
commission formed due to this dispute finally determined toward the end of
1990 that, contrary to what had been officially alleged up to then, not four but
“only” about 1.5 million people had died in Auschwitz, of whom approxi-
mately 90% had been Jews. As a result, the old memorial plaques in the
Auschwitz-Birkenau camp were dismantled, which spoke of four million vic-
tims.

Does the removal of the old memorial plaques not have a connection to the
expert report that was rendered at this time by a Polish institute?

Quite clearly not. The conclusion of this expert report from Krakow, which you
speak of and which I will get into later,””” made no statement at all about the
number of victims.

What is interesting is the reaction of the public to the official reduction of the
number of victims at Auschwitz, and here I would like to give a few examples.
First there is the reaction of Dr. Shmuel Krakowski, research director of the
Yad Vashem memorial in Isracl. He blamed the exaggerated Auschwitz death
toll of four million on Poland’s former communist government, which had per-
petuated these maximized figures “in an attempt to minimise the Holocaust.”***
Can anyone explain to me, how one can minimize the Holocaust by exaggerat-
ing the victim numbers?

Krakowski meant that the old victim number did not emphasize that Jews were
the primary victims.

Yes, but in order to achieve this impression, the communists had not reduced
the Jewish death toll, but had exaggerated that and they grossly exaggerated the
number of Polish victims. Apart from that: those Polish victims could have
been Jewish as well. In any event, the communists did not minimize the Holo-
caust, they exaggerated it.

Next, there are the comments of Polish journalist Ernest Skalski in Germany’s
largest political news magazine Der Spiegel (German for “the mirror”), ad-
dre;zsging the moral consequences for the culprits of this Auschwitz death toll
lie:
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“Commission try to defuse Auschwitz controversy,” The Canadian Jewish News, Oct. 3, 1990, p. 5.
Cf. chapter 3.4.6.

Krzysztof Leski, Ohad Gozani, “Auschwitz death reduced to a million,” The Daily Telegraph, July 18,
1990, see separate text box.

Ernest Skalski, “Ich empfinde Verlegenheit,” Der Spiegel, 30/1990, p. 111.
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The Baily Telegraph

Auschwitz death reduced to a million

By Krzysztof Leski in Warsaw and Ohad Gozani in Tel Aviv

POLAND HAS cut its estimate of the number of people killed by the Nazis in the
Auschwitz death camp from four million to just over one million.

The vast majority of the dead are now accepted to have been Jews, despite claims by
Poland’s former communist government that as many Poles as Jews perished in Ger-
many’s largest concentration camp. [...]

Dr. Shmuel Krakowski, head of research at Israel’s Yad Vashem memorial for Jewish
victims of the Holocaust, said the new Polish figures were correct. [...] Dr. Krakowski
accused Poland’s former communist government of perpetuating the false figures in
an attempt to minimise the Holocaust and support claims that Auschwitz was not
exclusively a Jewish death camp.

\

v

“What was already known to contemporary historians for some time now
appears to be a certainty: that there were one to one-and-a-half million vic-

tims. Is anything changed for us by this?

Nothing at all is changed in the general balance-sheet of this outrageous
crime. Six million Jews murdered by the Nazis continue as an entry on the

books. [...]

What concerns me is that as a Pole I feel uncomfortable, above all because
the situation is extremely embarrassing. The error, although committed by
others a long time ago, remains tendentious. And it was ‘our’ error, if by

‘us’ is meant enemies of fascism and racism. |...]

But it [the error] was also the work of other murderers, who were interested
in representing the guilt of their rivals in the arena of genocide as even more

horrible than it actually was. |[...]
1 concede that one must sometimes conceal the truth — therefore must lie —

at

times even out of noble motives, perhaps from sympathy or delicacy of feel-
ing. But it is always worthwhile to know why one does that, which results in

the respective deviation from the truth. [...]

Even though the Truth does not always represent good, much more often the

lie represents evil.”

R:Skalski’s claim that the 4-million-number had been an error is clearly false,
however, since it can be proved with documents that the Auschwitz victim
count of four million originated from Soviet propaganda.*® For the anti-fascist
and Pole Skalski, the lie was therefore “embarrassing.” In my view, though, the
most embarrassing thing about the entire article — even more embarrassing than
this revelation of the exaggeration of propaganda, which was well known to

specialists in this field for decades — is this sentence:

30 C. Mattogno, “The Four Million Figure of Auschwitz: Origin, Revisions and Consequences,” TR 1(4)

(2003), pp. 387-392, 393-399.
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“I concede that one must sometimes conceal the truth — therefore must lie —
at times even out of noble motives, [...]”

L: “Sometimes one must lie”: that comports well with journalistic ethics?

R:Rather with a lack of the same, especially since one recognizes how far journal-
ism has departed from its own principles. But isn’t it fine that here at last lies,
exaggerations, and tendentious reporting in matters relating to the Holocaust
are openly admitted and defended as appropriate, in part, by reputable anti-
fascists and leftist media? Since after all, one finally knows what one is to ex-
pect from these media!

The Curator of Research of the Auschwitz Museum, Waclaw Dlugoborski,
explained in 1998 by what methods the m ;/th of the four million Auschwitz
victims was sustained in the Eastern Block:*"

“Up until 1989 in eastern Europe, a prohibition against casting doubt upon
the figure of 4 million killed was in force; at the memorial site of Auschwitz,
employees who doubted the correctness of the estimate were threatened with
disciplinary proceedings.”

L: But that is not significantly different from the procedure in many western na-
tions still today, where employees, whose salary is paid by some kind of a pub-
lic authority, are also not permitted to cast doubt upon the central aspects of the
Holocaust, and indeed not only under threat of disciplinary proceedings, but at
times even under threat of criminal prosecution.

R: That’s right. The same is of course still true today in Poland, where the dogma
of the four million was merely replaced by a new dogma of perhaps one mil-
lion. In Poland itself Holocaust revisionism is just as punishable as it is in the
German-speaking nations, for example. But more about this later.

The next publication I wish to cite here is the German Jewish weekly Allge-
meine Jiidische Wochenzeitung of July 26, 1990, see separate box. You will see
from this that the Central Council of the Jews in Germany considered the re-

B Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Sept. 14, 1998.
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© ALLGEMIEINE ¥x

JUDISCHE WOCHENZEITUNG
July 26, 1990, p. 2

Cynical Number Games

By Hermann Baumann

Let anyone wonder at it who can: Polish historians have it that “only” about 1.5 million
Jews were killed in the Auschwitz-Birkenau concentration camp, and not four million.
And the memorial plaque with the number of the four million victims in Auschwitz,
which has been accepted for years, was promptly removed. And this without the his-
torical findings having been seriously discussed.

Quite a singular event, and thus the protest of the Chairman of the Board of Directors of
the Central Council of the Jews, Heinz Galinski, is absolutely appropriate. [...]

Is this new toying with numbers merely a repeated expression of how deeply anti-
Jewish feelings are embedded in the Polish people? [...]

In any case, the Polish historians have performed a very bad service for the question of
guilt of the Germans [sic!]. Their moral cleanliness is not only highly problematic, it is

\also insensitive. Y

L:

L:

duction in the number of victims to be a cynical numbers game. Moreover, it
protested against it, claiming that the historical findings had not been seriously
discussed.” Scarcely two years later, on the occasion of the erection of new
memorial plaques in Auschwitz, now with 1.5 million victims claimed, one
learned from the same paper that according to scientific findings, not four, but
rather approximately 1.5 million people had been murdered.”** Therefore, after
initial consternation, accommodation was made with the new number of vic-
tims.

But I have read in newspapers that there are supposed to have been fewer than
a million victims in Auschwitz.

And I have heard that there were far more than four million.

R: Auschwitz is often viewed as the center of the Holocaust, and as such it is

likewise the center of the Holocaust controversy and the differences of opinion
about it. This is especially reflected in the victim numbers, which are littered
throughout literature and the mass media. Let me concisely cite in table form a
list, certainly incomplete, of the most important victim numbers of the Ausch-
witz concentration camp as disseminated by publicly respected media or re-
searchers:**

22 «zvnische Zahlenspiele,” Allgemeine Jiidische Wochenzeitung, July 26, 1990, p. 2.
233 «Neue Inschriften im KZ Auschwitz”, Allgemeine Jiidische Wochenzeitung, June 11, 1992, p. 1.
24 Abbreviated list, taken from Robert Faurisson, “How many deaths at Auschwitz?,” TR 1(1) (2003), pp.

17-23.
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Table 5: Number of Victims Claimed for Auschwitz

NO OF VICTIMS [SOURCE

9,000,000[French documentary film Nuit et Brouillard (1955).”

8,000,000 |French investigative authority (1945).*

6,000,000| Tibére Kremer (1951).

5-5,500,000|Krakow Auschwitz trial (1947), Le Monde (1978).*

4,000,000|Soviet document at the IMT.*

3,000,000/ David Susskind (1986);"*" Heritage (1993).”"'

2,500,000|Rudolf Vrba, aka Walter Rosenberg, Eichmann trial (1961).*

1,5,-3,500,000|Historian Yehuda Bauer (1982).”*

2,000,000|Historians Poliakov (1951),* Wellers (1973),>* Dawidowicz (1975).*

1,600,000|Historian Yehuda Bauer (1989).”*

1,500,000/New memorial plaques in Auschwitz.”*

1,471,595|Historian Georges Wellers (1983).”*"

1,250,000|Historian Raul Hilberg (1961 + 1985).”*

1,1-1,500,000|Historians I. Gutman, Franciszek Piper (1994).”"

1,000,000(J.-C. Pressac (1989), Dictionnaire des noms propres (1992)."

800-900,000|Historian Gerald Reitlinger (1953 and later).””

775-800,000|Jean-Claude Pressac (1993).”

630-710,000|Jean-Claude Pressac (1994).*

510,000|Fritjof Meyer (2002), Leading Editor of Spiegel.”

235
236

237

238

239
240

241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248

249

250

25

25

bS]

253

254

Historical advisors: historians Henri Michel and Olga Wormser, black/white movie, 32 min.

Eugéne Aroneanu, Documents pour servir a I histoire de la guerre. Camps de concentration, Office
frangais d’édition, 1945, pp. 7, 196. Total victim count: 26 million, p. 197; cf. the 26 million victim
number quoted at the beginning of the present book, p. 15.

Tibére Kremer, preface, in: Dr. Miklos Nyiszli, “SS-Obersturmfithrer Doktor Mengele,” Les Temps
modernes, March 1951, p. 1655.

Bernard Czardybon during the Krakow trial against R. Ho8, acc. to F. Piper, Auschwitz. How Many
Perished. Jews, Poles, Gypsies..., Poligrafia ITS, Krakow, 1992, pp. 7ff.; “Manifestation du souvenir a
Paris devant le mémorial du martyr juif inconnu,” Le Monde, April 20, 1978.

IMT, vol. XXXIX, pp. 241-261. This number was later repeated almost infinite times.

David Susskind, president of the Centre communautaire laic juif de Bruxelles, Le Nouvel Observateur,
May 30, 1986, p. 19.

Californian Jewish weekly Heritage, June 7, 1993.

Rudolf Vrba, Alan Bestic, I Cannot Forgive, Bantam, New York 1964, pp. 269-272.

Yehuda Bauer, 4 History of the Holocaust, Franklin Watts, New York 1982, p. 215.

Léon Poliakov, Bréviaire de la haine, Calmann-Lévy, Paris 1951, p. 496.

Georges Wellers, L 'Etoile jaune a ['heure de Vichy/De Drancy a Auschwitz, Fayard, 1973, p. 290.

Y. Bauer, “Auschwitz and the Poles. Fighting the Distortions,” The Jerusalem Post, Sept. 22, 1989, p. 6.
Luc Rosenzweig, “Auschwitz, la Pologne et le génocide,” Le Monde, January 27, 1995, p. 1.

Georges Wellers, “Essai de détermination du nombre des morts au camp d’Auschwitz,” Le Monde juif,
Oct.-Dec. 1983, pp. 127-159.

Including Jews and non Jews, of which 1,000,000 Jews, Raul Hilberg, op. cit. (note 39), p. 894, 1219;
also already in the 1* ed., Quadrangle Books, Chicago 1961, p. 572.

Israel Gutman, “Auschwitz — An Overview,” in: I. Gutman, Michael Berenbaum (eds.), Anatomy of the
Auschwitz Death Camp, U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum, Indiana University Press, Blooming-
ton/Indianapolis 1994; F. Piper, “The Number of Victims,” ibid., pp. 71f.

Jean-Claude Pressac, Auschwitz: Technique and Operation of the Gas Chambers, Beate Klarsfeld
Foundation, New York 1989, pp. 264 (http://holocaust-history.org/auschwitz/pressac/technique-and-
operation/); Hachette (ed.), Le Dictionnaire des noms propres, Hachette, Paris 1992.

Gerald Reitlinger, The Final Solution, various editions, here quoted acc. to the 2™ ed., Yoseliff, South
Brunswick/New York 1961, p. 500.

Jean-Claude Pressac, Les Crématoires d’Auschwitz. La Machinerie du meurtre de masse, Editions du
CNRS, 1993, p. 148; of this 630,000 gassed Jews.

Jean-Claude Pressac, Die Krematorien von Auschwitz. Die Technik des Massenmordes, Munich, Piper,
1994, p. 202; of this 470,000 to 550,000 gassed Jews.
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L: But these figures range all over the place, as though these numbers were ar-
rived at by throwing dice instead of by evidence.

R:In view of these gigantic fluctuations in the Auschwitz victim numbers, I

would just like to point out first that there has obviously never been agreement
about how many people actually died in the camp. Besides, it is publicly admit-
ted today that lies were told for tendentious reasons. The “official” number of
dead — that is, the number of dead to which the Auschwitz Museum has given
its blessing — is now reduced to 20-30% of the original “official” number — that
is, the Soviet figure — but this has not resulted in any correction of the total
number of Holocaust victims. If one is familiar with the number-juggling at
other Holocaust sites, which we will be dealing with later, then one can only
shake one’s head in amazement.
In light of such a confusing mish-mash of figures, in fact, in such a situation, in
which truth and lies are jumbled together, who would want to claim that he is
capable of reaching a certain, final pronouncement that justifies the criminal
prosecution of those with different views?

2.13. The Wannsee Debacle

R:Now I would like to ask you a question, ladies and gentlemen. I am asking for a
show of hands from those of you who know what the Wannsee Conference
was... That is a clear majority of the audience. The lady over there, yes, can
you please tell us in one sentence what this Conference was about?

L: In early 1942, several top Nazi bureaucrats assembled in a villa in the Wannsee
sector of the city of Berlin to discuss what to do with the Jews.

R:OK. Now I am asking for a show of hands from those who think they know the
content of the Wannsee Protocol... That is only a few individuals. I am now
randomly picking out the gentleman over there. Can you briefly tell us what
this Protocol is all about? You know the content of the Protocol?

L: Yes!

R:Then you can surely briefly relate to me what is in this Protocol.

L: As far as I recall, in the Wannsee Conference the extermination of the Jews in
Europe was decided upon as well as the measures necessary for this.

R:T actually asked you to tell me what is in the Protocol, not what is supposed to
have been decided at the Conference. Therefore you have read the Protocol?

L: No, but it is known, of course, what was decided there.

R: Ah! It is known, of course! So it is obvious? Now, let me first speak of what is
in the Protocol and what is not.

This protocol deals with, for example, the difficultly of Third Reich officials in
determining the definition of half- and quarter-Jews and the number of Jews in
the German sphere of influence. It summarizes the measures taken up to that

5 Fritjof Meyer, “Die Zahl der Opfer von Auschwitz — Neue Erkenntnisse durch neue Archivfunde,”
Osteuropa. Zeitschrift fiir Gegenwartsfragen des Ostens, no. 5, May 2002, pp. 631-641
(www.vho.org/D/Beitracge/FritjofMeyerOsteuropa.html; Engl.: www.vho.org/GB/c/Meyer.html); of
this 356,000 gassed Jews.
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ZEITUNG FUR DEUTSCHLAND

June 22, 1992, p. 34

Historian Jackel: Purpose of Wannsee Conference Disputed
The decision to murder Europe’s Jews was made earlier

[...] The protocol of the Conference, said Jackel, contains not a word about such a
decision [to exterminate the Jews]. Also, the participants had not been authorized at all
to do so.

[...] To be sure, the actual purpose of the Wannsee Conference is disputed, Jackel
conceded. [He said that] an English colleague had remarked more than 40 years ago
that the Conference had been merely a ‘comradely luncheon.’

[...] That the Conference played no sort of role in the deportations was proven [he said]
by the list of participants. Representatives from the Wehrmacht as well as of the Reich
Transportation Ministry were absent from it.

[...] Jackel believes [sic!] that a corresponding order [Hitler’s to exterminate the Jews]
followed the meeting between Hitler, Himmler, and Heydrich on September 24, 1941,
\thus three months before the Wannsee Conference. [...] J

time by the German government in order to expedite the emigration of Jews
from the German sphere of influence, and explains that deportation to the east
has replaced the policy of emigration. In connection with this it speaks of the
fact that Jews should immediately be put to work constructing roads to the east,
from which a reduction in their total number will follow due to a natural selec-
tion process as a result of the harsh conditions.”*®
There is not a word in the Protocol to the effect that the Jews were going to be
sent to extermination camps. Furthermore, there is not a word about whether,
when, and how the Jews were supposed to be conveyed to an intended extermi-
nation.
In 1982, Yehuda Bauer, Professor at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, had
already explained:**’
“The public still repeats, time after time, the silly story that at Wannsee the
extermination of the Jews was arrived at.”

L: That is the exact opposite of what is constantly dished out by most media.

R: Absolutely right. It took until the year 1990 before the media for the first time
reported something to this effect, and indeed only after the leftist German his-
torian Prof. Dr. Eberhard Jickel had publicly stated that no decisions about the
extermination of Jews had been made during the Wannsee Conference. These
decisions, according to Jackel, had rather already been made previously, even

26 Cf. the reproduction in Johannes P. Ney, “Das Wannsee-Protokoll,” Ernst Gauss (ed.), Grundlagen zur

Zeitgeschichte, Grabert, Tiibingen 1994, pp. 182-189 (www.vho.org/D/gzz/8 html).
The Canadian Jewish News, Jan. 20, 1982, p. 8, publishing a news release of The Jewish Telegraphic
from London.

257
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L:
R:

though he was unable to cite any source for this.”® These sorts of rectifications

by established historians do nothing, of course, to change the fact that the
Wannsee Conference still continues to be represented as the decision-making
event for the “final solution of the Jewish question.” To paraphrase Oscar
Wilde, who is going to be bothered by facts when they get in the way of a good
story?

But I don’t want to end with this. For a long time there have been expert re-
ports, having remained largely unnoticed up to now, which cast doubt upon the
authenticity of the Wannsee Protocol. Thus the Zeitgeschichtliche For-
schungsstelle (Research Office for Contemporary History) in Ingolstadt (Ger-
many) produced a detailed paper as early as 1987, in which considerable doubt
was expressed as to the authenticity of the Protocol.”® A year after this, the po-
litical scientist Udo Walendy published a detailed study about the Wannsee
Protocol.*® Its most distinguishing aspect is that it examines the statements of
those who participated in the Conference and who for that reason were brought
before Allied military tribunals after the war.

So it isn’t disputed that the Conference took place?

No, certainly not. According to the testimony of the participants of that time,
this meeting was conducted for the most part by Reinhard Heydrich, the right
hand of SS Reichsfiihrer Heinrich Himmler, in order to make a report about the
full authority granted him by Hitler for deportation of the Jews into the occu-
pied territories of the east. There was nothing said at this conference about ex-
termination through labor or other means. Also, the content of the alleged Pro-
tocol was not correct, since quite a lot was missing which had been discussed,
while things were mentioned in it which had not been topics of the meeting.
The most recent attempt at investigation of the authenticity of the Protocol in
the form of an expert report by the German revisionist authors Roland Bohlin-
ger and Johannes Peter Ney®®' cites a great amount of evidence and arguments
for the thesis that it is a forgery; indeed, plainly the “forgery of the century.”*%
In addition to many stylistic and formal errors, there is a central point of con-
tention in this protocol, which is the “$$”-symbol. As is well known, on most
official typewriters in the Third Reich, the symbol had its own special key,
with the runic-formed “$$.” Now it would hardly be troubling if, for lack of a
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Eberhard Jickel, “Zweck der Wannseekonferenz umstritten,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, June 22,
1992, p. 34; see text box on p. 122.

Hans Wahls, Zur Authentizitdt des “Wannsee-Protokolls,” Veroffentlichungen der Zeitgeschichtlichen
Forschungsstelle Ingolstadt, vol. 10, Ingolstadt 1987; in Table 6, p. 125, not all version compared by
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proper typewriter, some of the many copies of the Protocol — according to the
Protocol there should have been 30 copies — would have been written with a
normal machine. It becomes awkward when, of the 30 copies, only the 16th has
remained preserved at all, and this again exists in at least two different ver-
sions, one with normal “SS” and one with runic-formed “$5.” Moreover, in
Table 6 (p. 125), the most important textual deviations for some of the versions
known today are given. Which of these ought to be the original version no one
can say. The only certainty is that, aside from the unknown original version, all
other copies are not authentic.

The cover letter belonging to the “Wannsee Protocol” likewise exists in two
versions, one with normal “SS” and one with runic-formed “$5.” Here, though,
the situation is even more unmistakable: not only was an attempt made to leave
the typewritten area unaltered, but the handwritten notes of some official,
which are found on the version with the normal SS key, have been copied onto
the second version with runic-formed “$$” symbols, but the forgers did not
manage to complete erase all traces of the old typewritten text. Some traces are
still there. Compared with the first version, the identical handwriting has also
slipped a few millimeters with respect to the machine text. The forgery is
plainly obvious and recognizable to anyone. The proof of the forgery, at least
of one version of the cover letter, has thus been furnished for a long time now.

L: Why was this forgery done at all? Just to replace the normal SS with a runic
P

R: Other than that, the content of both versions is identical, so it must be assumed
that the forgers were not satisfied with the first version with normal SS sym-
bols.

L: But wouldn’t they have been happy with this first version if they had been con-
vinced that it was genuine?

R:Of course. There are many official Third Reich documents with normal SS
symbols. So the appearance of such symbols on such documents does not prove
that it is a forgery.

L: In other words: The forgers were not happy with the first version, because they
themselves did not believe in its authenticity. Therefore they decided to redo it,
but this time with proper $5 runes in order to dissipate any suspicions.

R:Perhaps. But as I said, there is nothing in those documents supporting the ex-
termination thesis. When tempering with these documents, why did the forgers
not stick something really clear in there stating that the Jews are going to be ex-
terminated? This forgery therefore remains a mystery.

L: Has there been any sort of response to this on the part of established historians?

R: German mainstream historian Professor Ernst Nolte has expressed doubts about
the authenticity of the Protocol,”® and Dr. Werner Maser likewise determined
the forgery of at least one copy of the cover letter in 2004 with the same argu-
ments, though without citing the older studies for it.***

263 E. Nolte, Der Europdiische Biirgerkrieg 1917-1945, Ullstein, Frankfurt am Main / Berlin 1987, p. 592;
Nolte, Streitpunkte, Ullstein, Frankfurt am Main / Berlin 1993, pp. 313f.
264 W. Maser, op. cit. (note 100), pp. 317f.
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Table 6: Summary of deviations, compared with version A, of various versions

of the 16th copy of the “Wannsee Protocol™*>

A Kempner version™  |D Poliakov-Wulf- |[F Ludwigsburg |G Ludwigsburg  |H Staatsarchiv

Text Zeile |version™® version I version 11 version

Schongarth 025 |Schoengarth Schoengarth Schoengarth Schoengarth

diesen Gegner 058 |diese Gegner diese Gegner diesen Gegner diesen Gegner

30.1.1933 102 [3o.Januar 1933  |3o0.Januar 1933 |30 1.1933 30.1.1933

15.3.1938 102 [15.Mérz 1938 15.Mérz 1938 15.3 1938 15.3.1938

15.3.1939 104 [15.Mérz 1939 15.Mérz 1939 15.3.1939 - 15.3.1939

1/4 Million 199 [1/2 Million 1/2 Million 1/4 Million 1/4 Million

sollen nun im 209 |sollen im Zuge |sollen im Zuge |sollen im Zuge sollen im Zuge

Zuge

Arbeitskolonnen [212 |Arbeitskolonnen |Arbeitskolonnen |Arbeitskolonnen | Arbeitskolonnen

bei Freilassung 220 |bei Freilassung  |bei Freilassung  [bei Freilassung bei Freilassung

Wird 273 |hat hat hat hat

irgendwelche 319 |irgendwelchen |irgendwelchen |irgendwelchen irgendwelchen

Lebensgebieten Geybie- Gebieten(Lebens) |Lebensgebieten Lebensgebieten
ten(Lebens)

des Verbleibens  |336 |[fiir das Verblei- |fiir das Verblei- |des Verbleibens im [des Verbleibens im

im Reich ben im Reich ben im Reich Reich Reich

Deutschen 365 |deutschbliitigen |deutschbliitigen |deutschen deutschen

Deutschen 382 |Deutschbliitigen [Deutschbliitigen [Deutschen Deutschen

und Mischlingen (388 |und Mischlingen |und Mischlingen |und Mischlingen 1. und Mischlingen 1.

1. Grades 2. Grades 2. Grades Grades Grades

Mischehen- und  |410 |Mischehen- Mischehen- Mischehen- und  |Mischehen- und

Mischlingsfragen Mischlingsfragen |Mischlingsfragen |Mischlingsfragen [Mischlingsfragen

L: So he was plagiarizing?

R:Or he arrived at it by himself and doesn’t know Bohlinger’s expert report. In
any case, he did not mention who first brought out the facts, which would have
been proper.

L: But then he would have had to have cited disreputable sources and would thus
have become disreputable himself.

R:Yes, the usual choice between Scylla and Charybdis. But otherwise historians,
media, and official representatives remain silent.

L:Is it not also disputed among revisionists whether the Protocol is actually a
forgery?

R:The Italian revisionist historian Carlo Mattogno, with whose works we shall
later become more closely acquainted, is actually of the opinion that one of the
versions of the Protocol could be definitely authentic. In any case, he sees no
contradiction between the substantial content of the Protocol and the main revi-
sionist thesis — no plan, no decision made for, and no carrying out of a planned
mass murder — and in that he is no doubt right. Therefore, should it turn out that
one of the known or even an as yet unknown version of the Wannsee Protocol
is genuine, then this would merely say in substance that the extermination the-
sis cannot be proved by this document.

: Even if one version of the cover letter was doctored, that doesn’t prove that the
other is false. And the same also holds true for the Protocol itself.**” And any-

265 Robert M.W. Kempner, Eichmann und Komplizen, Europa-Verlag, Ziirich 1961.

66 Léon Poliakov, Joseph Wulf, Das Dritte Reich und die Juden, Arani, Berlin 1955.
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way, the whole thing would obviously not prove that there was no mass exter-
mination!

R:That is correct. I have also intentionally not drawn a conclusion from the
Wannsee Protocol as to the reality or non-reality of any kind of events, but
merely said that under no circumstances can the extermination thesis be proved
by it. But I would permit myself the comment that with the possibility of the
forgery of the Wannsee Protocol, we are not dealing with a trivial matter. You
know, if over a period of decades one produces as evidence for one’s own the-
sis a document, which is totally unsuited for what it is supposed to prove and
which is, moreover, possibly forged, then the suspicion arises that one has no
better evidence. Indeed, one gets the suspicion of complicity with the forgers or
even of forgery itself. The question which suggests itself here is this, however:
Does anyone who is convinced of the correctness of his thesis resort to forger-
ies? Must someone who has evidence for the validity of his thesis take recourse
in such primitive forgeries and, even in the face of their obvious untenability,
desperately represent them to be genuine?

Please understand me correctly: the proof of a falsified or forged Wannsee
Protocol or its cover letter does not prove that there was no Holocaust! It sug-
gests merely the suspicion that something is fishy. Under such circumstances,
whoever continues to repeatedly hinder free research, blatantly transgresses
against the fundamental human rights of freedom of opinion and of research.

I now return to the question posed at the start. Which of you has now ever ac-
tually read the Wannsee Protocol?

I see that now no one is left. Esteemed ladies and gentlemen! I am speaking
here about a subject, which implicates the German people in the greatest crimes
in all of human history! I discover that you have not even made the effort to
simply look over the central document of the indictment.

L: That is plain nonsense! No one is accusing the post-war generations!

R: And what, then, do the continuously repeated calls for Germans to feel collec-
tive shame and be held collectively responsible suggest?

L: But that is something different. That is up to each person, whether he accepts
that or not.

R: Well, I would like to see the politician or media person who openly rejects that
and demands for Germans an upright posture and a national pride, which is
normal in other nations, and a policy of national interests! In Germany, no one
makes either a career or wins friends in such a way. But however that may be,
what I wished to express here is that everyone keep in mind the facts presented
here: Anyone who relies upon truthful reporting by the media and our historical
researchers in these matters, is lost the very moment he does so. The suppres-
sion of facts, the training for censorship, and the admitted dissemination of lies
attest to the fact that our media do not give us reliable information. What we
need are rational, critical, enlightened, and independently thinking people, who

267 Cf. about this more recently also Norbert Kampe, in: Mark Roseman, Die Wannsee-Konferenz, Pro-
pylden, Berlin 2002, pp. 157-164.
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approach the media and also our historians with a proper measure of skepti-
cism.

14. Austrians to the Fore

Not quite two years after the fuss about the reduction in the Auschwitz victim
figure, an intellectual bomb exploded in Austria when it became known that the
then President of the Austrian Federal Association of Civil Engineers, gradu-
ated engineer Walter Liiftl, had written a paper, in which he cast doubt — by us-
ing a variety of technical arguments — upon the technical feasibility of mass
gassings as reported by witness testimony.268 The media started howling, ac-
cused Liiftl, who as an engineer had argued on a purely technical level, of hav-
ing spread “Nazi slogans,”*® and demanded his resignation. Liiftl finally com-
plied with this demand, as Germany’s largest daily newspaper Siiddeutsche
Zeitung reported on March 14, 1992:°"
“The 59 year old Liiftl, expert witness to the court and CEO of a Vienna en-
gineering firm, has written in the paper ‘Holocaust — Belief and Facts’ that
mass murder with the poison gas Zyklon B could ‘not have happened, both
natural law and the absence of the technical and organizational prerequi-
sites speak against it. That the crematories were not capable of handling the
large number of victims can be safely asserted on structural-technical
grounds. Bodies are not fuel, their cremation requires much time and en-
ergy.’ Moreover, he characterized the murder of Jews by means of diesel ex-
haust gases as a ‘sheer impossibility.””
The attempt of various lobby groups to charge Liiftl with an offense against the
Austrian Prohibition Law, which outlaws “Nazi activities,” failed, however.””!
Who is this Liiftl, and what might have prompted him to write this paper?
Austria is not a large nation in surface area or in population. There, a man who
is President of Austria’s Association of Civil Engineers is without a doubt a
man of the “High Society.” Liiftl testified in thousands of court proceedings as
a publicly sworn expert in his field and was consequently considered to be one
of the most prominent civil engineers of the Alpine republic. What caused him
to write this paper has been given various explanations. Liiftl himself has al-
ready taking a position on this issue as early as 1991, although with the use of a
rather indirect approach, in an article published in the magazine of his associa-
tion, Konstruktiv. In this he concerned himself with the question of which evi-
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269
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Walter Luftl, Holocaust — Glauben und Fakten, Manuskript, Vienna 1991. A somewhat revised English
version appeared as “Holocaust: Belief and Facts” in JHR 12(4) (Winter 1992-93) pp. 391-420.
Reichmann, “Die Nazispriiche des Walter Liiftl,” Wochenpresse/Wirtschafiswoche, no. 11, 1992; AFP,
“Osterreicher bestreitet Holocaust,” Siiddeutsche Zeitung, March 13, 1992, p. 10.

“Rucktritt nach Zweifel an Holocaust,” Stiddeutsche Zeitung, March 14, 1992; for the complete text of
this article see the appendix, p. 187.

Cf. Werner Rademacher, “The Case of Walter Liftl,” in: G. Rudolf (ed.), op. cit. (note 44), pp. 61-84.
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dence should have greater weight, the evidence of an expert in the field or the
evidence of a witness:*”*
“We know from past cases: even if 46 witnesses more or less firmly declare
that they heard nothing, the 47th witness who heard something, whose
statement can be verified by experts, nonetheless speaks the truth.
On the other hand, it is strange that in certain proceedings relating to cre-
mation facilities, testimony perhaps is given that ‘meter-high flames shot out
of high chimneys,’ although this is technically impossible, since as a rule
only warm exhaust gases flow out of chimneys (except in quite rare explo-
sions — with gas heating, perhaps) and there is never even a reflection to be
seen, because the flames (as in the case of coke®™ firing) are unable to
leave the combustion chamber and the reflection is dissipated in the flue.”
These passages will say little to the uninformed reader. For that reason I would
like to go into this case more deeply. At the beginning of 1991, W. Liiftl was
already approaching the subject of Holocaust revisionism. This was triggered
by a flyer campaign of a right-wing journalist who disputed the existence of
homicidal gas chambers in the Mauthausen concentration camp in the vicinity
of Linz (Austria). This flyer even got into the Austrian federal parliament and
gave rise there to a furious debate. The circulation of this flyer as well as other
revisionist activities in the early 1990s were the reason why measures were fi-
nally taken in Austria to make a special law, which was in force already, even
harsher in order to be able to combat revisionism more successfully.
As you perhaps know, after the Second World War Austria was substantially
spared reparations, expulsions, and loss of territory. The prerequisite for such
privileged treatment by the victors was the so-called Austrian “Lebensliige”
(existential lie), to the effect that Austria was the first victim of Hitler. The
consequences of this Lebensliige have left their mark most especially in the po-
litical psyche and in a special penal law. While in politics there was an allergic
reaction to everything, which had a connection to any identification with the
German culture and nation, after the war the so-called Verbotsgesetz (Prohibi-
tion Law) was created, which provided for draconian punishment for anything
which could be interpreted as National Socialist activity. The option under in-
ternational law of campaigning for a national reunification with the rest of
Germany, which indeed actually represented not a National Socialist goal, but
rather a goal desired by all the people up until 1945, also fell under this prohi-
bition. But what is crucial is a supplementary provision to this law, which went
into effect in the spring of 1992 and says in paragraph 3h that the denial of the
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W. Luftl, “Sachverstdndigenbeweis versus Zeugenbeweis,” Konstruktiv 166 (1991) pp. 31f.; for the
complete text see appendix, p. 186; cf. W. Liiftl, “Die Feuerbestattung in der ersten Hilfte dieses Jahr-
hunderts,” Deutschland in Geschichte und Gegenwart 41(2) (1993), pp. 14-16
(www.vho.org/D/DGG/Lueftl41_2.html).

Coke is produced from coal by burning it with limited oxygen supply, which removes most non-carbon
components contained in coal. The resulting highly toxic gas rich in carbon monoxide and hydrogen
(coke gas or city gas) was used until the 1970/80 as heating and cooking gas in many households of
larger cities with coking and/or steel industries. Coke has a higher energy content per mass than most
coals due to its higher percentage of pure carbon.
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fact of the National Socialist genocide is to be punished with up to ten years of
imprisonment. The Austrian Prohibition Law therefore not only keeps Austri-
ans from exercising their right to self-determination, but also punishes a denial
— or, to be more accurate, disputing — of National Socialist genocidal crimes
with harsh penalties.

In contrast to most persons who happened to see the above mentioned flyer
circulate in the Austrian parliament, W. Liiftl did not stop at a first outraged re-
action, but instead made the effort to verify the truth of the claims asserted in
the flyer. The result of his researches made him skeptical. He reached the con-
clusion that the publisher of the flyer was essentially right, at least in part.

Since the start of the parliamentary debate Liiftl, as a professional expert in his
field, was thus committed to prevent that challenging facts, which Austrian
courts considered to be “self-evident,” would become a crime. Because sooner
or later, every court expert could find himself in the position of having to make
false testimonies before a court, contrary to his professional convictions, if he
wished to avoid punishment.”’ For the President of the Austrian Association of
Civil Engineers, it was therefore also a matter of preventing a muzzling of his
professional class when historical questions were involved.*”

The article cited above by Liiftl from his professional association’s magazine is
a result of his researches. They concern the statements by former Auschwitz
prisoners who claimed that they had seen meter-high flames shoot out of the
chimneys of the crematories. Among these witnesses was also Austrian citizen
and world-renowned psychiatrist Viktor Frankl,”’® with whom Walter Liiftl
made contact and whom he was able to convince that what he had supposedly
experienced could not possibly have happened.*”’

Further results of research, which W. Liiftl had conducted in the meantime with
other technicians and natural scientists, were not supposed to reach the public
for the time being due to their explosive nature, yet there must have been a leak
somewhere. Liiftl was given no chance to defend himself against the campaign
of harassment initiated against him that followed, with the lie that he had been
circulating “Nazi material.” In particular, several politicians with whom he had
previously still enjoyed good contact behind closed doors and in whom he had
found a receptive attitude in this matter, refused him the right to any defense.
After a certain time, the threats, intimidations, and insults against him, his em-
ployees, and customers paralyzed his engineering office. He was able to get out
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of this situation only by resigning his position as President and stopping all re-
visionist activities for the time being.

We will speak of some of Liiftl’s arguments later. Here, I would like to pose
only one question for now: Who is to be credited with more technically special-
ized competence: the politicians and media princes or a judicially sworn civil
engineering expert and President of the Engineering Board?

: That can be hardly any question, although even a Walter Liiftl can commit

serious errors. The question is probably rather what drove Liiftl. One might of
course impute to some little buffoon the pursuing of some sort of obscure ideo-
logical purpose, but Liiftl naturally had nothing whatsoever to gain if he got
himself into the quicksand, for that is how “denial” is interpreted, of course.
One can only believe that as a member of Austria’s upper Ten Thousand, Liiftl
had grave legal reservations about the new law, supported by important histori-
cal doubts based upon his technical expertise.
Exactly. Liftl himself is aware that his public appearance in support of revi-
sionism for technical reasons has a profound effect, which can hardly be over-
estimated. In this connection, he speaks of the creation of catacomb revision-
ists, that is, of the fact that behind the scenes, directly and indirectly, he is con-
stantly converting people to revisionism because, due to his reputation, no one
suspects him of being a National Socialist. But since revisionists are perse-
cuted, they have to conduct their activities underground, like the Christians in
ancient Rome.”"
So Liiftl hasn’t renounced his views?
His regular appearance as author in the revisionist periodicals Viertel-
Jjahreshefte fiir freie Geschichtsforschung (Quarterly Journal for Free Historical
Research) and The Revisionist shows rather the exact opposite.””
In the train of the so-called Liiftl scandal, there was a second sensational devel-
opment in Austria, and indeed, from comments made in Austria’s national lib-
ertarian Neuen Kronenzeitung, which is Austria’s highest circulating newspa-
per. Its chief editor Richard Nimmerrichter published a commentary under the
pseudonym “Staberl” on the subject of the Holocaust entitled “Methods of a
Mass Murder.” He wrote there:**
“Since then quite a few experts have been able to prove that the killing of so
many people with gas would have been a technical impossibility. [...] The
truth is probably simple. Only relatively few Jewish victims were gassed.
The others starved to death or were slain, killed by typhus, dysentery, and
spotted fever, because they were refused medical assistance; or they froze to
death or died from exhaustion. |...]

278

279

280
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The third generation of surviving Jews may need the martyr-saga of Hitler’s
victims gassed so barbarically in a similar way as Christians have been
nursing the memory of the — probably even more barbaric — crucifixion
death of Jesus Christ for 2000 years. Yet the sober fact is probably that the
Nazis killed the great majority of their Jewish prisoners in another way.
Certainly not one hair less barbarically!”

L: That is fairly strong stuff, for Christians as well!

R:True. At any rate, I don’t agree with all passages of this quotation. I want to
give you an idea here only what sort of statements some of the media allowed
themselves to be carried away into making at that time, during the course of the
temporary revisionist euphoria. Of course these comments had to result in a
criminal complaint being filed against the chief editor for alleged “Nazi activi-
ties,” and a preliminary criminal investigation was initiated. In a later issue,
this paper proved its theses by citations from the American Jewish history pro-
fessor Dr. Arno Mayer and thereby defended itself against a campaign of invec-
tive by other Austrian media. Later on, I will likewise cite Professor Mayer. On
the other hand, however, the Neue Kronenzeitung also approvingly discussed
an expert report by Austrian mainstream historian Prof. Dr. Gerhard Jagschitz,
which confirmed the existence and massive use of gas chambers in Auschwitz.
Hence, at the end Mr. Nimmerrichter got back into line with the mainstream in-
terpretation.”®" We shall likewise meet Professor Jagschitz in the course of our
lecture.

At about the same time, an article appeared in the professional journal Der
Osterreichische Journalist (The Austrian Journalist) by Richard Nimmerrichter
entitled “The Scourge of the Nation. Gas Chambers are no Taboo.”***
The preliminary investigations against the chief editor of the Kromnenzeitung
finally began at the start of 1993. Meanwhile, the sort of struggle which must
have raged behind the scenes is suggested by R. Nimmerrichter in an article in
his paper. With an allusion to the 283-page criminal complaint by the Jewish
religious community, he writes below the title “2 Lines versus 283 Pages”:**
“Public prosecutor Redt, who is totally unknown to me, also had need of this
courage when, in unwavering pursuit of constitutional principles, he decided
not to be accommodating to a powerful organization like the Jewish reli-
gious community.”

R:You realize, therefore, that at the beginning of the 1990s, there was quite a bit

of public turmoil in Austria about the taboo question of western societies.

B Neue Kronenzeitung, May 24, 1992, p. 22.

282 R. Nimmerrichter, “Die Zuchtrute der Nation, Gaskammern sind kein Tabu,” Der Osterreichische
Journalist, no. 3, 1992.

83« Zeilen gegen 283 Seiten,” Neue Kronen-Sonntagszeitung, Feb. 7, 1993, p. 11.
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2.15. German Historians — Subdued, but not Mute

R:Now I would like to direct your attention back to Germany and raise the ques-
tion of whether there are also brave and honest men and women of the main-
stream in that country now, who are taking on this hot issue as stoutheartedly.
First of all there was the late mainstream historian Prof. Dr. Hellmut Diwald,
who taught at the University of Erlangen near Nuremberg. In 1978 he pub-
lished the book Geschichte der Deutschen (History of the Germans), in which,
concerning the Final Solution to the Jewish Question, he explains that after the
loss of command of the sea by the Third Reich and with it the impossibility of
Jewish emigration or expulsion, this meant the plan for the deportation of the
Jews to eastern ghettos. With regard to the Holocaust as interpreted today, he
wrote few words:***

“Despite all the literature, what actually took place in the following years is
still unsolved with respect to its essential questions.”

R: The howl of outrage from the media which followed this has been thoroughly
documented by Dr. Armin Mohler and Prof. Dr. Robert Hepp.2** Due to public
pressure, the publishing house ultimately found itself forced to withdraw the
book from sale and, without consulting the author, to replace the corresponding
passages in a second edition with the usual formulas of shocked concern. Since
then, Prof. Diwald has been regarded as a radical right-wing historian. Because
he allowed himself to become very involved in a platform committee of the pa-
triotic German party Die Republikaner (The Republicans) at the beginning of
the 1990s, his scientific reputation is totally ruined, which of course happened
not based upon scientific grounds but due to political reasons. The only utter-
ances on this subject which have been heard from him in public after that are of
the following kind:**°

“From within as well as from without, due to other interests, everything
which is connected with ‘Auschwitz’ lies under the protection of a most ex-
tensively, legally secured shield.”

R:Once burned, twice shy. But at least Professor Diwald remained interested in
the subject, which he once again emphasized shortly before his death by ex-
pressing praise for the Rudolf Report (see quote on p. 183).

As the next German mainstream historian, I would like to discuss the Berlin
Professor of contemporary history Dr. Ernst Nolte, whose theses, published in
the middle of the 1980s, were among those decisive for the outbreak of the so-
called historians’ dispute. In essence, the historians’ dispute was about whether
the crimes of National Socialism against the Jews had their origin in the atroci-
ties of the Bolsheviks in Russia, among whom there were also very many Jews,
and whether these crimes of the National Socialists are unique or else are quali-

24 Hellmut Diwald, Geschichte der Deutschen, 1st ed., Propylien, Frankfurt/M. — Berlin — Wien, 1978, p.
165.

25 Armin Mohler, “Die Kampagne gegen Hellmut Diwald von 1978/79 — Erster Teil: Die Rache der SS,”
in: Rolf-Josef Eibicht (ed.), op. cit. (note 6), pp. 110-120; R. Hepp, op. cit. (note 6).

6 H. Diwald, Deutschland einig Vaterland, Ullstein, Frankfurt/Main 1990, p. 72.
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tatively and quantitatively comparable to other crimes.”®’ Later, Nolte answered
this question to the effect that he considers the crimes of National Socialism
unique not only in the trivial sense, with which the historians’ dispute resem-
bles a kind of shadow boxing.”®® However, whoever reads the book closely dis-
covers in the footnotes not only that Nolte at that time already considered the
Wannsee Protocol extremely questionable, as I have already mentioned,”® but,
referring to the entire topic of the Holocaust, he also makes a remark with far-
reaching consequences:*"
“Only when the rules of examination of witnesses have found universal ap-
plication and expert testimony is no longer evaluated according to political
criteria, will secure ground have been won for the effort toward scientific
objectivity with respect to the ‘Final Solution.’”

R:In principle, these reservations are none other than those formulated by Dr.
Diwald ten years previously. Only Ernst Nolte is clever enough to allow no
doubt concerning the Holocaust to appear in the text itself and to hide the
“bombs” in the small print.

L: How do you know that Professor Nolte is declaring serious doubt in his mar-
ginal notes? You are over-interpreting his marginal notes here according to
your views and are offering us no chance to check your claim! Professor Nolte
is known to me as a serious researcher, and I do not believe that he would like
to have your theses taken as his.

R:That comes from later publications of Nolte. His book Steitpunkte (controver-
sial issues), which deals with “present and future controversies about National
Socialism,” according to the subtitle of the book, was published in 1993.%%
Ranging over a broad area, Ernst Nolte deals in this with revisionist theses con-
cerning World War II in general and the Holocaust in particular. He determines
that it is incompatible with scientific freedom if scientific doubt with respect to
the Holocaust is punished, since in science, everything must be open to doubt
(p- 308):

“In view of the fundamental maxim ‘De omnibus dubitandum est’ [every-
thing must be open to doubt], the wide-spread opinion that any doubt con-
cerning the prevailing notions about the ‘Holocaust’ and the six million vic-
tims is to be regarded from the start as a sign of a vicious mind having con-
tempt for people, and that it is to be prohibited if possible, cannot be ac-
cepted for science under any circumstances, indeed, it is to be rejected as an
attack upon the principle of scientific freedom.”

R: After a study of the literature, he found (p. 9):

“Although I had to feel myself far more challenged by ‘revisionism’ than the
German contemporary historians, I soon reached the conviction that this
school was treated in an unscientific manner in the established literature,

37 See on this e.g.: E. Nolte, Das Vergehen der Vergangenheit, Ullstein, Frankfurt/Main 1987; Rudolf

Augstein (ed.), Historikerstreit, Serie Piper 816, Piper, Munich 1987; R. Kosiek, Historikerstreit und
Geschichtsrevision, 2nd ed., Grabert, Tiibingen 1988.

28 E. Nolte, op. cit. (note 263), p. 516.

% Ibid., p. 594.
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i.e. with outright dismissal, with insinuations about the character of the au-
thors, and mostly with plain dead silence.”

R:That this silent treatment is not due to lack of competence on the part of the
revisionists is stated by Professor Nolte in another passage, on p. 304:

“for this radical revisionism has been far more well-grounded in France
and in the USA than in Germany, and it cannot be disputed that its pioneers
know their subject very well and have produced research studies, which, in
their mastery of the source material and especially in their critique of the
sources, probably surpass those of the established historians in Germany.”

R:Thus it is his conclusion that with regard to the controversy about the “Final
Solution,” it is the established side above all whose efforts at scientific methods
have not always been crowned with success (p. 319). For that reason, Nolte,
strictly following scientific principles, has set himself the task since 1987 of
getting to know the theses and arguments of the revisionists. While doing this
work, he recognized that earlier he had all too easily given credence with great
naiveté to many witness statements and confessions regarding the Holocaust (p.
7-9). Nevertheless, after thorough study of the evidence and all arguments then
known to him, his saw his opinion confirmed that the established view was cor-
rect and that a denial of the Holocaust was objectively impossible (p. 87, 290,
297, 308).290 In another passage, however, he thinks that the final word con-
cerning the technical feasibility of the mass extermination testified to has still
not been spoken, and affirms by this that there are important technical and sci-
entific doubts which can crucially influence the discussion (p. 316).

Nolte sees gains for scholarship from the efforts of the Holocaust revisionists,
who he calls “radical revisionists™:
“In any case, to the radical revisionists the service must be attributed — as
Raul Hilberg has done — of forcing, by means of their challenging theses, the
established historiography into an examination and better argumentation of
their results and assumptions.” (p. 316)

R: Since, as we read on p. 309:

“[...] the questions as to the reliability of witness testimony, the evidentiary
value of documents, the technical possibility of certain events, the credibility
of information dealing with numbers, the weighing of facts, are not only ad-
missible, but scientifically indispensable, and any attempt to banish certain
arguments and evidence by ignoring or prohibiting them, must be viewed as
illegitimate.”

R: With this, Ernst Nolte had clearly not spoken the final word. Five years later,
together with the French leftist philosopher Francois Furet, he published the
work Feindliche Néihe (hostile proximity). In this, there are passages reproduc-
ing a correspondence between the two authors, from which I give some ex-
cerpts from Nolte’s pen here:*"!

20 Cf. on this my response “Im Streit mit Prof. Nolte,” G. Rudolf, op. cit. (note 168), pp. 131-187.
#! Herbig, Munich 1998, pp. 74-79; cf. G. Rudolf, “Die ketzerischen Gestindnisse eines Holocaus-
tologen,” VG, 3(2) (1999), pp. 222-224.
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“If radical revisionism were correct in the claim that there wasn'’t [...] any
‘Holocaust’ in the sense of comprehensive and systematic extermination
measures intended by the highest state leaders, |...] then I would have to
make the following confession. [...] National Socialism was no ‘distorted
copy of Bolshevism,’ but rather it was merely waging a struggle for the sur-
vival of a Germany forced upon the defensive in world politics.

No author gladly admits that only rubble remains of his work, and thus I
have a vital interest in revisionism — at least in its radical variety — not being
right.”

L: Hear, hear! It seems to me to be an attitude, which applies well to all historians

who have devoted themselves to this topic!

R:One has to respect Professor Nolte highly for not having kept silent about his
own bias. Further on, Nolte address various issues, which follow traditional re-

visionist lines of argument, some of which we will deal with later:

“But just because of this I feel challenged by it [revisionism] and yet find
myself unable to join those who ask the state prosecutor and the police to
take legal measures. Just because of that I see myself forced to raise the
question of whether revisionism has arguments at its disposal or whether it
actually comes out of mendacious agitation.

And here the general quality of the historian comes into play. The historian
knows that ‘revisions’ are the daily bread of science [...]. The historian
knows also that in all probability, in the end, some revisionist theses will be
recognized by the established historians or at least will be included in the
discussion. [ ...]

It was not expressly mentioned [during the Congress™ | that there had been
claims during the war and first post-war period, according to which the
mass killings were carried out by means of blowing hot steam into locked
chambers, by electric shocks on gigantic electrical plates, or by use of quick-

>

lime.” ...

292

R:There they are again, these obscure murder methods, which historians today

cloak in embarrassment (see p. 103). Nolte continues:

... “By being treated with silence, claims like these were declared to be obvi-
ously just as untrue as the rumor of the soap produced from Jewish corpses,
which, however, has even been taken up again in Germany recently due to
newspaper ads by a well-known movie director.*”* Even the testimony
probably most widely disseminated in the 1950s, that of the member of the
Confessing Church and SS leader Kurt Gerstein, is no longer included into
document collections of thoroughly orthodox scholars.***!

And it is well known that Jean-Claude Pressac, who despite his singular
precedents is recognized as a serious researcher, has recently reduced the

2 In Stuttgart, cf. note 151.
23 Arthur “Aze” Brauner, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung and Siiddeutsche Zeitung, May 6, 1995.
24 See chapter 4.5.2.
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number of victims of the gas chambers in Auschwitz down to approximately
half a million.*”
The claims which, to my knowledge, have only been put forth by ‘revision-
ists,” are not fundamentally different from individual corrections of this
kind: that the first confessions of the Auschwitz Commandant Hoss were co-
erced by means of torture,*® that claims according to which high flames
were shooting out of the chimneys of the crematories, as reported by many
eyewitnesses, must be due to hallucinations, that the technical prerequisites
for the cremation of up to 24,000 bodies per day did not exist, 7 that the
‘corpse cellar’ in the crematories of camps that had to record about 300
‘natural’ deaths each day during the typhus epidemics, were quite simply
indispensable and, at least during these periods, could not be diverted from
that purpose to be used for mass killings.
Also, such theses could hardly surprise the historian, for he knows from his
daily work that huge numbers, provided that they do not come from statistics
departments, must be and have been viewed as questionable since the time of
Herodotus, and no less does he know that large crowds of people in extreme
situations, and in the face of hardly comprehensible events, were and are
breeding places for rumors. |...]
However, the question |...] would not be settled, whether a revisionism, dis-
tancing itself from rabble-rousing agitation and instead proceeding argu-
mentatively, is an extreme manifestation of the fundamentally legitimate re-
visions and must be accepted as an internal scholarly phenomenon [...]. |
am inclined to answer this question in the affirmative, [...].”

R: Another four years later, his book Der kausal Nexus appeared. It is about revi-

sions and revisionism in the science of historiography and argues in a similar
style:

298

“The testimony of the Commandant of Auschwitz, Rudolf Hof3, which un-
doubtedly contributed very substantially to the internal breakdown of the de-
fendants in the Nuremberg Trial of the chief war criminals, was preceded by
torture; therefore, according to the rules of western legal standards, it was
inadmissable in court. The so-called Gerstein Document displays so many
contradictions and includes so many objective impossibilities that it must be
considered worthless. The witness testimonies in by far the greatest number
of cases were based upon hearsay and mere supposition. The reports of the
few eyewitnesses contradict one another in part and elicit doubt as to their
credibility.

Aside from the case of Katyn, after the discovery of the mass graves by the
German Wehrmacht in 1943, a careful investigation by an international
commission of experts did not take place after the end of the war, and the re-
sponsibility for this belongs to the Soviet and Polish communists.

295
296
297
298

See chapter 2.16.
See chapter 4.5.4.
See chapter 3.4.4.
Ernst Nolte, Der kausale Nexus, Herbig. Munich 2002, pp. 96f.
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The publication of photographs of the crematories and some cans of Zyklon
B poison gas has no kind of evidentiary value, since in the larger camps in-
fected with typhus, crematories had to be present and since Zyklon B is a
known ‘delousing remedy,” which cannot be dispensed with at any place
where masses of people live together under poor sanitary conditions.

[...] a questioning of the established idea that the mass extermination in gas
chambers is compellingly proved by countless testimonies and facts and is
beyond any doubt must be allowed, or otherwise science as such is not ad-
missible and possible at all in this sphere.”

R: And then later even more clearly:>”

“It concerns the claim, based upon the findings of natural science or upon
technical facts, that either there were not or cannot have been any mass kill-
ings by gassing, at least not of the scope accepted until now. I am speaking
here of the chemical examinations or expert reports with respect to the cya-
nide residue in the delousing chambers on the one hand, and in the rooms of
the crematories intended in the beginning as ‘morvgues’ on the other hand,
by Leuchter, Rudolf, and Liiftl, and last but not least by the unusually de-
tailed study by Carlo Mattogno concerning apparent questions of detail like
cremation time, coke consumption, and the like. In principle, there is no ar-
gument against the thesis repeatedly put forward that that, which is techni-
cally impossible or impossible by natural law, cannot have happened, even if
hundreds of confessions and witness reports said the contrary; [...]. The
admission is unavoidable that scholars in the humanities and ideological
critics can have nothing to say in this question.”

R: Germany’s most prestigious daily newspaper, the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zei-
tung, stated in this context:*"

“Raul Hilberg [...] and Ernst Nolte [...] agree that the eyewitness reports of
celebrated Elie Wiesel should be read only with the most extreme attentive-
ness. Hilberg’s most recent book, the splendid work of his late years,
‘Sources of the Holocaust,™™ has silently taken leave from many of the
most famous but apparently also rather unreliable witnesses like Kurt Ger-
stein and Jan Karski. Thus the denier and the propagandist are complemen-
tary figures of our time.”

L: Alright, so now let’s leave Nolte, whose attitude of taking revisionism seri-
ously got him into a good deal of trouble, such as, for instance, a publication
ban in the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung.

R: Alright, let’s proceed to other mainstream German historians. As it would be,
then, with Dr. Joachim Hoffmann, a long-time Director at the official German
Militérgeschichtliche Forschungsamt (Research Office for Military History) in
Freiburg. Before he gets into deeper waters, he expresses himself plainly in his

9 Ibid., p. 122.

30 Erankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Oct. 7, 2003, p. L 37.

1 R, Hilberg, Sources of Holocaust Research. An Analysis, 1.R. Dee, Chicago 2001; cf. Jiirgen Graf’s
review, “Raul Hilberg’s Incurable Autism,” 7R 1(3) (2003), pp. 344-350.
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book Stalin’s War of Extermination, first published in German in 1995, con-
cerning the scholarly freedom prevailing in his nation:**
“In contrast to the spirit and letter of ‘freedom of research’ as proclaimed
under the German Basic Law, it is, unfortunately, advisable today to have
many passages of a historiographical text revised for ‘criminal content’
prior to publication — an almost disgraceful situation.”
At various places in this book, Dr. Hoffmann says very clearly, in effect, that
several things in the historical picture of the Holocaust are not evident. Thus he
speaks “of the atrocities actually or allegedly committed by the Germans™ (p.
172). He discusses the fact that in the early reports of the Soviet Union and in
the findings of the International Military Tribunal of Nuremberg, gassings in
Auschwitz were treated as only a secondary matter (pp. 181-185). He speaks of
“gassing of people allegedly having occurred in Majdanek” (p. 182), calls the
practices of the International Military Tribunal questionable (p. 185) and ac-
cuses the Soviet Union of having misled the International Military Tribunal by
means of manifold forgeries of documents relating to supposed German atroci-
ties (pp. 188, 210). He calls the total victims figure of the Holocaust, as also
that of the Auschwitz camp in particular, “product of Soviet propaganda,
intended to influence and indoctrinate public opinion, particularly, the thinking
of the Anglo-Saxon countries” (p. 190, cf. 334f.). He deals with the mass mur-
der of approximately 34,000 Jews from Kiev in the Babi Yar ravine, allegedly
carried out in 1941 by German Einsatzgruppen,”” in the chapter “Soviet
Crimes Are Attributed to the Germans” and comments there with precision:***
“An evaluation of the numerous air photos in recent years apparently leads
to the conclusion that, in contrast to the clearly visible, extensive mass
graves dug by the NKVD [for their Polish victims of mass murder in Ka-
tyn...] the terrain of the Babi Yar ravine between the years 1939 and 1944,
during the German occupation, remains undisturbed.”
What does that mean?
That means that the witness testimonies regarding this claimed mass murder,
which report about enormous mass graves and gigantic open air cremations of
bodies, cannot be correct. I will speak in more detail about this case in chapter
3.10., where I will once again cite Dr. Hoffmann.
Beyond this, Dr. Hoffmann labels the 2.2 million victims of the ethnic clean-
sing of east Germany*” at war’s end victims of an “anti-German genocide” (p.
336). He calls the measures of the German security service in the occupied
eastern territories “irresponsible actions in reprisal for the actions of partisans

302
303
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Joachim Hoffmann, op. cit. (note 24), p. 24.

Deployment Groups, groups to fight partisans.

Joachim Hoffmann, op. cit. (note 24), p. 215. Cf. the contribution by John C. Ball, “Air-Photo Evi-
dence” and Herbert Tiedemann, “Babi Yar: Critical Questions and Comments,” in: G. Rudolf, op. cit.
(note 44), pp. 269-282 and 501-528, resp. The Ukrainian daily Kiev Evening is said to have endorsed
these research findings in a report published in the Oct. 20, 1995, edition.

Here I use the term “east Germany” (lower case) to mean the former eastern provinces of Prussia (East
and West Prussian, Silesia, East Pommerania), which are today a part of Poland. What is called “East
Germany” today (upper case, including the states of Saxony-Anhalt, Thuringia, Mecklenburg, Bran-
denburg, West Pommerania) used to be middle or central Germany before 1945.



GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST 139

in guerrilla warfare,” a warfare that Hoffmann calls “illegal under international
law” and which “was initiated by the Soviets in a spirit of cold calculation” (p.
338). Hoffman furthermore sees in the policy of comradeship-in-arms on an
equal footing between the Wehrmacht and the anti-Stalinist “Russian Libera-
tion Army,” which was undertaken by the German Reich starting in 1943, the
beginning of a “friendship between the Russian and German peoples” with a
signal effect for the future (p. 340f.).
In view of such revisionist thunder-bolts, it is to be expected that Hoffmann
represents a differing viewpoint about Holocaust revisionism (p. 185):
“The Auschwitz problem has recently become the object of intensive jour-
nalistic debate, generally conducted both knowledgeably and intelligently in
all its aspects, both in Germany and abroad, even if many groups zealously
exceed the proper limitations of this debate due to their political motiva-
tions. This controversy is being conducted less in the ‘official’ literature
than in rather remote publications,” ...
L: What the devil are remote publications?
R: By this he probably means revisionist periodicals, but he doesn’t dare use the
word. But let me continue:

“and is not a little influenced by official prohibitions against certain
forms of thought and speech, suspiciously watched over by a system of po-
litical denunciation. The related prevention of free discussion of an impor-
tant problem of contemporary history, no matter how unfortunate it may be
today, will, of course, be ineffective in the long run. Experience shows that
free historical research can only be temporarily hindered by criminal law as
it exists in many European countries. Historical truths usually continue to
exert their effects behind the scenes, only to emerge triumphantly at a later
time. In regard to the problem of Auschwitz, moreover, it is not a question of
‘obvious’ facts relating to the cruel persecution and extermination of mem-
bers of the Jewish people, which is beyond discussion, rather, it is solely and
merely the question of the killing mechanism utilized and the question of
how many people fell victim to persecution. Major discoveries are emerging
in this regard, to such an extent that many current preconceptions must
inevitably be corrected.”

R: As to the quasi-taboo discussion about the number of victims of Auschwitz, he
thinks (p. 334f.):

“That the numbers of victims were exaggerated in this context was irrele-
vant within the dispute and is still considered irrelevant. Today, it is consid-
ered almost a criminal offence ‘to speak of Jewish losses as having been
horrendously exaggerated.’ Historians are particularly disturbed by this
situation, since it means that they arve caught between a system of political
Justice and spying and informants on the one hand, and their professional
duty to the truth on the other hand, i.e., their duty to determine the number

of victims with the greatest possible accuracy [...].”
R:Yet when one considers that Joachim Hoffmann had his book checked for
wording that could get him into conflict with German censorship laws, and as a
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result probably made modifications, one can imagine what Hoffmann might
have written if there were no censorship in Germany.
Did Hoffmann encounter trouble due to these lines?
He barely escaped it, as he has explained in the foreword to the English edition
of his book. The radical left-wing German Green Party even filed a minor in-
quiry in the Bundestag, Germany’s parliament, on Hoffmann’s account, but the
charges issued against him ultimately came to nothing.*"
In connection with these attacks upon Dr. Hoffmann, Dr. Heinz Magenheimer,
who teaches modern history at Salzburg University (Austria), also asked leave
to speak. He had this to say about Dr. Hoffmann’s revisionist tendencies re-
garding the campaign of the Wehrmacht against the Soviet Union in the Second
World War:>"’
“That all these authors have to live branded as ‘revisionists’ is, after all, not
disadvantageous. Any historical research bound to the truth must nourish
the questioning of handed-down theses, must constantly carry out re-
examinations, and must be ready to make corrections. In this sense, ‘revi-
sionism’ is the salt in the process of establishing the truth.”
Rather, revisionism oversalts and spoils the soup of knowledge by distortions
and falsifications.
There you are absolutely wrong. The word revisionism comes from the Latin
word revidere — to look at again. The reconsideration of traditional theories is
something completely normal, and indeed as much in natural science and tech-
nology as in the social sciences, to which the science of historiography belongs.
Science is not a static state of affairs, but rather a process, namely the procure-
ment of knowledge through the search for evidence. When new evidence is dis-
covered through continuing research or errors are uncovered by critical re-
searchers, then this often leads to old theories having to be modified or some-
times even having to be discarded altogether.
Thus revisionism can be described as looking at methods, old theories, and
scientific claims critically, under the magnifying glass, verifying their conclu-
siveness, and investigating whether new evidence possibly refutes or modifies
these old theories. The attempt to test old, handed-down theories and notions
and to attempt to disprove them is one of the main components of science.
Only where one is permitted to expose claims and theories to the toughest at-
tempts of refutation, can the content of truth of these assertions and theories be
tested, can the truth be approached. This is a fact that in my view the philoso-
pher Sir Karl Popper explained best in his standard work on epistemology, the
foundation of all acquisition of knowledge.’*®
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Joachim Hoffmann, op. cit. (note 24), pp. 16-19; as well as personal communication by Dr. J. Hoff-
mann, who saw to it that not a single word was changed in the English translation, because he had been
threatened that a revision of the content of this book could result in criminal investigation for “stirring
up the masses.”

Junge Freiheit, Feb. 16, 1996, p. 7.

Karl Popper, Objektive Erkenntnis, 4th ed., Hoffmann & Campe, Hamburg 1984; cf. also Claus Nord-
bruch, “Die selbsternannten Tugendwichter im Visier,” Neuen Ziircher Zeitung, June 12, 1999
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L: Popper was a Jew. He would turn over in his grave if he knew that you are
making use of him. Holocaust revisionism has nothing at all to do with a per-
missible revision of erroneous opinions. That is an unjust misappropriation of a
concept!

R: As if the correctness of Popper’s assertions depended upon his or my religious
affiliation! And merely claiming that revisionist criticism is not permissible
does not make it true. Everybody should judge that for himself.

Since we are already on the subject of Popper, I shall refer to Pogper’s view
about the beginning of the scientific method in ancient Greece.”” “The new
thing which Greek philosophy added,” states Popper, was not so much “the re-
placement of myths by something more ‘scientific,” but instead, rather in a new
attitude toward the myths.” And he continues:
“The new attitude is that of the critigue. In place of a dogmatic handing
down of teachings [...], critical discussion of them appears. Questions are
raised, there is doubt of the believability, the truth of the teachings. |...]
What is new, however, is that the doubt and the criticism become a scholas-
tic tradition. [...] in place of the traditional theory — of the myth — appears
the tradition of critically discussing theories.”

R:Hence, the heart of science is not its content, but its form, and most important
aspect of it is a critical attitude. Therefore, let’s doubt seriously and discuss
critically!

L: Can’t you say it in simple words, without referring to the bigshots of western
civilization?

R:OK, let me give you an example. Let us say I do not believe in the laws of
gravity, which is why I want to conduct many thorough tests in order to show
that all physicists are wrong. Would you tell me that I am not allowed to do
that? Or would the physicists file criminal complaints against me?

L: Of course not. Go right ahead with your tests, they probably would say.

R:See? There you have it: Those who are confident that they are correct do not
fear that their theories are being challenged. Only lies cry out for earthly
judges! So, if we can be so sure that the Holocaust happened, as we are con-
stantly being told, what is the problem in checking it?

But back to Dr. Hoffmann, for in the same year of 1995, loosely following
Popper’s directions, he gave an expert opinion concerning the revisionist an-
thology on the Holocaust published by me with the title Grundlagen zur Zeit-
geschichte (foundations of contemporary history),”'* in which, among other
things, it says:’"'
“There is much in the various contributions that strikes one as thoroughly
convincing. [...] On the whole, the contributions to the anthology here at is-

(www.vho.org/D/Beitraege/Nordbruch.htm; Engl.:
www.germarrudolf.com/persecute/docs/ListPos39_e.pdf).

399 K. Popper, ibid., p. 361.

319 See Ernst Gauss (ed.), op. cit. (note 256); Engl.: Germar Rudolf (ed.), Dissecting the Holocaust, op. cit.
(note 44).

31 Joachim Hoffmann, “Grundlagen zur Zeitgeschichte (Foundations of Contemporary History): Expert
Report about this Book,” in G. Rudolf (ed.), op. cit. (note 44), pp. 563-566.
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sue frequently manifest a profound understanding of the subject and its as-
sociated literature, [...]. The overall impression evoked by this anthology
edited by Gauss is that its contents must be acknowledged [...]. A suppres-
sion of this carefully documented work would represent a forcible obstruc-
tion of the legitimate striving for scientific and academic understanding.”
Wow! And what was the occasion for this expert opinion?
It had been prepared for the defense involved in the trial at the County Court at
Tiibingen initiated in order to seize and destroy this very book, about which
Hoffmann was giving his expert opinion. Dr. Nolte also gave a similar expert
report at the proceeding. However, these two formidable historians were unable
to prevent the court from confiscating and destroying the book.*'
Was Nolte’s expert report published?
Not to my knowledge, but in another connection Professor Nolte has summa-
rized his opinion:313
“An informative summary of nearly all revisionist arguments is the anthol-
ogy ‘Grundlagen zur Zeitgeschichte,’ edited by Ernst Gauss (pseudonym of
Germar Rudolf) [...].
The circulation of this work is prohibited [in Germany]. It displays, although
not without exception, the formal characteristics of scholarship — such as the
citing of opposing literature and argumentation along with it — and for that
reason has been described as ‘pseudo-scientific.” Yet an unsuccessful ap-
proach and insufficient arguments are not in and of itself ‘pseudo-scientific.’
Science is not identical with correctness or even truth, but it strives for cor-
rectness or truth in a process which presupposes the existence of the false.”
Therefore is the work only partially scientific?
One would have to read Nolte’s opinion in order to be able to find out what his
objections are. I have never seen his expert report. But I can imagine that the
criticism expressed in it follows the line of what he stated in his book Streit-
punkte>'* In any case, he starts with the assumption that the work must be pro-
tected by the basic right to free science and research.
As a final point, I would like to refer to a historian, who has made a serious
name for himself in the late 1980s and early 1990s as what might be called a
“half-revisionist” by the publication of a series of very interesting studies.’" I
am speaking of Dr. Rainer Zitelmann, who taught contemporary history in Ber-
lin until 1992. In order to justify his critical approach to the historical picture of
the mainstream regarding the Third Reich, Zitelmann claims that as a historian
it must be permissible to take the position of a defense lawyer, even when it
comes to the Third Reich, since there are so many who show a one-sided accu-
satory attitude toward that era. Therefore defenders would be required in order
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AG Tiibingen, verdict of June 15, 1996, ref. 4 Gs 173/95: book and all data carriers were to be de-
stroyed, the publisher was fined DM 30,000 (some $20,000 at that time). The editor Germar Rudolf,
that is the current author, avoided this trial by fleeing into exile.

E. Nolte, op. cit. (note 298), p. 101.

E. Nolte, Streitpunkte, o. cit. (note 263); cf. also my critique, op. cit. (note 290).

Thus e.g. M. Prinz, R. Zitelmann (ed.), Nationalsozialismus und Modernisierung, Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt 1991.
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to balance the scale to ensure historical accuracy.’'® Of course, with defense
Zitelmann did not mean the defense or justification of ideologies, systems, or
even crimes, but rather only the opportunity to present exonerating material.

L: I do not think that Zitelmann’s approach is correct. Of course, everybody has a
right to muster a defense, but by saying that he is defending something, he puts
himself into a defensive, apologetic position.

R: Sure. Nobody has to justify the search for exonerating evidence, at least that is
what one ought to think. But that is exactly what the Germans today are not al-
lowed to do. They are prohibited by threat of imprisonment to question the ac-
cusations continuously leveled against them, which have the most intense po-
litical impact imaginable on them and their nation.

Fact is that in every field of science, researchers have their own very personal
agendas, be they political or merely because their reputation, their pride, their
social status, or their financial welfare depends on their theories prevailing. The
controversy around the Holocaust is not categorically different from any other
scientific controversy. It merely evokes the strongest emotions and involves the
most powerful political agendas.

It is therefore naive to believe that objectivity prevails merely because every
scholar is supposed to be objective. Scholars are only humans, and therefore
most of them are biased in one way or another, and if only because their social
environment is biased due to cultural influences, which no one can escape. In
order to ensure objectivity, we need the free market of ideas, were all opinions
— including apologetic ones for certain historical eras — can struggle freely for
predominance. Those prevailing at the end should do so not because they are
backed by laws or authorities, which protect them from criticism, but because
they manage to convince the majority of scholars due to their conclusiveness
and exactitude. That is the only way to ensure accuracy in science.

But Dr. Zitelmann’s argument for the acceptance of a defense position in Ger-
man contemporary history has not prevailed. Quite the opposite. While up to
now it has been without consequence for the scholarly reputation of anyone,
and was frequently even profitable, to indict German history on all possible
charges, anyone taking a defensive position quickly becomes an outcast, or
might even be prosecuted in several European countries.

In order to make it plainly obvious what we are talking about here, let me
briefly repeat what incorrect claims have been discovered to this point, the
moral burden of which the German people as a whole is made to carry con-
stantly. First there are the horror stories, which turn up in many varieties, of
soap made from Jewish fat, shrunken heads from the bodies of prisoners, lamp-
shades of human skin etc.

Those are joined by the exaggerations about the number of victims, which are
permitted to be freely invented by every possible institution doing research
with no repercussions and are allowed to stand though they are knowingly
false.

316 R. Zitelmann, in U. Backes et al. (ed.), op. cit. (note 167), p. 32.
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Finally, we have already determined here that, apparently without great risk,
false or erroneous witness testimony can be given and documents can be forged
in order to make German history appear as negative as possible. I have cited
here the Demjanjuk Case and the Wannsee Protocol only as prominent exam-
ples, but the list can be extended.’'” In the course of these lectures I will bring
up an entire series of further cases, on the basis of which it will become clear to
you in a dramatic way, how simple it was and is to pull the wool over the eyes
of a public, which is for the most part totally uncritical. But may this brief ret-
rospective suffice for you to recognize that digging up exonerating evidence,
which is so important to enable a balanced assessment, is considered illegiti-
mate or even illegal when it comes to Third Reich history.

2.16. Scandal in France

R:Let me now ask by a show of hands who has ever heard the name Jean-Claude
Pressac? Now that is at least 10% or so. Let me get right to the point and ask
what you associate with his name?

L: Pressac was a French pharmacist who investigated the technology of the mass
murder in Auschwitz and has written a book on it, which was praised by the
mainstream media, because it finally refuted the technical arguments of the re-
visionists.

R:So the claim goes. Pressac, an amateur historian as so many in that field, has
actually written two books about Auschwitz. His first, published in 1989,
caused hardly any attention, although it has been announced as the ultimate
refutation of revisionism regarding Auschwitz. This 500+ pages book in over-
size landscape format was printed only in a small edition, most of which ended
up in major libraries of the western world.>' Pressac attained a certain public
renown for the first time in 1993f., when his second book appeared, which one
might describe as a sort of slightly updated summary of his previously men-
tioned mammoth work: The Crematories of Auschwitz, subtitle: The Technique
of Mass-Murder.*>***

L: And for this book Pressac was celebrated, because he finally refuted revision-
ism with its own technical methods.

R:Such was the tenor of the media.*'® That is the way, for example, Burkhard
Miiller-Ullrich wrote in the German news magazine F ocus:>"’

“What has been missing until now has been proof of the technical method of
mass murder. The revisionists — an international group of private historians,

7 See e.g. the problem of the invented talks of Rauschning with Hitler, the forged Hitler diaries, and the

false documentation on the arson of the Reichstag in 1933: K. Corino, Gefdlscht!, Rowohlt, Reinbek,
Hamburg 1992; see also the large amount of historical lies and forgeries as continuously documented in
the German series by Heinrich Wendig, Richtigstellungen zur Zeitgeschichte, Grabert-Verlag, Tiibin-
gen 1990 and later.

Cf. my critical observation: “Pressac and the German Public,” and Serge Thion’s observations about
the reaction in France: “History by Night or in Fog?,” both in: Germar Rudolf (ed.), Auschwitz: Plain
Facts, op. cit. (note 9), pp. 21-35, and 37-58, respectively.

31 Burkhard Miiller-Ullrich, “Die Technik des Massenmordes,” Focus, no. 17, April 25, 1994, pp. 116ff.
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mostly confessed National Socialists, who deny the crime or want to ‘mini-
mize’ it — attack just this point. [...] Pressac’s merit is that with his book he
has undermined the foundation for any objections of the revisionists and
Auschwitz deniers, if there ever was any. [...] Even Nolte did not know about
the conclusive, indisputable refutation with which Pressac disposed of the
main point of the Auschwitz deniers, that a mass gassing of several thousand
people in one day in a single camp was technically impossible.”

R:Or similarly, Harald Eggebrecht in Germany’s largest daily newspaper Siid-

deutsche Zeil‘ung:3

20

“[...] since the brutal resurgence of neo-Nazis and their shameless denial of
the annihilation of the Jews in the gas chambers of Auschwitz, propped up
with pseudo-scientific theories that the murder machinery was impossible on
so-called technical grounds, it has appeared necessary to prove Auschwitz
all over again. [...] In this document concerned with the careful analysis of
all documents, there are only a few lines in which Pressac grabs hold of the
horror. [...] As said before, this book is not a sensation, this is no argument
from the defense against the attack of the unteachable, the shameless, the
cynics, and the relativizers a la Ernst Nolte,[m] assuming that one should
take their arguments and theorization seriously as belonging in a scientific
discussion. Whoever does that is well on the way to believing in an ‘Ausch-
witz lie” and acceptance of the Nazi era as an integrateable period.”

L: In plain language, these critiques can be read as saying: there are no valid ar-

guments against the Holocaust, but now someone has refuted them at last!

R: Quite funny, isn’t it? Now we will verify this claim of refutation. Which of you

has read Pressac’s book? Yes — you there, below, would you please come up
here to the front? Thanks. So you have read the book?

L: Yes, and I was impressed by it.
R:Good. I have here a copy of the book. May I ask you to show me, from the list

of references in the book, a single citation from technical literature on cremato-
ries or gas chambers or execution facilities, or alternatively, show me one sin-
gle technical calculation which Pressac himself has performed. I will give you
ten minutes for this. After all, you know the book. Would you do that for us?

L: OK, I will do that.
R:Good. In the meantime, we will turn our attention to the French journalist and

distinguished opponent of revisionism, Eric Conan. A little over half a year af-
ter the ballyhoo about Pressac had died away, Conan wrote about the condition
of the Auschwitz camp in the largest French daily, Le Monde:***

“Another sensitive topic: What to do with the falsifications which the com-
munist administration left behind? In the 1950s and 1960s several buildings,
which had disappeared or had been diverted to other uses, were recon-
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Harald Eggebrecht, “Die Sprache des UnfaB3baren,” Siiddeutsche Zeitung, April 29, 1994.
Reference to Nolte’s book Streitpunkte, cf. chapter 2.15.

“Auschwitz: la mémoire du mal,” L Express, January 19-25, 1995; cf. also the comments by Robert
Faurisson: “Sur Auschwitz, lentement, la vérité reprend ses droits,” Feb. 4, 1995
(www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/archFaur/1995-2000/RF950204.html).
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structed with major errors and presented as authentic. Some which were
‘too new’ have been closed to the public. Not to speak of the gas chambers
for delousing, which were sometimes presented as homicidal gas chambers.
These aberrations have been very helpful to the deniers, who have extracted
out of this the substance of their fairy tales. The example of crematory I is
typical. The first gas chamber was established in its mortuary. It was work-
ing for a short time in the beginning of 1942. The blocking off of the zones
which were needed for the gassings disturbed the camp operation. At the end
of April 1942, it was therefore decided to relocate the lethal gassings to
Birkenau, where they were essentially carried out upon Jewish victims on an
industrial scale. Crematory I was consequently converted into an air raid
shelter with a surgery room. With the creation of the museum in 1948, cre-
matory I was converted into its assumed [sic!] original condition. Everything
there is false:"*' [ ...] the dimensions of the gas chamber, the location of the
doors, the openings for the introduction of Zyklon B, the ovens which, ac-
cording to the admission of some survivors, were newly rebuilt, the height of
the chimneys. [...] For the moment, this remains as it is, and nothing is said
to the visitors. That is too complicated. As for the future, one will see.”
(Emphasis added)

L: Does this mean that visitors to Auschwitz don’t get to see the original gas
chamber at all, but a so-called reconstruction?

R:That is exactly what it means, and on top of that, a reconstruction created ac-
cording to an “assumed” original, therefore without evidentiary basis and with
much poetic freedom.

L: But the visitors are told that this is the original gas chamber.

R: At least up until a short while ago, it was suggested to them that this was genu-
ine.

L: Obviously following the motto: we were lying, we are lying, and we will keep
lying.

R:In a book that appeared a year later two mainstream historians expressed their
views about these “reconstructions” divorced from reality, which were carried
out after the war:***

“There have been additions to the camp the Russians found in 1945 as well
as deletions, and the suppression of the prisoner reception site is matched by
the reconstruction of crematorium I just outside the northeast perimeter of
the present museum camp. With its chimney and its gas chamber, the crema-
torium functions as the solemn conclusion for tours through the camp. Visi-
tors are not told that the crematorium they see is largely a postwar recon-
struction.

When Auschwitz was transformed into a museum after the war, the decision
was taken to concentrate the history of the whole complex into one of its
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Original French: “Tout y est faux”

Robert van Pelt, Deborah Dwork, Auschwitz: 1270 to the Present, Yale University Press, New Haven
and London 1996, pp. 363f.; cf. C. Mattogno, “Architectonical Bunglings of Two Plagiarizers,” in: G.
Rudolf, C. Mattogno, Auschwitz: The Case against Insanity, op. cit. (note 9).
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component parts. The infa-
mous crematories where the
mass murders had taken place
lay in ruins in Birkenau, two
miles away. The committee felt
that a crematorium was re-
quired at the end of the memo-
rial journey, and crematorium
I was reconstructed to speak
for the history of the incinera-
tors at Birkenau. This pro-
gram of usurpation was rather
detailed. A chimney, the ultimate symbol of Birkenau, was re-created; four
hatched openings in the roof, as if for pouring Zyklon B into the gas cham-
ber below, were installed, and two of the three furnaces were rebuilt using
original parts. There are no signs to explain these restitutions, they were not
marked at the time, and the guides remain silent about it when they take visi-
tors through this building that is presumed by the tourist to be the place
where it happened. ”

L: That leaves a stale taste in the mouth.

L: I cannot see what could be objectionable in a reconstruction.

R:1t is reprehensible when it is not directed toward evidence but rather — as is
admitted here — toward purposes of propaganda. Whether and to what extent
this so-called “reconstruction” is authentic, is something we will explore later.
This is serving only as a prelude for me here to discuss what occurred in the
spring of 1996 in France. As previously mentioned, Professor Robert Faurisson
was quite successful in France with his critical research approach. Jean-Claude
Pressac looked upon Faurisson’s arguments as a challenge which gave him im-
petus for his own studies. The Leuchter Report and all forensic investigations
after it were direct consequences of Faurisson’s activities. Eric Conan’s admis-
sions are in essence concessions to discoveries that Faurisson had made dec-
ades before.

In January 1996, the unthinkable happened in France: Of two famous French
personalities of the political left, the first suddenly publicly declared himself a
proponent of Holocaust revisionism, and the second demanded at least freedom
of speech for the revisionists.

The first of the two to speak was Roger Garaudy, who in the 1960s and 1970s
was one of the most active communists in France. He had published a book
about the founding myths of Israeli politics at a leftist publishing house that
had previously also published Faurisson’s writings.**> In one section of this
book, Garaudy deals with the Holocaust, and indeed from a totally revisionist

ll. 17: Roger
Garaudy, born
in 1913, was
one of the
leading French
communists in
the past. Some
years ago he
converted to
Islam.

335 Les Mythes fondateurs de la politique israélienne, La Vieille Taupe, no. 2, Paris 1995; Engl.: The
Founding Myths of Modern Israel, Institute for Historical Review, Costa Mesa, CA, 2000
(www.vho.org/GB/Books/tfmomi/index.html).
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lll. 18: The abbot Henri Groués, called Abbé
Pierre, born in 1912, came from a wealthy
family. As a member of the French National
Assembly after the war, he supported the
policy of the purging of personnel of the
Vichy government. In 1949 he founded the
Emmaus Alliance for the support of the
have-nots. As such, he was well-known in
France as a sort of French “Mother
Theresa.” He was repeatedly roped in by
alliances of the extreme left and for some
years fought against Jean Marie Le Pen’s

right-wing party Front National.

perspective.326 When Garaudy was roundly attacked because of his book, Henri
Grougs openly supported him in April of the same year. Groues is far better
known as Abbé Pierre, a sort of male French version of the late Mother There-
sa. For months Garaudy’s adherence to revisionism and Abbé Pierre’s insis-

tence upon freedom of speech for his friend dominated the media of France.

327

On June 27, 1996, the title page of the French weekly magazine L’ Evénement

du Jeudi headlined:

“Holocaust — The victory of the revisionists”

R:This victory is then represented as a
catastrophe. In reality, however, there
was no victory to speak of, since claims
about the revisionists were merely re-
counted, along with the usual exaggera-
tion, distortions, and lies. The revision-
ists themselves were nowhere given
their say but rather experienced a re-
newed intensification of the campaign
against them of demonization and sup-
pression of opinion. In the rest of the
world this affair, which ended with the
recantation of Abbé Pierre,328 was for
the most part met with silence, how-
ever.

L: Were the two ever legally charged?

R:Not Abbé Pierre, but Roger Garaudy
was sentenced to a fine of 160,000
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Le guide des festivals de I'été

L'EVENEMENT

/ Labbé Pierre
persiste.
Gilles Perrault
s'explique.

imone Veil
ACCuse,

. La victoire des
revisionnistes |

1ll. 19: The victory of the revisionists

Garaudy has basically plagiarized the work of Robert Faurisson’s without quoting him a single time.

327 Cf. R. Faurisson, “Bilanz der Affire Garaudy/Abbé Pierre,” VffG, 1(1) (1997). pp. 9-18 (Engl.:
www.vho.org/aaargh/engl/FaurisArch/RF961101engl.html).

338 La Croix, July 23, 1996.
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L:

French Francs (about $30,000) and nine months imprisonment on probation.’
But this did not prevent Garaudy from also publishing his book in other lan-
guages, of which the Arabic edition in particular enjoyed an enormous success,
as one can imagine. Garaudy’s book was sold there in the millions, and he was
interviewed by the major Arab mass media and portrayed as a hero and martyr.
Therefore Garaudy did not recant.

R:No, quite the contrary. Certain natures come to flower only when they see

L:

R:
L:
R:

themselves unjustly persecuted. Garaudy seems to belong to that group also.
The affair Garaudy/Abbé Pierre had repercussions, which were at first not per-
ceptible on the surface. For example, the French mainstream historian and op-
ponent of revisionism Jacques Baynac broke his silence on September 2, 1996,
therefore something over two months after the end of the affair. In a learned
study about revisionism, he wrote that the past scandal had “altered the atmos-
phere to the favor of the revisionists,” while among their opponents perplexity,
dismay, and terror prevailed. He made the point that the historians up to now
had retreated from the revisionist challenge and instead had left the subject to
the amateur historian Jean-Claude Pressac. Baynac stated:>
“For the scientific historian, an assertion by a witness does not really repre-
sent history. It is an object of history. And an assertion of one witness does
not weigh heavily; assertions by many witnesses do not weigh much more
heavily, if they are not shored up with solid documentation. The postulate of
scientific historiography, one could say without great exaggeration, reads:
no paper/s, no facts proven |[...].
Either one gives up the priority of the archives, and in this case one dis-
qualifies history as a science, in order to immediately reclassify it as fiction;
or one retains the priority of the archive and in this case one must concede
that the lack of traces brings with it the incapability of directly proving the
existence of homicidal gas chambers.”
Did I hear correctly: a French historian concedes that the testimony of wit-
nesses is insufficient for historiography and that the existence of the gas cham-
bers cannot be demonstrated?
Yes indeed.
What does he mean by “lack of traces™?
As he himself explains, this means “the absence of documents, traces or other
material evidence.” With Baynac’s admission that historians shy away from a
confrontation with revisionist arguments, and his disclosure that there is no sci-
entifically tenable proof of homicidal gas chambers, he will surely have made
many enemies.

2 The verdict was even confirmed by the European Supreme Court on July 8, 2003. According to this
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court, revisionist theses incite to hatred against Jews, which is why they are not covered by the freedom
of speech. Cf. VffG 2(2) (1998), p. 163, 3(1) (1999), p. 118 (www.vho.org/News/D/Newsl 99.html).
Jacques Baynac, “Comment les historiens déleguent a la justice la tache de faire taire les révision-
nistes,” Le Nouveau Quotidien, Lausanne, Sept. 2, 1996, p. 16; Baynac, “Faute de documents probants sur
les chambres a gaz, les historiens esquivent le débat,” ibid., Sept. 3, 1996, p. 14; cf. R. Faurisson, “An
Orthodox Historian Finally Acknowledges: There is No Evidence for Nazi Gas Chambers,” JHR 17(4)
(1998), pp. 24-28.
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L: That spells ostracism for Baynac!
R:Right, but nothing has happened to

him as far as I know. But now back
to our volunteer, who has looked
through Pressac’s book for technical
citations or calculations. What have
you found?

v. /ll. 20: Jacques
Y Baynac, histo-
k| rian and novel-
ist, two profes-

sions which are
L: Well, to put it plainly, nothing at all. evidently often
R:Not a single citation from technical complementary
literature? | the field of
.| contemporary
L:No. history.
R: And no calculations?
L: Well, of course I wasn’t able to read
through the entire book, but in pag-

ing through it, my eye wasn’t caught by any calculations, which by their for-
matting naturally look different from the normal flow of text.

R:Good. This result doesn’t surprise me, since that is precisely what makes up

L:

Pressac’s writings: it is claimed that they come to grips with the technical ar-
guments of the revisionists and refute them, but when they are examined more
closely, it becomes obvious that they do not fulfill this claim. By the way, Pres-
sac did cite one technical article: on page 41f. of the German edition, Pressac
cites a technical article about modern hydrogen cyanide delousing facilities.”*!
He does this, however, only because he found the article in the documents of
the former camp at Auschwitz,”>* which he takes as proof that the SS wanted to
equip the alleged homicidal gas chambers in Auschwitz in Bunker 2 with simi-
lar modern facilities.

Therefore he’s making a technical argument, nonetheless.

R:Here, making a technical argument would mean comparing the method of op-

eration of these modern facilities with that which then allegedly came into use
with the homicidal gassings, which Pressac does not do, however. But we will
come back to that later. The fact is that there is no indication whatsoever that
there was any consideration at all given to equipping the so-called homicidal
gas chambers with such devices. Pressac’s assertion is therefore totally un-
founded. He is simply assembling a fantasy. At any rate, this sort of irresponsi-
ble storytelling is typical of Pressac.’?

In other words: the Jean-Claude Pressac celebrated by the media and estab-
lished historians as the technical expert on Auschwitz turns out to be a charla-
tan on closer inspection.”*
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Gerhard Peters, E. Wiistinger, “Entlausung mit Zyklon-Blauséure in Kreislauf-Begasungskammern.
Sach-Entlausung in Blausdure-Kammern,” Zeitschrift fiir hygienische Zoologie und Schddlingsbekdmp-
fung, 32(10/11) (1940), pp. 191-196; special reprint.

RVGA 502-1-332, pp. 86-90. The paper reached the Auschwitz Construction Office on July 3, 1941.
Cf. the revisionist critique of Pressac in: G. Rudolf (ed.), Auschwitz: Plain Facts, op. cit. (note 9).

Re. criticism of Pressac’s first book (note 251) cf. Robert Faurisson, JHR, 11(1) (1991), pp. 25-66;
ibid., 11(2) (1991), pp. 133-175 (www.vho.org/aaargh/engl/FaurisArch/RF9103xx1.html); Enrique
Aynat, “Neither Trace nor Proof,” ibid., pp. 177-206; re. a fundamental critique of Pressac’s method
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L: But Pressac has, after all, estimated the number of victims of Auschwitz
downward by several hundred thousand down to 700,000 or so. One has to give
him credit for that.**

R:But that figure hasn’t been recognized by the Auschwitz Museum. However,
let me cite Robert Redeker, an inveterate foe of the revisionists, with regard to
Pressac’s significance. Writing in the French philosophical monthly Les Temps
Modernes, he said the following:**®

“Revisionism is not a theory like any other, it is a catastrophe. [...] A catas-
trophe is a change of epoch. [...] revisionism marks the end of a myth [...] it
means the end of our myth.”

“Far from signifying the defeat of the revisionists, Mr. Pressac’s book ‘The
Crematories of Auschwitz: The Technique of Mass Murder’ signifies its
paradoxical triumph: The apparent victors (those who affirm the crime in its
whole horrible extent) are the defeated, and the apparent losers (the revi-
sionists and with them the deniers) come out on top. Their victory is invisi-
ble, but incontestable. [...] The revisionists stand in the center of the debate,
determine the methods, and fortify their hegemony. ™’

R:The chief editor of Les Temps Modernes, Claude Lanzmann, expressed similar
thoughts:***

“Even by their refutation the arguments of the revisionists become legiti-
mized, they become the reference point of everything. The revisionists oc-
cupy the whole territory.”

2.17. The End of Taboos

R:In 1998, Count Rudolf Czernin, an Austrian nobleman, entered a mine field
with the publication of his book Das Ende der Tabus. He dares to cite the
most important works and arguments of the revisionists, and indeed with re-
spect to the general history of the Third Reich as well as that of the Holocaust.
Thus he essentially follows the revisionist arguments regarding a forgery of the
Wannsee Protocol (p. 172-177) and explains in detail that the documented Jew-
ish policy of the Third Reich, before and during the war, was directed toward
an emigration or deportation of the Jews but not toward their extermination (p.
159-182). Under the heading “Blank Spaces in Holocaust Research” he points
out:

“There continue to be questions upon questions which have remained unan-
swered up to the present day. But why? Because dealing with the National

see G. Rudolf, “Pressac: From Paul to Pseudo-Saul,” in: G. Rudolf, C. Mattogno, Auschwitz-Lies, op.
cit (note 9).

335 Cf. the data in Table 5 on p. 120 of the present book.

336 Robert Redeker, “La Catastrophe du Révisionnisme,” Les Temps Modernes, no. 568, November 1993,
pp. 1-6.

37 R. Redeker, “Le Révisionnisme invisible,” ibid., no. 569, December 1993, pp. 127-134.

38 Le Nouvelle Observateur, Sept. 30, 1993, p. 97.

339 Rudolf Graf Czernin, Das Ende der Tabus — Aufbruch in der Zeitgeschichte, Stocker-Verlag, Graz-
Stuttgart 1998.
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Socialist Jewish policy, that of the so-called ‘Final Solution,” and with the
Holocaust, is dealing with an absolute taboo subject, the questioning of
which sets loose a storm of outrage. For that reason, up until now a critical
examination of the Holocaust and its prehistory on the part of the supporters
of the extermination thesis has not been done, while simultaneously any
critical examination and analysis by the other side, which doesn’t come to
the same conclusion, is dismissed with indignation, suppressed, given the si-
lent treatment, and indeed, in many cases, is even prosecuted as a crime. Yet
according to the official and standard view as well as judicial practice, this
complex subject is a matter of ‘notorious facts which require no proof” — a
formulation that was applied for the first time by the Nuremberg Military
Tribunal.” (p. 182)

R: Under the heading “The Taboo of the six Million,” he summarizes the dubious
foundation of the six-million-figure, and in the section “Discussion of the
Causes of Death,” he then mentions different articles dealing with the question
of whether there were really gas chambers for mass murder and introduces the
works of various revisionists: Paul Rassinier, Arthur Butz, Wilhelm Stéglich,
Fred Leuchter, Germar Rudolf, and Walter Liiftl, and cites the statements of
other authors whom we have already mentioned here or will be mentioning yet.

L:Is Count Czernin an historian at all, then?

R:No. His book mentioned here can hardly be rated a contribution to research,
since he is only summarizing the work of others and doesn’t even give a list of
sources for his statements. However worth reading his book might be, I would
like to cite it here merely as a symbol for how deeply revisionism has pene-
trated by now into the mainstream and is taken seriously there.

2.18. Worldwide Attention

R:In 1993 Deborah E. Lipstadt, the American professor of Jewish religious stud-
ies and Holocaust research, published a book entitled Denying the Holocaust:
The Growing Assault on Truth and Memory,”® in which she first of all gives
her perspective of the political background and motivations of the revisionists
and also tries to deal with some revisionist arguments.**'

L: A book very much to be recommended, so [ would think...

R:...if one finds political polemics on the subject appropriate.

L: What’s polemical about the book?

R:For example, Lipstadt castigates the revisionists, who are more often non-
Germans, for being German-friendly, and in doing so appraises this attitude
negatively, and in the same breath lumps this together with other supposed atti-
tudes of the revisionists, likewise judged as negative, such as anti-Semitism,
racism, and right-wing extremism.”* To the American reader these passages

0 Deborah E. Lipstadt, Denying the Holocaust: The Growing Assault on Truth and Memory, Free Press,
New York 1993 (www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/livres2/LIPS.pdf).

1 Lipstadt basically relies upon the work of J.-C. Pressac, see her notes 1-29 to her appendix on pp. 231f.

342 :

“ Ibid.:
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L:

might not stand out particularly, but in the German translation their effect is ex-
tremely repellent, and one gets the impression that the author is advocating the
notion that only someone who is hostile to Germans is a good person.343 Pro-
fessor Lipstadt furthermore goes on to explain that she believes that keeping
alive in Germany the remembrance of the uniqueness of the Holocaust has an
extraordinary importance.

This is, of course, only appropriate.

R:That’s debatable. Let me cite Mrs. Lipstadt:***

R:

R:

“If Germany was also a victim of a ‘downfall,” and if the Holocaust was no
different from a mélange of other tragedies, Germany’s moral obligation to
welcome all who seek refuge within its borders is lessened.”
What — aside from political motives — could induce an American professor of
theology to make the assumption that German is morally obligated to take in
every refugee, and that in a book about revisionism, which obviously has no
connection to the subject of refugees?
Finally there is Lipstadt’s reaction to Professor Ernst Nolte justified claim that
National Socialism, too, is historical and that it must be investigated scientifi-
cally without moral reservations as any other era as well.”** Lipstadt does not
only Nolte’s claim, but she also wishes to set herself up as an overseer over the
German discipline of historiography who strives to suppress opinions as those
of Prof. Nolte, for she explains:346
“We did not train in our respective fields in order to stand like watchmen
and women on the Rhine. Yet this is what we must do.”

: That’s indeed a strange understanding of scholarly freedom! To judge by this,

Mrs. Lipstadt is for a special treatment of the Germans as beings with inferior
rights whom it is reprehensible to like.

That is exactly the meaning of her words. The actual controversy about the
book, though, revolves around the British historian David Irving who is repre-
sented in Lipstadt’s book as a racist, anti-Semitic Holocaust-denier. David Ir-
ving, who was once considered the most successful historian of contemporary
history in the world due to having the most editions of his works in circulation,

343

344
345
346

p. 74: “ With the zeal of a convert, he [Prof. Harry Elmer Barnes] moved to the isolationist, pro-
German end of the political spectrum and stayed there for the rest of his life.”

p. 83: “The roots of Barnes’s views about the Holocaust and his attitudes toward Israel go beyond his
deep-seated Germanophilia and revisionist approach to history: They can be found in his antisemitism.”
p. 91: “ An active member of various German American groups, [Prof. Austin J.] App was an ardent
defender of Germans and Nazi Germany.”

p. 92: “Barnes was avidly pro-German but was not a fascist.”

p. 127: “Despite its veneer of impartial scholarship, [Prof. Arthur R.] Butz’s book is replete with the
same expressions of traditional antisemitism, philo-Germanism and conspiracy theory as the Holocaust
denial pamphlets printed by the most scurrilous neo-Nazi groups.”

p. 138: “Most people who were aware of its [the Institute for Historical Review] existence dismissed it
as a conglomeration of Holocaust deniers, neo-Nazis, philo-Germans, right-wing extremists, antisem-
ites, racists, and conspiracy theorists.”

Deborah E. Lipstadt, Betrifft: Leugnen des Holocaust, Rio Verlag, Ziirich 1994, pp. 92, 107, 111f., 157,
170.

Deborah E. Lipstadt, Denying..., op. cit. (note 340), p. 213.

Cf. Ernst Nolte, op. cit. (263, 287).

Deborah E. Lipstadt, op. cit. (note 340), p. 218.
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L:

R:

L:

R:

R:

was defending himself against this butchering of his reputation and brought suit
against Lipstadt and her British publisher...>"’
... and lost the trial resoundingly. Since then the revisionist arguments are con-
sidered as having finally been refuted.**®
So it is claimed, but that is absolutely not so, for revisionist arguments were not
dealt with in this trial but rather Irving’s arguments, and that is not the same
thing. David Irving made a name for himself with his studies on World War II
and with his biographies of personalities of this era. He has never even pub-
lished a single article on the Holocaust, let alone a book. He has repeatedly ex-
pressed himself in a derogatory manner about the subject, which doesn’t inter-
est him at all, and when I visited him in London in 1996, he said to me person-
ally that has never read a single revisionist book. Moreover, he refused even to
consider, in the period preliminary to his trial, letting revisionists appear as ex-
pert witnesses. Consequently his situation was catastrophic when during his
trial he then saw himself confronted with the concentrated argumentation of the
world-wide Holocaust Lobby. For defeat was unavoidable. This says little
about the caliber of revisionist arguments.
After all, a judge who had even less of an idea of the subject than Irving made
the decision, of course. One can just imagine how the judge’s career would
have fared, had he decided the Holocaust was now to be considered as at least
partially refuted! For where would we be, if historical truths were determined
by judges!
We would be in Germany. But all joking aside, let me cite here the former
president of the organization of American historians, Carl Degler, who is
quoted by Professor Lipstadt as having stated:**
“[...] once historians begin to consider the ‘motives’ behind historical re-
search and writing, ‘we endanger the whole enterprise in which the histori-
ans are engaged.’”
I think that this is the proper commentary to Lipstadt’s tirades as well as to the
endless efforts to impute or to prove some sort of political motivations on the
part of Irving or Holocaust revisionist historians. That is nothing other than
prying into private attitudes and repression of freedom of opinion.
What I would like to point out here is the fact that Holocaust revisionism never
received such intensive attention in the international mass media as during the

347

348

349

Cf. the trial at Bench Division, Royal Courts of Justice, Strand, London, David John Cawdell Irving vs.
(1) Penguin Books Limited, (2) Deborah E. Lipstadt, ref. 1996 1. no. 113
(www.holocaustdenialontrial.com/); cf. G. Rudolf, “The Pseudo-Architect,” in: G. Rudolf, C. Matto-
gno, Auschwitz: The Case against Insanity, op. cit. (note 9); see also online:
vho.org/GB/Contributions/RudolfOnVanPelt.html and .../CritiqueGray.html.

R.J. van Pelt (cultural historian, expert witness during the Irving trial), The Case for Auschwitz..., op.
cit. (note 140); (cf. critique by G. Rudolf, “A Case for Sane Historiography,” in: G. Rudolf, C. Mat-
togno, Auschwitz: The Case against Insanity, op. cit. (note 9)); D. D. Guttenplan (journalist, trial ob-
server), The Holocaust on Trial: History, Justice and the David Irving Libel Case, Granta Books, Lon-
don 2001 (cf. my review G. Rudolf, VffG 6(4) (2002), pp. 479f.); Richard J. Evans (historian, expert
witness during the Irving trial), Lying About Hitler: History, Holocaust, and the David Irving Trial, Ba-
sic Books, New York 2001.

Deborah E. Lipstadt, op. cit. (note 340), p. 198. Even Prof. Lipstadt agrees with that, ibid., p. 199: “But
on some level Carl Degler was right: Their motives are irrelevant.”
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R:

civil trial of Irving versus Lipstadt. I shall give some examples here. The first is
an article by Kim Murphy published in the Los Angeles Times on January 7,
2000, with the headline: “Danger in denying Holocaust?” She introduces her
article in this manner:*>°
“A young German chemist named Germar Rudolf took crumbling bits of
plaster from the walls of Auschwitz in 1993 and sent them to a lab for analy-
sis. There were plenty of traces of cyanide gas in the delousing chambers
where Nazi camp commanders had had blankets and clothing fumigated.
There was up to a thousand times less in the rooms described as human gas
chambers.
Rudolf, a doctoral candidate at Stuttgart University, concluded that large
numbers of Jews may have died of typhoid, starvation and murder at
Europe’s most famous World War II death camp, but none of them died in a
gas chamber.
When a report on his findings — commissioned by a former Third Reich gen-
eral — got out, Rudolf lost his job at the respected Max Planck Institute and
his doctoral degree was put on hold. He was sentenced to 14 months in
prison [...], his landlord kicked him out, he fled into exile and his wife filed
for divorce.
[...]1 Rudolf stands as a crucial figure because of what he represents: a
highly trained chemist who purports — despite a wide variety of scientific
evidence to the contrary — to have physical proof that the gas chambers at
Auschwitz did not exist.
Over the last decade, supporters of such theories have scrutinized hundreds
of thousands of pages of Third Reich documents and diaries made available
after the collapse of the Soviet Union. They have analyzed gas chamber con-
struction. They have pinpointed contradictions and hard-to-believe details in
stories told by camp survivors and, amid nearly universal scorn from the
academic establishment, won testimonials for some of their work from aca-
demics at respected institutions, such as Northwestern Universitn/>>") and the
University of Lyon.***”
Murphy’s article later comes to Irving and his upcoming trial, and she lets both
sides have their say, which is highly unusual. Five months later Kim Murphy,
who had attended an entire revisionist conference as the first reporter of the
mass media to do so, produced an undistorted report with fair quotations and
characterizations of the speakers.*>
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351

352
353

Cf. online www.germarrudolf.com/persecute/docs/ListPos111.pdf,
www.latimes.com/news/nation/updates/lat_libel000107.htm.

Reference to Prof. Dr. Arthur R. Butz and his work The Hoax of the Twentieth Century, op. cit. (note
27).

Reference to Prof. Dr. Robert Faurisson, cf. note 149.

“Noted Holocaust revisionist Joins Irvine Conclave,” Los Angeles Times, May 30, 2000; for reactions
to this see: IHR, “Thirteenth IHR Conference: A Resounding Success,” JHR, 19(3) (2000), pp. 2-11.
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The British media reported very extensively on Irving’s trial. The London
Times wrote on January 12 during the preliminary period to the Irving Tria

354
I:

“What is at stake here is not the amour-propre of individuals with grossly
inflated egos. Rather it is whether one of the blackest chapters of 20th-
century history actually happened, or is a figment of politically motivated
Jewry.”

R: The Korea Herald thought it a matter of distant Western vanities:>>

“This trial goes to the heart of Western identity, psychology and self-image.
For the victorious Allies: Britain, America and the former Soviet Union, the
fight against Hitler became a legitimating narrative: a titanic struggle of
light against dark, good against evil, progress against fascism. The reality,
of course, was more complex. But the Allies came to believe their own
propaganda.”

R:The February edition of the Atlantic Monthly dedicated a long article to the

Irving Trial, written by a declared enemy of revisionism. In it he stated:**®

“NOW, nearly forty years after Eichmann’s capture, the Holocaust is once
again on trial [...]. Irving doesn’t deny that many Jews died. Instead he de-
nies that any of them were killed in gas chambers, that Hitler directly or-
dered the annihilation of European Jewry, and that the killings were in any
significant way different from the other atrocities of the Second World War.
Of course, many right-wing cranks have argued along similar lines. What
makes Irving different is that his views on the Holocaust appear in the con-
text of work that has been respected, even admired, by some of the leading
historians in Britain and the United States.”

L: How can an historian who advocates such theses become the most widely read

author of historical works in the world?

R:Up until 1988 he had what was essentially the common notion of the Holo-

caust, but changed his opinion due to the Leuchter Report.”>’ In 1989, he even
published a glossy edition of the Leuchter Report with a preface of his own:

358

“Unlike the writing of history chemistry is an exact science. |...] Until the
end of this tragic century there will always be incorrigible historians,
statesmen, and publicists who are content to believe, or have no economi-
cally viable alternative but to believe, that the Nazis used ‘gas chambers’ at
Auschwitz to kill human beings. But it is now up to them to explain to me as
an intelligent and critical student of modern history why there is no signifi-
cant trace of any cyanide compound in the building which they have always
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Times, Jan. 12, 2000, p. 3; for more clippings on the trials media coverage see
www.fpp.co.uk/docs/press/index.html and Greg Raven, “Media Coverage of the Irving-Lipstadt Trial,”
Journal of Historical Review 19(1) (2000), pp. 40-52; ibid., 19(2) (2000), pp. 47-53.

Korea Herald, Feb. 25, 2000 (www.fpp.co.uk/docs/trial/KoreaHerald250200.html).

D.D. Guttenplan, “The Holocaust on Trial,” The Atlantic Monthly, 285(2) (2000), pp. 45-66
(www.fpp.co.uk/docs/trial/guttenplan/atim1.html).

Cf. for this Irving’s testimony during the trial against Ernst Ziindel in 1988: B. Kulaszka (ed.), op. cit.
(note 144), pp. 363-423.

Fred A. Leuchter, The Leuchter Report, British edition, op. cit. (note 163), Irving’s Introduction
(www.fpp.co.uk/Auschwitz/Leuchter/ReportIntro.html).
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L:
R:

L:
R:

L:
R:

identified as the former gas chambers. Forensic chemistry is, I repeat, an
exact science. The ball is in their court.
David Irving, Mai 1989”
That is a prescription for becoming a social and professional leper.
Which he himself probably had not expected. Due to his historical convictions,
Irving has committed a figurative financial and social hara-kiri. In any case,
like no one else before him, he has managed to draw public attention to revi-
sionism. But even in this case the revisionists did not have their say anywhere,
but rather for the most part were — as usual — only reviled.
One consequence of this temporary voyeuristic interest in “diabolical” revision-
ism was an eleven-page article in the February 2001 issue of the American
magazine Esquire, a highly reputable glossy magazine with a circulation of
about 600,000 copies.
The article, entitled “Inside the Bunker” (pp. 98-140) was written by John
Sack,”” who had made a name for himself as author of 4n Eye for an Eye, in
which he reported on the mass murder of Germans in forced labor camps in
Polish-occupied eastern Germany after the Second World War.*®
Wasn’t the book destroyed in Germany?
At first it was supposed to be published by the Piper publishing firm, but be-
cause the author was the target of the animosity of Jewish groups, the publisher
pulped the entire print run even before its release. But it was eventually pub-
lished by a different German publisher.®!
So is John Sack an anti-Semite?
No. Sack, who died in 2003, was of Jewish descent. His “mistake” was that he
reported the indiscriminate revenge-murder of innocent Germans by Jewish
camp personnel in eastern Germany after the war.
U.S. revisionist Dr. Robert Countess wrote a favorable review of Sack’s book,
and had it sent to Sack. Out of this a friendship developed between the two, and
this made it possible for Sack to personally get to know some U.S. revisionists
and participate in several of their conferences.’®* Now here is what an estab-
lished Jewish author, who believes in the gas chambers and the Holocaust, has
to say about the “malicious” revisionists:*®
“Despite their take on the Holocaust, they [the revisionists] were affable,
open-minded, intelligent, intellectual. Their eyes weren’t fires of unap-
proachable certitude, and their lips weren’t lemon twists of astringent hate.
Nazis and neo-Nazis they didn’t seem to be. Nor did they seem anti-Semites.
[...]
But also I wanted to say something therapeutic [during a revisionist confer-
ence], fto say something about hate. At the hotel [where the conference took
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Online at www.germarrudolf.com/persecute/docs/ListPos62.pdf.

John Sack, An Eye for an Eye, Basic Books, New York 1993.

Auge um Auge, Kabel Verlag, Hamburg 1995; cf. Richard H. Curtiss’ report on how Sack is censored
in the U.S. as well, The Washington Report On Middle East Affairs, June/July 1997, pp. 37, 62; cf. G.
Rudolf “John Sack und die Gaskammern,” VffG 3(1) (1999), pp. 94f.

Cf. R.H. Countess, “John Sack in Memoriam,” TR 2(2) (2004), pp. 214f.

Cf. the entire article at www.germarrudolf.com/persecute/docs/ListPos62.pdf.
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place], I would see none of it, certainly less than I would see when Jews
were speaking of Germans. No one had ever said anything remotely like Elie
Wiesel, ‘Every Jew, somewhere in his being, should set aside a zone of hate—
healthy, virile hate — for what persists in the Germans, ***and no one had
said anything like Edgar Bronfman, the president of the World Jewish Con-
gress. A shocked professor told Bronfman once, ‘You are teaching a whole
generation to hate thousands of Germans,” and Bronfiman replied, ‘No, I am
teaching a whole generation to hate millions of Germans.’ Jew hatred like
that German hatred, or like the German hatred I saw on every page of
[Daniel Goldhagen’s] Hitler’s Willing Executioners,"® I saw absolutely
none of [...]"

R:Sack also admitted that some of the arguments that the revisionists (“deniers”)

have been advancing for many years are actually true:

“[...] Holocaust deniers say — and they are right — that one Auschwitz com-
mandant [Rudolf H6B] confessed after he was tortured, 365 and that the
other reports [on the Holocaust] are full of bias, rumors, exaggerations, and
other preposterous matters, to quote the editor of a Jewish magazine five
years after the war.*'" The deniers say, and again they are right, that the
commandants, doctors, SS, and Jews at Bergen-Belsen, Buchenwald, and a
whole alphabet of camps testified after the war that there were cyanide [gas]
chambers at those camps that all historians today refute.”

R:Nor does Sack remain silent about the persecution of the revisionists:
“Sixteen other [revisionist] speakers spoke [...during the revisionist confer-
ence in 2000], and I counted six who’d run afoul of the law because of their
disbelief in the Holocaust and the death apparatus at Auschwitz. To profess
this in anyone’s earshot is illegal not just in Germany but in Holland, Bel-
gium, France, Spain, Switzerland, Austria, Poland, and Israel, where deny-
ing the Holocaust can get you five years while denying God can get you just
one. One speaker, David Irving, had been fined $18,000 for saying aloud in
Germany that one of the cyanide [gas]| chambers at Auschwitz is a replica
built by the Poles after the war. A replica it truly is, but truth in these mat-
ters is no defense in Germany.”

L: And what was Sack’s experience after this?

R:He had to have Deborah Lipstadt, for example, say of him that he was a neo-

Nazi, an anti-Semite, that, yes, he was even worse than the “Holocaust-

4 Elie Wiesel, chapter 12: “Appointment with Hate,” Legends of Our Time, Schocken Books, New York,
1982, starting at p. 142.
Knopf, New York 1996; cf. the critiques by Ruth Bettina Birn, “Revising the Holocaust,” The Histori-
cal Journal, 40(1) (1997), pp. 195-215; Norman Finkelstein, “Daniel Jonah Goldhagen’s Crazy’ Thesis
— A Critique of Hitler’s Willing Executioners,” new left review, July 1997, pp. 39-87; Norman G.
Finkelstein, Ruth Bettina Birn, 4 Nation on Trial: The Goldhagen Thesis and Historical Truth, Metro-
politan Books, New York 1998. Cf. the review by R.A. Widmann, “Holocaust Literature vs. Holocaust
Scholarship: Finkelstein, Goldhagen, and Holocaust Revisionism,” 7R, no 1, Nov. 1999, pp. 17f; cf.
Martin Kétt, Goldhagen in der Qualitiitspresse. Eine Debatte iiber “Kollektivschuld” und “National-
charakter” der Deutschen, UVK-Medien, Konstanz 1999.
¥ Robert Faurisson, “How the British Obtained the Confessions of Rudolf Hoss,” JHR 7(4) (1986), pp.
389-403.
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deniers.”®* After all, revisionists and their friends must, according to the pre-

vailing notion, be portrayed as inhuman evil-doers and not as sympathetic vic-
tims. That was the reasoning, incidentally, that Kim Murphy got when she was
informed by the Editor-in-Chief of the Los Angeles Times that she would not be
allowed to publish any article about the persecution of revisionists on the pages
of the Los Angeles Times. Instead, Kim Murphy was “penalized by transfer” to
Alaska for the fairness shown in the two articles by her mentioned above.*®’

2.19. “The Holocaust Never Happened”

R: What you read in the headline to this chapter was supposed to be the headline

of an advertisement campaign for a Holocaust memorial in Berlin, Germany.
“It would be bad to have a poster which no one notices.”

R: With these words, Klaus Wowereit, the mayor of Germany’s capital city Ber-
lin, explained his choice of the advertising poster (which is reproduced in Illus-
tration 21) for the Berlin Holocaust Memorial.**® The poster, which was un-
veiled on the wall of a bank near the Brandenburg Gate, measured 30 m x 15 m
(100 ft x 50 ft). Even the President of the Jewish Community in Berlin, Alex-
ander Brenner, spoke up in favor of this provocative choice. Although older
Jews in particular could possibly feel provoked by it, the means employed here
would be sanctified by the goal, he said.

The no less explosive first two sentences of small print on the poster, which
could be read only by someone standing close to it, originally read as follows:
“There are still many who claim this. In 20 years there will be even more.”

R:Possibly due to protests over how anyone could be sure that there would be

even more in 20 years, this text was altered a short time later to read as follows:
“There are still many who claim this. In 20 years there could be even
more.” (emphasis added)

R:Over 1,000 of these posters were supposed to be pasted all over Germany, and
an advertising campaign running parallel to this in the press and television,
along with half a million free postcards, were supposed to make this theme fa-
miliar to all Germans.

Yet hardly had this campaign been publicly announced, when a loud howl of
protest was raised, so that the entire campaign was quickly called off:*®
“Taken Down — Holocaust Poster Found False Friends
The donation poster for the Holocaust memorial in Berlin, which met with
approval particularly from revisionists, will be taken down ‘as quickly as
possible.””

L: That was a classic case of shooting oneself in the foot. It might be imagined

that such a poster had been put up by revisionists.

367 Peronal communication from Mrs. Murphy. However, in 2005 she won a Pulitzer Price for her report-
ing from Russia.

38 4P, July 19, 2001; at that time also posted on the Internet, www.holocaust-denkmal-
berlin.de/index.php, but no longer. Cf. G. Rudolf, VffG 5(3) (2001), pp. 244-246.

9 German Press Agency dpa, June 7, 2001.
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. 21: “‘The Holocaust Never Happened’
There are still many who claim this. In 20 years there will be even more. Therefore, donate for the Memorial
of the murdered Jews of Europe”
An “original,” provocative advertising campaign for the Berlin Holocaust Memorial, a

gigantic foot-in-mouth.

R:Then they probably would have hanged the revisionists right next to it. How-
ever that may be, you do realize that the whole controversy over the sacred
Holocaust is not without its humor, if one hasn’t forgotten how to laugh.

L: How did the creators of this advertising campaign come to admit that in 20
years there will be more people who no longer believe in the Holocaust?

R: The impetus was the anxiety that people would forget what allegedly happened
back then if the memory were not kept alive by constant reminders. And who-
ever forgets will ultimately turn into a denier. And the Berlin memorial is of
course supposed to combat this forgetfulness.

L: The anxiety is based upon the fact that the generation who experienced that
time, including the witnesses of the Holocaust, will have died off in 20 years.
Then there will no longer be anything which can be used as rebuttal against the
deniers.

R:Do you think that the number of those who deny the French Revolution like-
wise increased at the end of the 19th century, because the generation which ex-
perienced it died out?

L: How am I to understand that?

R: Well, every generation dies out eventually at some point. If our reliable knowl-
edge of history were dependent upon witnesses, then there would be no reliable
history that would be older than one human lifetime. Therefore, does the num-
ber of deniers of the history of any epoch always increase when the witnesses
have died out?

L: I hardly believe that.
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R:Then why do we make an exception for the Holocaust? If the knowledge about
an event is based only upon witnesses and if there are no other traces, which
survive the ravages of time, then what is the value of the reports of the wit-
nesses?

I would even turn the issue around: our exact knowledge concerning any stan-
dard historical event normally increases with the time elapsed. This is so not in
spite of the fact that contemporary witnesses die, but rather, in a certain sense,
even because those people who had participated in it die. For the participants in
historical events always have personal interests, and their accounts are for that
reason often distorted. Overcoming this tendency toward distortion is fre-
quently only possible when one no longer has to take into consideration these
persons and their lobby groups, particularly when the persons or lobby groups
involved are influential.

Therefore, if the statement is correct that in 20 years there will be even more
people who are of the opinion that “the holocaust never happened,” then the
reasons for this must lie not in the unbelievers but rather in our increasing dis-
coveries about the “Holocaust” and in the fading influence of those persons and
groups which have strong, non-objective interests with regard to the historiog-
raphy of the Holocaust.

L: So the admission that there will be even more unbelievers comes like a second
shot in the leg.

R: Exactly. Since, with their prediction that in 20 years there would be even more
of these “diabolical Auschwitz deniers,” they are indirectly conceding the lack
of plausibility of their arguments and evidence. As a substitute for rational ar-
guments, a sea of concrete tomb stones, of which the Berlin Holocaust Memo-
rial consists, is just about as convincing as a beating would be.

2.20. The Holocaust Industry

R. Following on the heels of the spectacle surrounding the Berlin Holocaust Me-
morial at the beginning of June 2001, came the German translation of the book
on The Holocaust Industry by Jewish American political scientist Professor Dr.
Norman G. Finkelstein.””® Whereas the U.S. media had stayed totally silent
about the English edition of this book, the exact opposite happened in Ger-
many. The success of the book and the huge echo from it which resonated
through the German media had one cause which I venture to express here: the
Germans have had it up to here with getting constantly hit over the head with
the Holocaust, and Professor Finkelstein acted as a pressure release valve since,
as an American Jew, he could express what no one in Germany dares to say
any longer. The gist of Finkelstein’s book actually is:*"!

30 Norman G. Finkelstein, The Holocaust Industry. Reflections of the Exploitation of Jewish Suffering,
Verso, London/New York 2000; Germ.: Die Holocaust-Industrie. Wie das Leiden der Juden ausgebeu-
tet wird, Piper, Munich 2001.

71 Cf. my review in VG, 4(3&4) (2000), pp. 435-438 (Engl.:
www.vho.org/GB/c/GR/Hololndustry.html).
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Jews lie and exaggerate with regard to the Holocaust for the sake of finan-
cial and political advantages.

L: But as a German non-Jew, one cannot say that.

R: Well you can say that, but only in secret or with the prospect of soon breathing
musty prison air. And Finkelstein himself didn’t come away unscathed from it
either. He lost his teaching position in New York and meanwhile is being sued
for slander in France.’”

L: But you by no means can count Finkelstein as one of your own, because his
parents are Holocaust survivors.

R:Finkelstein is no Holocaust expert. In that respect it would not be useful to
want to claim him. But at least he has put his finger on the problem and shown
how highly political the subject is and how it is misused by powerful Jewish
lobby groups. His statements concerning the unreliability of many witnesses
can be accepted or rejected. The fact is that Finkelstein has tackled the subject
of the Holocaust in a controversial and sensational manner. I don’t want to say
any more than that here.

In order to understand, why Finkelstein touched the heart of so many Germans,
let me quote from the speech of a German left-wing novelist, who is quite fa-
mous in Germany: Martin Walser. In 1998 he was awarded with the Peace
Prize of the German Book Trade. On occasion of the festivities of this award,
Martin Walser held a speech, one passage of which cause a major stir in Ger-
many, because it was considered to be scandalous in politically correct circles
in Germany:*"
“Everyone knows our [Germany’s] historical burden, the eternal shame,
there is no day on which it is not held before us. Could it be that the intellec-
tuals who reproach us with it by holding our shame before us, are for a sec-
ond falling for the illusion that, because they have again performed the ser-
vice of cruel reminding, they have excused themselves a little and are for a
moment even closer to the victims than the perpetrators? A momentary sof-
tening of the merciless contraposition of perpetrators and victims. 1 have
never held it to be possible to leave the side of the accused. Sometimes, when
I can no longer look anywhere without being attacked by an accusation, to
unburden myself, I have to tell myself that an accusatory routine has also
developed in the media. I have looked away certainly twenty times already
from the worst film sequences from concentration camps. No person who is
to be taken seriously denies Auschwitz; no one still of sound mind quibbles
about the horribleness of Auschwitz;, but when every day in the media this
past is held in front of me, I notice that something in me rises to defend
against this continuous presentation of our shame. Instead of being grateful
for the incessant presentation of our shame, I begin to look away. When 1

72 Press Release by the Wiesenthal Center Los Angeles, March 26, 2004, cf. “N. Finkelstein Sued for
Criticizing Holocaust Industry,” 7R 2(2) (2004), pp. 239.

(www.vho.org/News/GB/News2 04.html#mS8).

Martin Walser, Speech on occasion of receiving the Peace Prize of the German book trade in the Frank-
furt Church of St. Paul, Oct. 10, 1998,
www.dhm.de/lemo/html/dokumente/WegeInDieGegenwart_redeWalserZumFriedenspreis/
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note that something in me rises against it, I try to listen for motives when
shame is held before us and I am almost cheerful if I believe I am able to
discover that the idea is no longer not to permit to forget, but rather the ex-
ploitation of our shame for current purposes.”

R:This speech nicely wraps up the situation, in which the Germans find them-
selves: They are incessantly bombarded with Holocaust propaganda and with
political demands resulting from it. They are being held collectively responsi-
ble and liable for something their forefathers may or may not have done, and
they have no legal way of defending themselves against it, because critics are at
least ostracized, if not even prosecuted.

Just imagine how you felt if you would be uninterruptedly accused of some
crimes your great-grandfather had committed; and you were forced to eternally
apologize for it; to pay for it; to feel and express shame about it; to abandon all
sorts of rights as a punishment. And finally, that you had no right to ever ques-
tion if your great-grandfather really was such an arch criminal.

Finkelstein allowed the Germans to be “cheerful” for a brief moment, because
he pointed out that this eternal political purgatory, in which the Germans find
themselves, is an exploitation of their “shame for current purposes.”

L: Must the Germans “be grateful for the incessant presentation of [their] shame,”
as Walser expressed it?

R: Whoever is grateful that he is incessantly presented with his forefathers’ shame
probably has a psychological problem. That is called masochism or self-hatred.

L: But the case of the German member of Parliament Martin Hohmann, who in
2004 was heavily criticized and forced not to run for office anymore for not be-
ing grateful about his nation’s shame, shows nonetheless that the Germans are
apparently not escaping this duty.

R:Martin Hohmann has merely rejected the label “perpetrator nation” for the
Germans. However, he has not been attacked for this, but for his claim that
Jews were once perpetrators as well, namely during the early years of terror in
the Soviet Union. Based on scientific research quoted before,"” Hohmann said
about this:’™*

“For of the seven members of the Politburo of the Bolsheviks were Jews in
1917: Leo Trotzky, Leo Kameniev, Grigori Sinoviev, and Grigori Sokolni-
kov. The non-Jews were Lenin [his mother was Jewish, though], Stalin, Bub-
nov. Among the 21 members of the revolutionary Central Committee in Rus-
sia in 1917, 6 belonged to the Jewish ethnic group, which amounts to 28.6
%. The extremely large portion of Jews among the communist founding fa-
thers and in the revolutionary committees was not restricted to the Soviet
Union at all. Ferdinand Lassalle was just as much a Jew as were Eduard
Bernstein and Rosa Luxemburg. In 1924, four of the six leaders of the com-
munist party in Germany were Jews, which is three quarters. In Vienna, 81
of the 137 leading Austro-Marxists were Jewish, which is 60%. In Hungary,
30 of the 48 People’s Commissars were Jewish. Even within the revolution-

37 Cf. the reprint of Hohmann’s speech, “Gerechtigkeit fiir Deutschland — vielleicht néchstes Jahr,” VG
7(3&4) (2003), pp. 417-421.
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ary Soviet secret police, the Cheka [predecessor of the NKVD], the ratio of
Jews was extraordinarily high. Whereas only 2% of the entire population of
the Soviet Union was Jewish in 1934, they made up 39% of the Cheka lead-
ers. It should be noted that Jewry was considered to be an ethnic group by
the Soviet Union. Thus, their portion was larger even than that of the Rus-
sians of 36%. In the Ukraine, even 75% of all Cheka members were Jew-
ish.*

R:In the first lecture I pointed out that Jews dominated the terror apparatus of the
early Soviet Union, that is, between 1917 and 1937 (p. 34). When reading the
literature about the Bolshevik revolution quoted there, you will quickly dis-
cover that the Bolshevik revolution can also be described, and at that time actu-
ally was described both by Jews and non-Jews all over the world, as a Jewish
revolution, since the majority of positions in the revolutionary government of
the early Soviet Union were occupied by people with Jewish background.

L: But Hohmann also rejected the label “perpetrator nation” for the Jews.

R:Obviously, but he has committed the “error” of speaking at all of the fact that
persons with a Jewish background once had a disproportionately large role in
history as perpetrators.>”

L: But if that can be proved...

R:...but the perpetrators in the Soviet Union were all atheistic, therefore neither
Jews nor Christians.

L: That is true only if Jewry is understood to be a religion but not an ethnic group.

R: Exactly.

L: But then there would be no state of Israel. That is based upon the assumption
that Jewry is an ethnic entity.

R: There the opinions among Jews, as among non-Jews, diverge quite widely from
one another.

L: And the thesis which fits best is applied — with Israel the ethnic, and with
Hohmann the religious.

2.21. Mirror, Mirror on the Wall

R:In the spring of 2002 a shock wave traveled through the German community of
historians. Fritjof Meyer, a “leading editor” of the Hamburg news magazine
Der Spiegel (the mirror), advanced the following thesis in an article:>>

“In 1945, the Soviet Investigatory Commission numbered four million vic-
tims in the National Socialist work and extermination camp of Auschwitz-
Birkenau, a product of war propaganda. Under coercion, camp Comman-
dant Ho3 named three million and recanted. Up until now, how many people
actually fell victim to this singular mass murder could only be estimated.
The first Holocaust historian, Gerald Reitlinger, assumed one million, while
the latest state of research estimated it to be several hundred thousand
fewer.” (p. 631)

375 See page 34 in the present book and the literature quoted in note 47.



GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST 165

R:Meyer adds a new step to the dance of Auschwitz victim-counting, one which
at the same time represents a record low:

“These considerations lead here to the conclusion that in Auschwitz half a
million people were murdered, of these approximately 356,000 in the gas.”
(p. 639)

L: How does he justify this reduction?

R:His argument is on two levels. First, he thinks that the gas chambers of the
crematories would have proved to be technically useless for murder by gas and
therefore were not used at all for mass murder:

“It cannot be discussed in more detail here that the existing evidence,
namely documents concerning a subsequent preparation of the structures
not originally established for it [crematories] (for example with shaft open-
ings [supposedly for the introduction of gas] and gas-testing apparatus) for
becoming the ‘gassing cellars,” as well as the relevant witness testimony,
point rather to attempts in March/April of 1943 to employ the underground
morgues for mass murder after the completion of the crematories in the
early summer of 1943. This obviously failed, because the ventilation was
counterproductive and the expected large numbers of victims did not arrive
in the following eleven months.” (p. 632)

L: But Meyer continues to insist on 356,000 dead from gassing!

R: They are supposed to have been gassed in old farmhouses:

“The genocide actually committed occurred probably predominantly in the
two reconstructed farmhouses outside of the camp.” (p. 632)

L: Did the farmhouses have a better ventilation system, then?

R: They had no ventilation at all.

L: Then how can a mass murder fail for technical reasons in properly built new
crematories due to inadequate ventilation, but not fail in primitive farmhouses
without any sort of ventilation?

R: There you have touched upon a sore point. However, here I would not like to
get into Meyer’s arguments but report on his views.

The second string of arguments is based upon Meyer’s thesis that the cremation
capacity of the Birkenau crematories was not at all sufficient enough to incin-
erate the number of victims in it claimed. In his argument, he refers in his foot-
note 19 (and then again in footnote 32) to the following work:
“Carlo Mattogno/Franco Deana: Die Krematoriumsdfen von Auschwitz
[The Crematory Furnaces of Auschwitz] in [...] Ernst Gauss (ed.): Grund-
lagen zur Zeitgeschichte. [Engl.: Dissecting the Holocaust] Tiibingen, 1994,
p- 310. [...] From the other side, ‘revisionists’ have very industriously gath-
ered details, [ ...] Their discoveries were able to perplex the respectable phi-
losopher of history Ernst Nolte and even David Irving, but were otherwise
ignored as food for thought or even a challenge by historians. The jurist
Ernst [correct: Wilhelm] Stdglich (Der Auschwitz Mythos), [...] was after all
the first to do this by casting legitimate doubt upon many passages in the
notes written by Hofs in custody.” (p. 635)
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L:

R:

R:

L:
R:

L:

R:

L:

R:
L:

A leading editor of Der Spiegel is citing Holocaust revisionist sources and even

heaping praise on them?

Not quite. I have omitted here Meyer’s verbal barbs against the revisionists.

But the fact remains: a leading editor of Germany’s leftist news magazine Der

Spiegel is quoting revisionists in support of his own thesis.

A little later Meyer discusses in detail the statements of Rudolf Ho8, the former

commandant of Auschwitz. Meyer tells of his treatment by his British captors:
“After three days’ sleep deprivation, tortured, beaten after each answer, na-
ked and compelled to drink alcohol, the first interrogation had come off with
‘convincing evidence.’ Even HOf3 himself reported so: ‘What is in the proto-
col I don’t know, although I have signed it. But alcohol and whip were too
much even for me.” At about 2:30 in the morning he put his signature with
effort to these sentences:

In Auschwitz itself according to my estimate cca [sic] 3,000,000 people were
killed. Roughly I suppose that of these 2,500,000 were gassed.” (p. 639f.)
Afterwards, Meyer describes in detail the various tortures to which Hol was
subjected and proves that the numbers stated by H68 cannot possibly be cor-

rect.

Since of course ...

...wait, we are not finished yet. In an e-mail to me, Meyer reveals the likewise
surprising fact that he considers the book by Miklos Nyiszli,376 a frequently
quoted witness of the gas chambers of Auschwitz, with its “extreme state-
ments,” to be “obviously edited” and considers the report by Filip Miiller,"
another witness often cited, to be a “novel.””’

That is a turning point in contemporary historiography. For suddenly the eter-
nal outcasts are becoming the torch-bearers of progress!

One can imagine what waves this article has set off, which led to quite diver-
gent reactions.”” Indeed, hardly anyone from both sides has failed to tear him
apart with criticism.

How has Meyer reacted to these attacks?

To begin with he followed suit and defended his argumentation.>”

Perhaps in Fritjof Meyer we have a crypto-sympathizer of the revisionists!

376
377
378

379

M. Nyiszli, Auschwitz: A Doctor’s Eyewitness Account, Arcade Publishing, New York 1993.

Email by F. Meyer to G. Rudolf, Nov. 8, 2002.

For the establishment cf. in the Internet the site idgr.de/texte/geschichte/ns-verbrechen/fritjof-
meyer/index.php; esp.: Franciszek Piper, historian at the Auschwitz museum,
www.auschwitz.org.pl/html/eng/aktualnosci/news_big.php?id=564; cf. the reply by John C. Zimmer-
man, “Fritjof Meyer and the number of Auschwitz victims: a critical analysis,” Journal of Genocide
Research, 6(2) (2004), pp. 249-266.

For the revisionists cf. Germar Rudolf, “ Cautious Mainstream revisionism,” 7R 1(1) (2003), pp. 23-30;
Carlo Mattogno, “Auschwitz. Fritjof Meyer’s New Revisions,” ibid., pp. 30-37; C. Mattogno, “The
Four Million...,” op. cit. (note 230); Jirgen Graf, “‘Just Call Me Meyer’ — A Farewell to ‘Obvious-
ness,”” TR 2(2) (2004), pp. 127-130; C. Mattogno, “ On the Piper-Meyer-Controversy: Soviet Propa-
ganda vs. Pseudo-revisionism,” ibid., pp. 131-139; G. Rudolf, “The Internationale Auschwitz Contro-
versy,” TR 2(4) (2004), pp. 449-452.

F. Meyer, “Replik auf Piper,” http://idgr.de/texte/geschichte/ns-verbrechen/fritjof-meyer/meyer-replik-
auf-piper.php.
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R:That can be excluded with certainty. For at a temporary hiatus during this con-

troversy Meyer stated the following:®
“The impression is now growing that they [the “right-wing radicals” or
“Auschwitz deniers”] could succeed in again exploiting my theses: for
propaganda of belittlement. For that reason I would not like to continue the
debate in public. [...] In view of the current dangers in Italy, France, Russia,
and the U.S., the fascists must continue to be beaten wherever they are met.”

L: That sounds like a call for violence against those who think differently.

R:Yes. So much for the culture of debate of this leading editor of Der Spiegel. It
shows that Meyer is an opponent of National Socialism to the point where he is
prepared to use violence against presumed adherents of that ideology. Yet still,
he confirms that revisionists are at least partly correct with their historical
claims. The best endorsement one can possibly get is from a lethal enemy.

2.22. Professor Maser’s “Falsifications and Lies”

R:Professor Dr. Werner Maser is considered to be one of the most knowledge-
able, if not the world’s most competent historian of the Third Reich in general
and the personality of Adolf Hitler in particular. The list of his published
books, many of which have been translated into other languages, is impres-
sive.”®!

L: Now you are not trying to claim Professor Maser as enlisted on your side as
well!

R: What Maser thinks of Holocaust revisionism he says in various places in his

book Fdlschung, Dichtung und Wahrheit iiber Hitler und Stalin (Falsification,
Legend, and Truth about Hitler and Stalin), and his opinion is certainly not
positive. However, Maser has not confronted the contents of any revisionist
work in his book, and the faulty manner in which he cites some old revisionist
works suggests that he hasn’t even read them. In that respect Professor Maser is
spreading things about revisionism which he probably knows only on a third-
hand basis.**
Before I give some citations from Maser, it is probably appropriate to say that
Maser starts with the basic hypothesis that there was a mass murder of the Jews
ordered by Hitler, in which he presupposes mass gassings in the so-called ex-
termination camps as a given fact.”®

L: Then why are we spending time on him at all? Maser is not considered in any
sense an expert on the Holocaust. He has never published anything about it!

R:The reason why Maser has not published about the Holocaust as such is not
because he would be incompetent. In conversations with a friend of mine and

30 Open Letter of Feb. 12, 2004, www.idgr.de/texte/geschichte/ns-verbrechen/fritjof-meyer/meyer-

040212.php

For a comprehensive list of Maser’s books see the entries in the German National library

(http://23950gw.dbf.ddb.de/) and the Library of Congress (catalog.loc.gov/).

382 Cf. on this my review “ The Courage of a Secure Retiree,” TR 2(4) (2004), pp. 455-466.

% W. Maser, op. cit. (note 100), chapter on the Wannsee Conference, pp. 300-307, and on the Holocaust,
pp. 308-351; cf. p. 353.
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with me he stated that he cannot write about this topic, because he would either
face prosecution for what he had to write when adhering to the ethical demands
to accuracy and truthfulness, or he had to lie. Unfortunately, he stated, he does
not have the courage to face possible prosecution, so he chose to stay silent
about that topic.
Such an attitude is unfortunately only too common among western historians in
general and German historians in particular, who are exposed to social and le-
gal pressure not to rock the boat. In his new book, Prof. Maser alludes to this
when he writes:
“To be sure, [...] the extermination of the Jews is considered to be one of
the best researched aspects of contemporary history [...], but that is not the
case. [...] Indeed, whole regions remain as much terra incognita as ever,
[...] also, because [...] German historians exhibit timidity about taking on
the horrible issue and possibly bringing to light details that do not agree
with the accounts which have multiplied for a very long time.” (p. 332)

R: With timidity Maser means nothing else but fear of persecution and prosecu-
tion, about which Maser states:

“The sword of Damocles hovers over historians (not only in Germany) who

portray the controversial phases of history as they ‘actually were’ — and
identify the frequently even officially codified ideological specifications as
falsifications of history.” (p. 220)

L: Good Lord! I really ask myself what the judges of the German courts of law
actually think when they read how they are intimidating German historians
with their legal terror. They cannot seriously entertain the notion that they are
administering “justice.”

R:1 doubt that these judges read such texts at all, and if so, then they whisk it
from the table as a “peculiar opinion” of a confused or extremist mind, or they
are under the same kind of pressure as the historians.

Because that is the situation in many countries, most historians do not even
touch the Holocaust with a ten foot pole. The remaining scholars, which do ad-
dress the Holocaust topic, are either those who submit themselves uncondition-
ally to the taboo and parrot the official party line, or those who don’t give a
damn about threats of persecution and prosecution and who prefer to speak
their mind and by so doing to risk some jail time rather than to lie or to muzzle
themselves, that is: the revisionists.

After Prof. Maser retired and reached an advanced age, he must have had a
slight change of mind, though, because in the book discussed here, he went into
the minefield Holocaust for the first time with some courage. Let me give some
citations.

First, Maser deals with the questionable basis of the total victims figure of the
Holocaust: he contrasts the 26 million victims claimed by the Swiss newspaper
Berner Tagwacht of August 24, 1945.°** to the total figure of 1.5 million as-
serted by another Swiss newspaper, the Baseler Nachrichten on June 13, 1946

384 Cf. the 26 million figure quoted at the beginning of this book, p. 15, and in note 236.
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— two classic sources often named by revisionists (p. 333). Then, Maser hurls at
the reader a whole series of Auschwitz camp victim figures, which have been
given by various authorities,” and in connection with the 1990 reduction of
the Auschwitz victim figure from four million to about one million. Maser cites
the confession of Polish journalist Ernest Skalski that anti-fascists have lied (cf.
p. 116 of this book).
Furthermore Maser quotes the revisionist German journal Vierteljahreshefte fiir
freie Geschichtsforschung, which I publish, even though he cannot suppress a
polemic, derogatory remark about it vet still, by so doing, Maser is the third
mainstream historian after Joachim Hoffmann and Fritjof Meyer who cites a
revisionist source to bolster his arguments. So it is not surprising when Profes-
sor Maser thanks Fritjof Meyer for his “liberation of Shoah [Holocaust] re-
search from the dictates of taboo” (p. 335).
Now some more extended quotes from Maser, in which I have underscored
words, which highlight Maser’s view of the origin of the Holocaust story, so
please pay attention to them.
On page 339 of his book, Maser explains his perspective on the origin of the
gassing stories from Auschwitz:
“Stalin’s 4-million-dictum [for Auschwitz] has given rise to entire libraries
whose authors were chiefly at pains to support this Stalin specification ret-
roactively [...]. Neither he [Stalin’s chief propagandist Ilya Ehrenburg] nor
the other chroniclers grasped that Stalin had only been interested in protect-
ing himself and his respective responsible functionaries by means of his ex-
aggerations and contrived criteria from being unmasked before the world
public [...] as criminals against humanity. [...] It was no topic for many of
them that Stalin represented the up to two million Jews, who after the war
could no longer return to their places of origin from the USSR because they
had lost their way of life there, as victims of the National Socialist regime
contrary to the truth.” (emphasis added)

R:Maser puts the Allied atrocity propaganda into the context of the discovery of
Soviet atrocities by the German Army. Right from the start of Germany’s east-
ern campaign, the Wehrmacht made gruesome discoveries in almost every ma-
jor city that they captured. In their hasty retreat, the Soviets had butchered un-
counted dissidents they had locked up by the hundreds and thousands in the
prisons of the cities of the Ukraine, Russia, and the Baltic states. When the
Germans arrived, they found the prisons littered with rotting corpses. Germany
seized upon that opportunity and used those discoveries to appeal to the youth
of Europe to help fighting the communist menace. This call for help was quite
successful, in particular after the Germans discovered the mass graves at Katyn
and later also at other places, where the Soviets had buried the victims of their

35 W. Maser, op. cit. (note 100), pp. 334: Andrei A. Smirnov (/MT), Yehudah Bauer, Léon Poliakov,
Gerald Reitlinger, and Raul Hilberg.

386 Maser’s footnote 73, op. cit. (note 100), p. 334: “Vgl. V{fG, 5. Jg., H.4, Dez. 2001, pp. 369, Hastings,
Grofbritannien”; p. 354, fn 6, 11f., with reference to Reinhold Schwertfeger, op. cit. (note 97), of
which he quotes only such documents confirming the existence of gas chambers.
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mass murder against some 20,000 members of the Polish elite.**’ Over the
years, Germany managed to raise over one million foreign volunteers to assist
in Germany’s struggle against the Soviet Union, the biggest volunteer army in
the history of mankind to ever fight for a foreign nation.
To counter the success of the German propaganda, the Allies themselves went
to great lengths to invent or back similar stories of mass murder and blame
them on the Germans. On page 341, Maser reports how Ellic Howe, the former
head of the British Psychological Warfare Office, that is to say, the British lie
factory,388 admitted to Maser in person that the British distributed posters
throughout Poland, right after the discovery of the Kaytn mass graves in early
1943, with the following invented content:
“[The General Government had ordered an] excursion to Auschwitz for a
committee of all ethnic groups living in Poland to be organized. The excur-
sion shall examine, how humane the means are, which are utilized for the
mass extermination of the Polish people, in comparison with the methods
employed by the Bolsheviks. German science has accomplished a miracle
here for European culture; in place of a brutal massacre of troublesome
rabble, in Auschwitz one can see the gas and steam chambers, electric sur-
faces etc., with which thousands of Poles are helped from life to death as
quickly as possible, and in a manner that brings honor to the entire German
nation. It suffices to indicate that just the crematory can take care of 3,000
bodies each day.’”

L: There they are again, the steam chambers and electrocution devices. So they

are an invention by the British!

R: At least in this case. As you can see, even in this poster the British made the

connection between Katyn (referred to by the words “methods employed by the
Bolsheviks™) and the British claims of German atrocities. But that poster was
only one of many measures of propaganda directed to counterbalance the suc-
cess of German propaganda surrounding the discovery of the Katyn mass
graves, as Maser informs us:
“On March 23, 1943, for instance |[...] the radio station ‘Swiet’, run by the
British Secret Service and broadcasting in the Polish language, published
the invented claim, meant as counter propaganda [...], according to which
the Germans would burn some 3,000 people every day in the crematory of
Auschwitz, ‘mainly Jews.” On April 13, 1943, German radio had also broad-
cast this number in connection with the first exhumed Polish murder victims
[at Katyn]. On April 15, 1943, [the Soviet newspaper] ‘Pravda’ tried to pin
the number 3,000 onto the Germans in an attempt of falsifying history.” (p.
343, emphasis added)

R:Maser also explains, why this counter propaganda was so important to the al-

lied war effort:

7 Cf. Franz Kadell, Die Katyn Liige, Herbig, Munich 1991, pp. 73f.; cf. George Sanford, Katyn and the

Soviet Massacre of 1940, Routledge, Oxford 2005.

8 Cf. Ellic Howe, The Black Game. British Subversive Operations against the Germans during the

Second World War, M. Joseph, London 1982.
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“A crucial reason for the British secret service to back up the propaganda of
lies, however, was to make an effort to counteract the success of the German
propaganda that could be supported by authentic facts. The British did that
despite their knowledge of the crime of the Red Army at Katyn and the men-
dacious Stalinist disinformation measures, [...]. The Americans did so like-
wise. [...] Had the British published what their secret service had known
since the summer of 1941, [...] they would have back-stabbed their ally
USSR, who tried hard to stabilize her propaganda lie about the killings of
Katyn [...] by depicting the crime committed by Soviet forces as a crime of
the German Wehrmacht. Furthermore, the British would also have been
forced to assume responsibility for publicly spreading Soviet forgeries of
history as authentic information.” (p. 342f., emphasis added)

L: So in order to cover up Stalin’s mass murders in Katyn and elsewhere, the Brit-
ish and Americans invented and spread gas chamber lies against the Germans.

R: Correct, but the gas chamber propaganda is older than spring of 1943, the time
of discovery of the Katyn mass graves, as Maser emphasizes, even though this
older propaganda had a different origin:

“In May or June of 1942, the Auschwitz underground succeeded for the first
time in sending a report to London in which there was discussion of ‘gas-
sings in gas chambers’ ‘recently.” On August 25, 1942, the British secret
service learned from it that [...] 300,000 prisoners had already been mur-
dered by August 1942, which the British silently accepted, although it was
clear to everyone that these were figures out of fantasy, which had nothing
to do with reality.” (p. 342, emphasis added)

R:Maser here alludes to the fact that the British had cracked the German radio
codes, with which the concentration camp commanders sent encoded messages
to Berlin about the numbers of prisoners in each camp. The British knew there-
fore that the number of 300,000 victims was a lie, because only a small fraction
of that number had been deported to Auschwitz until then.

Maser also explains, who those people of the “Auschwitz underground” were

who sent such false propaganda to London:
“The gross exaggerations of enemy propaganda [...] were based upon
coded reports from the communist Auschwitz prisoners [...]. ‘I believe it is
no exaggeration,’ explained the former communist functionary Bruno Baum
in 1949,°%) when I say that the largest part of the Auschwitz propaganda
which was disseminated at the time around the world, was written by us in
the camp ourselves.’” (p. 342, emphasis added)

R: 1t can therefore not surprise that the top intelligence officers of the Allies did
not consider these atrocity reports from Auschwitz and elsewhere to be based
on facts, as Maser points out:

“That the propaganda stories which strived to create a sensation were ex-
aggerated was admitted in August 1943 even by Victor Cavendish-Bentinck,
the Chairman of the Allied ‘Joint Intelligence Committee,” when he ex-

3% Bruno Baum, Widerstand in Auschwitz, Kongress-Verlag, Berlin 1949, p. 34.
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plained that the accounts about gassings which originated from Polish and
Jewish sources were invented and were like the propaganda about the Ger-
man enemy forces of the First World War, in which the production of fat
from human bodies was imputed to the Germans. ‘I am convinced,’ he con-
fessed, ‘that we are making a mistake if we officially give credence to these
gas chamber stories ... As far as the killing of Poles in gas chambers is con-
cerned, I do not believe that there is any kind of proof that this actually has
happened.’”"°) (p. 342f., emphasis added)

R: As you can see from the underlined words, Maser’s text is riddled with accusa-
tions of propaganda, lies, and forgeries.

L: That is surely the core of what Maser wanted to express with the title of his
book relating to falsifications and legends.

R: Well, Maser’s book has 42 chapters, each of which discusses all possible leg-
ends and falsifications primarily relating to Hitler. The Holocaust chapters are
only three of those, although probably the most controversial ones and also
those dealing with the most outrageous lies.

L: What other arguments does Maser adduce to underpin what he has objected to
as lies?

R:He subjects some of the better-known witness depositions to a critique of their
assertions, which has to remain superficial, however, due to the brevity of his
chapter. For reasons of space I can give here only few samples of what Maser
has to say with regard to a few witnesses who are often cited as historical chief
witnesses of mass murder in Auschwitz: Alfred Wetzler, Rudolf Vrba, Filip
Miiller,

“[...] the information given by Wetzler and Vrba were compilations of
Statements by other inmates; because they themselves had never either wit-
nessed a gassing or seen a gas chamber. What they conferred, they had been
told in Auschwitz for example by their communist comrade Filip Miiller.
[...] What they [the Allies] learned from Wetzler and Vrba were descriptions
from ‘hearsay’ [...]. Additionally, neither of these two reporters could be
described as reliable couriers. Vrba evidently tended to exaggerations, and
Wetzler [...] turned out to be a would-be poet [...].” (p. 344, emphasis
added)

“The ‘witnesses’ Wetzler and Vrba were not the only ones who told their
stories in order to achieve the use of military force to liberate the inmates.
[...] In order to achieve this, propaganda versions, lies, and forgeries were
Justifiable in his eyes and in the eyes of Vrba.” (p. 346, emphasis added)

R: This passage is followed by a fleeting but devastating critique of the statements
by Wetzler/Vrba. Maser does not only accuse both of inaccuracies, but also of
boundless exaggerations, which “was also done by the Auschwitz ‘supplier of
facts’ Filip Miiller,” whose 1979"! book Maser, citing Pressac,390 considers to
be a “novel based on a true story” (p. 345). In Maser’s footnote 145, Miklos
Nyiszli also came in for his deserts:

3% In Maser’s footnote 125 (note 100), p. 345, acc. to J.-C. Pressac, op. cit. (note 251), p. 181.
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“Nyiszli [...] lied excessively” (p. 348, emphasis added)

R: As a reason why the crown witnesses of the gas chamber murder lied, exagger-
ated, and forged so excessively, Maser states:

“The witnesses reporting about the murder with gas |[...] did that under the
psychological and physical pressure of their interrogators.” (pp. 348f., em-
phasis added)

L: Now what does physical pressure mean?

R: Well, T guess there are not too many options, are there? I summarize Maser’s
statements with respect to the Auschwitz gassing witnesses by putting together
the words I underlined in the previous quotes:

“descriptions from ‘hearsay’,” “exaggerations,” “would-be poet,” “propa-
ganda versions, lies, and forgeries,” “lied excessively,” “‘witnesses report-
ing [...] under the psychological and physical pressure of their interroga-
tors.”

L: But since Professor Maser is not considered to be a Holocaust expert, would his
assessment of these witnesses be accepted at all by internationally recognized
Holocaust specialists?

R: We will learn more about that in the last chapter of this lecture. The fact of the
matter is that one cannot simply dismiss the world’s most recognized expert on
Hitler and the Third Reich as an ignoramus. If he makes such assertions despite
all threats of social and criminal persecution he potentially faces in Germany,
then he has his reasons for doing so. Professor Maser’s last sentence in his
Holocaust chapter can be understood as a hint of what he would say if only he
could without fear of persecution:

“And the contradictions [to the official version of the Holocaust] were in-
deed not infrequently dramatic.” (p. 350)

2.23. Growing Confusion

R: As a conclusion to this lecture, I would now like to present some citations from
research and the media, which to be sure have excited no great attention, but
which are appropriate in connection with this lecture and for that reason are in
my opinion worth mentioning.

First there is Samuel Gringauz, who I mentioned already before. Now I want to
quote a little more form his study published in 1950. It focuses on the methodi-
cal problems with the investigations of Jewish ghettos of the war period. On the
reliability of witness testimony from the Second World War, it stated:*'*
“The hyperhistorical complex [of survivors] may be described as judeocen-
tric, lococentric and egocentric. It concentrates historical relevance on Jew-
ish problems of local events under the aspect of personal experience. This is
the reason why most of the memoirs and reports are full of preposterous
verbosity, graphomanic exaggeration, dramatic effects, overestimated self-
inflation, dilettante philosophizing, would-be lyricism, unchecked rumors,
bias, partisan attacks and apologies.”
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R:

R:

R:

R:

R:

Professor Dr. Martin Broszat, former Director of the official German Institute

for Contemporary History in Munich, spoke of
“[...] incorrect or exaggerating [...] statements of former inmates or wit-
nesses.”’

The American mainstream Holocaust expert Lucy Dawidowicz corroborates

this:**?

“Many thousands of oral histories by survivors recounting their experiences
exist in libraries and archives around the world. Their quality and useful-
ness vary significantly according to the informant’s memory, grasp of
events, insights, and of course accuracy. |[...] The transcribed testimonies |
have examined have been full of errors in dates, names of participants, and
places, and there are evident misunderstandings of events themselves.” (em-
phasis added)

Despite the problematic nature of these survivor stories, it is usually considered

to be blasphemous to criticize them. In his book The Holocaust in American

Life Peter Novick notes:*”

“In recent years ‘Holocaust survivor’ has become an honorific term, evok-
ing not just sympathy but admiration, and even awe. Survivors are thought
of and customarily described as exemplars of courage, fortitude, and wis-
dom derived from their suffering.”

Norman Finkelstein describes the result of such sanctification:’
“Because survivors are now revered as secular saints, one doesn’t dare
question them. Preposterous statements pass without comment.”

There, are, of course, exceptions: scholars who dare to question because they

have the privilege to be Holocaust survivors themselves. Renowned French

mainstream historian Prof. Dr. Michel de Botiard is one of them. He was in-
terned in the Mauthausen camp during the war and became a professor of me-
dieval history and also a member of the Committee for the History of the Sec-
ond World War in Paris in later years. In 1986 he stated the following on the
quality of survivor stories:>"
“I am haunted by the thought that in 100 years or even 50 years the histori-
ans will question themselves on this particular aspect of the Second World
War which is the concentration camp system and what they will find out. The
record is rotten to the core. On one hand a considerable amount of fanta-
sies, inaccuracies, obstinately repeated (in particular concerning numbers),
heterogeneous mixtures, generalizations and, on the other hand, very dry
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M. Broszat, “Zur Kritik der Publizistik des antisemitischen Rechtsextremismus,” Aus Politik und
Zeitgeschichte, B19 (1976), p. 5.

L. Dawidowicz, The Holocaust and the Historians, Harvard UP, Cambridge, MA, 1981, pp. 176f.
Peter Novick, op. cit. (note 4), p. 68.

N. Finkelstein, op. cit. (note 370), p. 82.

In reaction to revisionist analyses of “Holocaust survivors,” Quest-France, August 1-2, 1986, also
published in Revue d’Histoire Moderne et Contemporaire vol. XXXIV (January-March 1987); Engl.:
Jacques Lebailly, “Interview with Michel de Boiiard on the ‘Thesis of Nantes’,” JHR, 8(3) (1988), pp.
381-384.
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critical [revisionist] studies that demonstrate the inanity of those exaggera-
tions.”

R:For my next citation, I have chosen U.S. mainstream historian Dr. Arno J.
Mayer, Professor of Modern Jewish History at Princeton University, who wrote
in a book about the Holocaust:**®

“Sources for the study of the gas chambers are at once rare and unreliable.
Even though Hitler and the Nazis made no secret of their war on the Jews,
the SS operatives dutifully eliminated all traces of their murderous activities
and instruments. No written orders for gassing have turned up thus far. The
SS not only destroyed most camp records, which were in any case incom-
plete, but also razed nearly all killing and crematory installations well be-
fore the arrival of Soviet troops. Likewise, care was taken to dispose of the
bones and ashes of the victims.”

L: But what Mayer says here sounds exactly like what we hear over and over
again from historians.

R:Then consider once again what Mayer is claiming there. In principle, his argu-
ment boils down to this:

The fact that there is no material evidence proves that this evidence was
eliminated without a trace.

R: That is the same line of argument, which Simone Veil, the first president of the
European Parliament and Jewish Auschwitz survivor, said in reaction to Prof.
Faurisson’s thesis that there is no evidence for the NS homicidal gas cham-
bers:*”’

“Everyone knows that the Nazis destroyed these gas chambers and system-
atically eradicated all the witnesses.”

R:Or, in other words: the lack of evidence for my thesis does not refute my thesis,
but rather proves only that someone destroyed the evidence.

What would you think, if I were to assert that the ancient Egyptians already had
wireless telegraphs? You want to have the proof for this? The archeologists did
not find any telegraph posts!

L: I would laugh at you.

R:Then why aren’t you laughing at Arno Mayer?

L: Because I don’t want to go to jail...

L: No, because I don’t want to insult the victims...

L: Because one cannot imagine that something that one has believed in so strongly
for so long could be untrue.

R:You see, there can be many reasons why a person switches off logic in his
thinking about this matter. But that does not alter the fact that this type of ar-
gumentation is unscientific. Moreover, I would suggest that from the perspec-
tive of logic, Mayer has worsened his position. Namely, to the one assertion he
has added yet a second, for which he can provide just as little proof, that is, his

3% Arno J. Mayer, Why Did the Heavens Not Darken? Pantheon, New York 1990, p. 362; some of the
more daring statements have been deleted from the German edition of this book: Der Krieg als
Kreuzzug, Rowohlt, Reinbek 1989.

¥ France-Soir, May 7, 1983, p. 47.
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claim that the evidence was destroyed. How does one prove that something un-
known has disappeared?

L: But it is possible, nonetheless, that this is true.

R: Whether it is actually possible to destroy the evidence of so enormous a crime
is something we will consider later. The fact is that Mayer is now making two
unproven claims and that with his argument he has made his thesis immune to
any attempt at rebuttal, because a thesis that is accepted as true in spite of or
even because of the lack of evidence evades any logical discussion.

I may also point out that Prof. Mayer thesis that the SS destroyed all material
and documentary traces of their alleged crimes is wrong. The Majdanek camp
was conquered by the Soviets in an undamaged condition, and even the ruins at
Auschwitz-Birkenau still speak a powerful language, if one only listens. Fur-
thermore, almost the complete files of the Central Construction Office of the
Auschwitz camp have survived and were released by the USSR a short while
after Mayer wrote these lines.
Let me now continue with quoting Mayer:
“In the meantime, there is no denying the many contradictions, ambiguities,
and errors in the existing sources. [...] Much the same is true of for the con-
flicting estimates and extrapolations of the number of victims, since there
are no reliable statistics to work with. [...] Both radical skepticism and rigid
dogmatism about the exact processes of extermination and the exact number
of victims are the bane of sound historical interpretation. |...] To date there
is no certainty about who gave the order, and when, to install the gas cham-
bers used for the murder of Jews at Auschwitz. As no written command has
been located, there is a strong presumption that the order was issued and
received orally” (p. 163)
“[...] the whole of Auschwitz was intermittently in the grip of a devastating
typhus epidemic. The result was an unspeakable death rate. [...] There is a
distinction between dying from ‘natural’ or ‘normal’ causes and being killed
by shooting, hanging, phenol injection, or gassing. [...] from 1942 to 1945,
certainly at Auschwitz, but probably overall, more Jews were killed by so-
called ‘natural’ causes than by ‘unnatural’ ones.” (p. 365)

R:That already sounds quite radical, doesn’t it? The several thousand statements
of witnesses therefore no longer possess evidentiary value even for one of the
high priests of Holocaust historiography. But since there is no written order for
gassings and there are hardly any other sources given, one inevitably asks one-
self upon just what the entire edifice of mass gassings is actually based. Espe-
cially since Mayer declares the gas chambers to be practically a “secondary
matter.”

L: Well, what are the “natural” causes of death supposed to be?

R:“Natural” means the result of non-violent factors, and the quotation marks
means that obviously the forced deportation into a camp is in itself an act of
violence.

L: That looks as though Mayer is executing a retreat — away from the gas cham-
bers...
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R:

L:

R:

L:
R:
L:

R:

Pierre Vidal-Naquet, one of the toughest opponents of revisionists, already
warned against such tendencies in 1984. To give up the gas chambers, he said,
would be “a total capitulation.”*® But that doesn’t change the fact that this is
attempted time and again. Take for example the letter to the editor by two
teachers of Jewish descent (Ida Zajdel and Marc Ascione) who in 1987 ad-
vanced the thesis that the National Socialists had intentionally made false con-
fessions after the war and only mentioned the gas chambers in order thereby “to
create a time bomb against the Jews, a diversionary maneuver if not an instru-
ment of extortion as well.”*”’
No matter which way the compass is turned, it always seems to point to the
Germans.
Yes, the bogeyman remains the same.
Next, I would like to mention Austrian mainstream historian Professor Dr.
Gerhard Jagschitz, who had been commissioned to render an expert report in a
criminal proceeding against the Austrian revisionist Gerd Honsik, on the ques-
tion of the extermination of the Jews. At the beginning of 1991, Jagschitz sent a
provisional report to the court and requested additional funds for further re-
search for the following reason:*"
“Particularly since [...] substantial doubts regarding fundamental questions
[with respect to the gas chambers in Auschwitz] have been intensified, so
that the [...] continued writing of court judgments pertaining to this [...] is
no longer sufficient to build judgments with a democratic sense of justice
based upon it.”
So no notoriety?
Not for Professor Jagschitz at that time.
Is it known what he meant by “substantial doubts regarding fundamental ques-
tions™?
No. I know from private communications that Walter Liiftl, at that time Presi-
dent of the Austrian Federal Board of Civil Engineers, was corresponding with
Professor Jagschitz and tried to make it clear to him that he had to get special-
ized technical and scientific expert opinions for the production of a proper ex-
pert report regarding the question of mass extermination. However, Jagschitz
refused to go into this with Liiftl. During the trial itself, which took place 14
months later, Professor Jagschitz then presented his opinion orally*’' — as far as
I know, he never delivered a written report as is required by Austrian law.
Since Jagschitz had to refer to a great many technical questions, but was totally
incompetent to do so, the result was correspondingly embarrassing. Walter
Liftl 2I;ilmself exposed some examples of Jagschitz’s crass nonsense in a cri-
tique.
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“Le Secret partagé,” Le Nouvel Observateur, September 21, 1984, p. 80.

Article 31, January/February 1987, p. 22.

Activity Report of expert witness Prof. Dr. G. Jagschitz to the Landesgericht fiir Strafsachen, Dept.
26b, Vienna, of Jan. 10, 1991, in the criminal case Gerd Honsik, ref. 20e Vr 14184 and Hv 5720/ 90. A
reproduction of this report is planned to appear in Vierteljahreshefte fiir freie Geschichtsforschung.
Protocol of the testimony of Prof. Dr. G. Jagschitz, 3™ to 5" day of the trial in the criminal case against
Honsik, ibid., Apr. 29, 30, May 4, 1992.
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L: Do you think that Professor Jagschitz during his research had started to doubt
the truth of the gas chambers himself?

R:That doesn’t emerge from his expert opinion, quite the contrary. But in his oral
report he made at least some interesting admissions, such as, for example, that
he finds a good two-thirds of all witness testimonies with respect to the camps
in Poland to be not credible and considers the number of victims for Auschwitz
officially accepted today to be exaggerated.

L: But if he ultimately no longer had any substantial doubts, then why the initial
letter?

R:Only someone who declares that there is a need for research will in the end be
able to get money for research. Finally, it is always a good strategy to throw a
poor light on all research results up to the present, in order to then be able to
say that you were the first to have proven the existence of the gas chambers.
For example, the late French mainstream historian J.-C. Pressac made a very
clear remark in reference to this in his first book.*”> The excited discussion
among the revisionists about Jagschitz’s provisional report will also probably
have contributed to pulling him back into line on the side of Holocaust ortho-
doxy, if he ever had any thoughts about getting out of line in the first place.
Next, I would like to cite a surprising statement by German mainstream histo-
rian Hans-Heinrich Wilhelm, who is plainly considered to be one of the experts
on the Einsatzgruppen murders:*®

“And only recently suspicious facts are accumulating that the systematic ex-
termination of the Jews was possibly first begun some time after the attack
upon the Soviet Union, and indeed, without completely unmistakable direc-
tives from Berlin.

There are quite clear indications that ‘rules of speech’ were first arranged
in Nuremberg in 1945, according to which the appropriate orders [for the
Holocaust] in 1941 are supposed to have already been given before the entry
into the east. The testimony of witnesses differs quite considerably. There
are witnesses who were repeatedly questioned on the same points in a whole
series of trials and who were forced not only to modify these in direct con-
fronmtation with their earlier given statements, but to overturn them com-
pletely. The critical source problems which arise from this are obvious.”

R:Obviously it is been noticed among historians by now that witness testimonies
are very shaky ground. In a telephone conversation that I had with Mr.
Wilhelm in 2001, he even suggested that he was readily prepared to admit that
the usual claims about mass exterminations were sometimes grotesque exag-
gerations. Nevertheless, he did not believe it possible to have fundamental
doubts as to the existence of gas chambers.

402 J-C. Pressac, op. cit. (note 251), p. 264:

“This study also demonstrates the complete bankruptcy of the traditional history (and hence also of
the methods and criticisms of the revisionists), a history based for the most part on testimonies, as-
sembled according to the mood of the moment, truncated to fit an arbitrary truth and sprinkled with a
few German documents of uneven value and without any connection with one another.”

43 H.-H. Wilhelm, in: U. Backes et al. (ed.), op. cit. (note 167), pp. 408f.



GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST 179

The Dutch journalist Michael Korzec is also one of those who tried to turn
things around full circle. In a newspaper article Korzec wrote that too much
emphasis has been put upon the significance of the gassings and the number of
the gassed. He added that the Germans, not the Jews, were guilty of this error,
since with the thesis of the secret gassings, the Germans had wanted to divert
attention from the fact that many more Germans than had been believed up to
now had participated all over Europe in the murder of Jews by shootings and
mistreatment.***

L: That sounds like Daniel Goldhagen’s thesis.

R:Right. In his book, which declared that the Germans were genetically condi-
tioned mass murderous anti-Semites, Goldhagen advanced a similar thesis, in-
cluding downgrading the gas chambers to secondary importance:**

“[...] gassing was really epiphenomenal to the German’s slaughter of
Jews.”

R:In an interview that Goldhagen granted a Vienna magazine, he declared:
“The industrial extermination of the Jews is for me not the core issue of the
definition of the Holocaust [...]. The gas chambers are a symbol. But it is
nonsense to believe that the Holocaust would not have happened without gas
chambers.”

R:Naturally, that doesn’t fit the notions of the high priests of the gas chambers,
such as Robert Redeker and Claude Lanzmann, who had characterized the de-
mystification of the gas chambers as a catastrophe.*”” Claude Lanzmann, one of
the most active Holocaust lobbyists, nevertheless expressed himself in his de-
featist manner in much the same way. Asked why in his film Shoah'™ he only
interviewed witnesses but presented no hard evidence (documents, material
evidence), he says:*”’

“In Shoah there is no time spent on archival material because this is not the
way [ think and work, and besides, there isn’t any such material. [...] If |
had found a film — a secret film, because filming was forbidden — shot by the
SS, in which it is shown how 3000 Jews — men, women, and children — die
together, suffocated in the gas chamber of crematory 2 in Auschwitz, then
not only would I not have shown it, I would have even destroyed it. I cannot
say why. That happens on its own.”

L: But that is insane!

R: Three years later Lanzmann added to this:*"°
“Not to understand was my iron law.”

L: But all this makes no sense at all.

406

404 «pe mythe van de efficiente massamoord,” ntermediair, Dec. 15, 1995.

5 Hitler ‘s Willing Executioners, Little, Brown & Co., London 1996, p. 521, note 81. Cf. note 365.

406 profil, Sept. 9, 1996, p. 75.

7 See p. 151 of the present book.

408 Available as VHS video and DVD; cf. the book version: Claude Lanzmann, Shoah, Pantheon Books,
New York 1985.; cf. the reviews by Robert Faurisson, JHR, 8(1) (1988), pp. 85-92; and Serge Thion,
“The Dictatorship of Imbecility,” JHR 16(6) (1997), pp. 8-10.

49 Le Monde, March 3, 1994.

4% Le Monde, June 12, 1997.
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R:
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R:

L:
R:

For me it has value because it provides us with a picture of the psyches of these
persons. Or take Elie Wiesel, who wrote in his memoirs:*!
“The gas chambers should better have stayed locked away from indiscrete
gazes. And to the power of imagination.”
Considering the lack of documentary and material evidence for an event which,
after all, encompassed six million people, dragged on for over three years,
spanned an entire continent, and is supposed to have involved countless au-
thorities, decision makers, executors, and helpers, the historians still sometimes
encounter the need for an explanation of how such a gigantic enterprise could
have been launched entirely without organization. For example, Professor Raul
Hilberg, one of the most respected, if not the most respected mainstream Holo-
caust expert of the entire world,"'? once summarized his thoughts on this as fol-
lows:*"
“But what began in 1941 was a process of destruction [of the Jews] not
planned in advance, not organized centrally by any agency. There was no
blueprint and there was no budget for destructive measures. They [these
measures| were taken step by step, one step at a time. Thus came about not
so much a plan being carried out, but an incredible meeting of minds, a con-
sensus mind reading by a far-flung [German] bureaucracy.”
Mind-reading? Does he mean telepathy, perhaps?
Yes, the issuing of orders and the construction as well as the revision of plans
by means of telepathy.
I cannot imagine that he wants this to be understood that way.
In any case, here we have the admission of the world’s most recognized expert
on the Holocaust that there is no documentary or bureaucratic trace of this mil-
lennial event.
I would now like to quote from the Russian language newspaper Novoyi
Russkoyi Slovo (The New Russian Word), which is published in the U.S. This
paper is read mostly by Russian speaking Jews living in New York, who emi-
grated from the Soviet Union or Russia during the last decades. From February
26 to February 29, 1995, the New Russian Word presented a three-part essay, in
which each of these three parts filled almost an entire page of this large format
paper. This sober essay, based upon facts, explained accurately and in detail
various revisionist arguments as well as those of the anti-revisionists and also
mentions that by now even some of the world’s most recognized Holocaust ex-
perts, as, for example, Professor Raul Hilberg, would admit that in the war
false rumors were spread, which today could no longer be sustained. Historians
had the duty in particular, according to Raul Hilberg as reported by this paper,
of thoroughly separating these rumors and falsifications from facts and truth.
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Tous les fleuves vont a la mer, Mémoires, vol. 1, Editions du Seuil, Paris 1994, p. 97.

412 Cf. his standard work The Destruction..., op. cit. (note 39), as well as his most recent book, op. cit.

(note 301); cf. Jiirgen Graf’s Kritik: Giant with Feet of Clay. Raul Hilberg and his Standard Work on
the den “Holocaust,” Theses & Dissertations Press, Capshaw, AL, 2001
(www.vho.org/GB/Books/Giant), as well as Graf, op. cit. (note 301).

3 Newsday, Long Island, New York, Feb. 23, 1983, p. II/3.
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1l 22:' The New Russian Word openly admits: the revisionists have air superiority;

diesel exhaust gases are not suited for mass murder! Here, the edition of February

28, 1995: “World View Holocaust”

For little lies would furnish the revisionists with material against
lished historians:

the estab-

“This admission comes from the most highly recognized and respected
Holocaust scholar and not from a hate-spreading anti-Semite. When Jews
castigate revisionists wholesale for denial, they are thereby denouncing and
defaming other [respectable] Jews [like Hilberg]. These anti-revisionists re-
fuse to hear facts which are presented by their own respectable historians
because they are afraid of discussion. This generates the following vicious
circle: Jewish leaders and scholars probably want to participate in the revi-
sionist debate but refuse to do so because it would mean legitimizing this re-
visionist school of thought, and this would be a major triumph for the anti-
Semites — something for which the anti-Semites yearn. On the other hand,
imposed silence and a wholesale condemnation and disparaging of all revi-
sionist arguments, accompanied by the publication of [anti-revisionist]
books which contain outdated [incorrect and poor| arguments, lead not only
to the revisionists taking the initiative, but procured for them ‘air superior-
ity’ as well, to speak figuratively.”

R: The author makes further allusions to his experiences in the Soviet Union that

the suppression of the debate about the Holocaust will backfire just like the
suppression of the thoughts of dissidents by the KGB in the Soviet Union back-
fired. The allusion suggests that the suppression of dissidents not only did not
silence these, but on the contrary engendered in society a greater interest in
their ideas — as a consequence of the natural fascination of forbidden fruits. The
author concludes his long article with the realization that the present measures
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R:

R:

against Holocaust revisionism are totally ineffective and he offers the proposal
of introducing a worldwide competition in order to make an effort to find better
solutions. With subconscious trepidation, the author concludes his article as
follows:
“These solutions will offer Holocaust revisionism a double stake. They
must!”
What trembling desperation emanates from these lines!
The late French historian Jean-Claude Pressac seems to have been the only
person of the establishment who took notice of the progress of revisionist re-
search. He recognized that traditional historiography of the Holocaust is re-
duced to absurdity by the facts revealed by this research. Consequently, he kept
changing his attitude when making public statements. The last and also most
vehement attack by Pressac on the dominating historiography occurred during
an interview published as an appendix to a PhD thesis analyzing the history of
Holocaust revisionism in France. In it, Pressac described the established histo-
riography of the Holocaust as “rotten” with reference to a statement by Prof.
Michel de Boiiard (see p. 174). Asked if the course of historiography could be
altered, he answered:*"*
“It is too late. A general correction is factually and humanely impossible
[...]. New documents will unavoidably turn up and will overthrow the official
certainties more and more. The current view of the world of the [National
Socialist] camps, though triumphant, is doomed. What of it can be salvaged?
Only little.”

: With this statement I would like to finish this second lecture.
: You certainly have provided us with a fine overview of the history and reper-

cussions of Holocaust revisionism, but you have told us nothing at all about
your own work, which is among the most comprehensive of all revisionists.
This I have not done because these entire lectures, including many source ref-
erences, are based to a great extent upon my own work, be it as an author, edi-
tor, or merely as a publisher. I therefore tell you throughout these lectures
about my work.

My own revisionist activity began with the Rudolf Report, with which I veri-
fied Leuchter’s expert report (see chapter 2.8.). At this point it may perhaps be
of interest to allow some German mainstream historians and a few other ex-
perts to have their say who have commented positively on my report, some of
whom I have already mentioned here in a different context. This may get us in
tune for the next lecture:*"

414

415

“Entretien avec Jean-Claude Pressac réalisé par Valérie Igounet,” in: Valérie Igounet, Histoire du
négationnisme en France, Editions du Seuil, Paris 2000, pp. 651f.
(www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/tiroirs/tiroirJCP/jcpvi0003xx.html). I thank R. Faurisson, who made me
aware of this interview.

Printed on the back cover of G. Rudolf, The Rudolf Report, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago
2003 (www.vho.org/GB/Books/trr).
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“I am extraordinarily impressed. To my knowledge, you are the first expert
in Germany who has addressed this particular topic in a scholarly impecca-
ble and well-founded way. It is not for me to attribute an ice-breaker func-
tion to your expert report. It is easy to see which political-historical effects
will originate from it, though its entire dimension cannot yet be estimated.”
Prof. Dr. Hellmut Diwald, Historian, January 22, 1992

“I read it with great interest. [...] My impression is, however, that this ex-
pert report is an important contribution to a very important question which,
since the ‘Leuchter Report,’ needs to be answered urgently. [...] One can
only very much hope that the well-known tactics of hushing up is not applied
to your expert report, but that critical responses and comments will be
made.”
Prof. Dr. Ernst Nolte, Historian, January 28, 1992
“For me, the significance of receiving your report rests on the fact that it
substantially contributes to our stock of knowledge. With many of my col-
leagues active in the field of contemporary history, I am overjoyed and
thankful for you having initiated this research activity. Of course, I am even
more delighted regarding the results of your accurate scientific investiga-
tion.”
Prof. Dr. Werner Georg Haverbeck, Historian, January 31, 1992

“I calmly read your report! It gives me hope to realize that a representative
of the younger generation courageously sets out, with scientific thorough-
ness, noticeable great expertise, and corresponding investigative curiosity,
fo get to the bottom of a controversial question that is of worldwide signifi-
cance! The result is clear and unequivocal! True facts cannot be suppressed
forever! I wish that your work will make the breakthrough!”

Prof. Emil Schlee, Historian, April 1, 1992

“I sincerely hope that all statements about this topic would obviously be
based on long and intensive work such as yours. Most of it is certainly un-
verifiable for the layman, but the photographs are already quite informa-
tive.”

Prof. Dr. Ernst Nolte, Historian, January 6, 1993

“Rudolf is a young scientist who tried to prove in an excellently layed-out

work with tables, graphics, and so on, that the gas chambers were techni-
cally impossible. [...] These scientific analyses are perfect.”

Hans Westra, Anne-Frank-Foundation,

BRT 1 TV (Belgium), Panorama, April 27, 1995
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“All in all, he relies on literature which was written long before this report
was completed, and the report must be described as scientifically accept-

able.”
Prof. Dr. Henri Ramuz, Chemist, interrogated as expert witness about the Rudolf

Report by the Swiss Court at Chéatel-St.-Denis, May 18, 1997



GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST

2.24. Appendix

185

DIEZ

WOCHENZEITUNG FOR PO

SZEIT

WIRTSCHAFT - HANDEL UND KUITUR

Keine Vergasung in Dachau

Weder in Dachau noach
in Bergen-Belsen noch m
Buchenwald  sind Juden
oder andere  Hiftlinge
vergast worden. Die Gas-
kammer in Dachau wurde
nie ganz fertiggestellt und
vin Betrieh* genomnicn.
Huydarttausende von
Hafllingen, dic in Dachaw oder andcren Konzen-
n'.zlianj.lgem im Altreichsgebiet umkamen, waren
Opfer vor allem der katastropbalen bygienischen
und Versorgungseustinde: Allcin in den zwolf Mo-
raten vou Juli 1942 bis Juni 1943 starben laut offi-
zicller Statistik der $S in allen Konzentrations-
lagern des Reichies 11C 812 Personen an Krank-
hetten und Hunger, Die Massenvernichting der
Juden durch Vergasung begann 194111942 und

fand ausschlieflich an einigen wenigen bicrfir aus-
gewihlten und mit ‘Hilfe entsprechender techni-
scher Einrichtungen wverschenen Stellen, vor allem
im besctzten polnischen Gebiet (aber nirgends im
Altreich) statt: in Auschwitz-Birkenax, in Sobi-
bor am Bug, in Treblinka, Chelmno und Belzec.

Dort, aber nicht in Bergen-Belsen, Dachax odcr
Buchenwaid, wurden jene als Brausebdder oder
Desinfektionsriume getarnten Massenvernichtungs-
anlagen errichtct, von denen in Ihrem Artikel die
Rede ist. Diese notwendige Differenzierung dn-
dert gewifl keinen Deut an der verbrecherischer
Qualitit der Einrichtung der Konzentrationslager.
Sic mag . aber vielleicht die fatale Verwivrung be-
seitigen belfen, welche dadurch entsteht, daf

manche Unbelebrbaren sich cinzeluer richtiger,
aber polemisch aus dem Zusammenhang gerisse-
ner Argumente bedienen, und daf zur Erntgeg-
nung Leute berbeicilen, die zwar das richtige
Gesamturteil besitzen, aber sich auf falsche oder
feblerhafte Informationen stiitzen:

Dr. M. Broszat, Institut fir Zeitgesomidite,
Minchen

"
) gy
A T TN

European Edition

Sunday, January 24, 1993

Gassings in Germany

A letter appeared on this page titled
“Gas chamber error” (Jan. ;) Since I
was quoted in this letter, I find it nec-
essary to state the following:

It is true that there were no extermina-
tion camps on German soil and thus no
mass gassings such as those that took
place at Auschwitz, Treblinka and other
camps. A gas chamber was in the process
of being built at Dachau, but it was never
completed.

Gassings did, however, take place at
Mauthausen, which at that time belonged
to Germany.

The Nazi euthanasia program included
four institutions (Hartheim by Linz, Ha-
damar, Sonnenstein by Pirna, and Grafe-
negg), in which mentally and physically
handicapped people were killed — very
often with the help of gas. All four of
those institutions were located on Ger-
man soil.

They were closed following protests
but before that served as a sort of school
for mass murders; from 1942 the SS
members who had been active there were
assigned to the large extermination
camps, such as Treblinka, Sobibor and
Belzec in Poland.

—Simon Wiesenthal
Vienna, Austria

lll. 23, top: Letter to the Editor by
Simon Wiesenthal

1ll. 24, left: “No Gassings at Da-
chau,” Letter to the Editor by Martin
Broszat in Die Zeit, Aug. 19, 1960
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Expert Evidence versus Witness Evidence
by BR h.c. Dipl. Ing. Walter Liiftl, President of the (Austrian) Federal Chamber of Civil Engineers

The expert frequently has to judge the correctness of witness testimonies. He is,
however, denied to make a final assessment of such testimonies, since this is reserved to
the judges, yet he has to judge with his expert knowledge whether a testimony is con-
gruent with technical possibilities and natural laws.

I should like to first refer to Wittgenstein, who in “Concerning Certainty” (Proposi-
tion 454) wrote the following: “There are cases in which doubt is unreasonable, others,
however, in which it is logically impossible. And there seems to be no clear border be-
tween them.”

Moreover, in the same place we read in Proposition 441: “In the courtroom, the as-
surance of the witness ‘I know ...” would convince nobody. It must be shown that the
witness was able to know.” That means that technical facts can never be clarified by
witness testimony alone, but that the content of truth must withstand a testing by means
of factual proof. (Cf. for this also the above article, “What a useful expert report should
look like™)

Even the self-confident assertions, presented by respectable persons, must always be
scrutinized, so that their correspondence with technical possibilities or natural laws can
be ascertained.

We know from past cases: even if 46 witnesses more or less firmly declare that they
heard nothing, the 47th witness who heard something, whose statement can be verified
by experts, nonetheless speaks the truth.

On the other hand, it is strange that in certain proceedings relating to cremation fa-
cilities, testimony perhaps is given that “meter-high flames shot out of high chimneys,”
although this is technically impossible, since as a rule only warm exhaust gases flow out
of chimneys (except in quite rare explosions — with gas heating, perhaps) and there is
never even a reflection to be seen, because the flames (as in the case of coke firing) are
unable to leave the combustion chamber and the reflection is dissipated in the flue.

Therefore, if judges are supposed to believe something and do not allow scrutiny by
experts who are able to objectively prove that witnesses are speaking falsely (only they
themselves can know whether they are lying!), then they should at least ask the chimney
sweeper before they forgo “showing that the witness was able to know” (cf. Wittgen-
stein, No. 441!)

Of course it is frequently the tendency of parties in trials concerned with construc-
tion cases (and also of criminal defense attorneys) to prove facts in dispute by means of
as many witnesses as possible. And then a contradiction is construed between witness
statements and evidence involving factual proof.

This is totally wrong. If the court’s expert witness explains, for instance, that a fire
wall had collapsed due to lack of adequate bolstering, then even the assertions of many
(as a rule, biased!) witnesses that the fire wall had been adequately bolstered are of no
use. For had it been adequately bolstered, it wouldn’t have been able to collapse. But if,
say, the construction supervisors, foremen etc., testify truthfully, then the owner of the
construction business employing them could right away ask his liability insurance to

pay.
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Therefore, the persons cited above probably testify falsely in the trial against the
party that sued them for damages. Otherwise they would of course be economic maso-
chists.

For that reason in trials concerning construction cases, what is always true is what
can so clearly be gathered from a letter to the editor by a Salzburg judge: every court of
a modern constitutional state unhesitatingly rates documents and the opinions of experts
more highly than the assertions of not exactly impartial witnesses. Only in dim dark ages
did the outcome depend upon the number of witnesses. Thus, as a rule, in trials con-
cerned with construction issues, after the testimony by experts, the most important ele-
ment is documentary evidence:

The document which was written at a point in time, when the parties did not yet
know that they would be suing one another, has substantially more credibility than the
witness who, in a trial dealing with construction, is usually not unbiased. The “acciden-
tal witness” who has no relationship to the parties, the object of contention, or the pre-
ceding history is well known to be the rare exception in this kind of trial.

That is why contradiction between the testimony of witnesses and the opinions of
experts is often to be explained by the fact (analog to Wittgenstein’s Proposition 441)
that the expert shows that the witness “cannot know” or “consciously speaks falsely.”

Therefore, as a rule the contradictions are not to be laid at the door of the expert. But
years ago it was different in the “Investigative report by the prosecution.”

Siiddeutsche Zeitung

MUNCHNER NEUESTE NACHRICHTEN AUS POLITIK, KULTUR, WIRTSCHAFT UND SPOR

No. 62, March 14/15, 1992, p. 8

Austria’s President of Engineers takes Consequences

Resignation following Doubts about Holocaust

Luftl called Mass Extermination of Jews “technically impossible”

Vienna (AP) After a wave of outrage
over his remarks concerning the murder
of millions of Jews during National So-
cialism, Walter Liiftl, the President of the
Austrian Board of Engineers, has re-
signed. In an announcement by Liiftl
published on Friday in Vienna, it says
that the atrocities of the Nazis are to be
condemned but are also in need of scien-
tific proof lacking up to now. In an ex-
cerpt from an expert opinion by Liiftl,
which has become well known, Liiftl had
characterized the mass extermination in
Auschwitz as “technically impossible.”

The Liftl case has set off general un-
rest. The Federal Board of engineers met
in crisis session. The General Secretary
of OVP, the Conservative ruling party,
Ingrid Korosec, appeared deeply dis-
turbed over the image of Austria abroad,

which is continuously damaged, she said,
by the false impression of underground
neo-Nazi activities.

The 59 year old Liiftl, expert witness
to the court and CEO of a Vienna engi-
neering firm, has written in the paper
“Holocaust — Belief and Facts” that mass
murder with the poison gas Zyklon B
could “not have happened, both natural
law and the absence of the technical and
organizational  prerequisites speak
against it. That the crematories were not
capable of handling the large number of
victims can be safely asserted on struc-
tural-technical grounds. Bodies are not
fuel, their cremation requires much time
and energy.” Moreover, he characterized
the murder of Jews by means of diesel
exhaust gases as a sheer impossibility.”
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Methods of a
Mass Murder

When a murder trial is underway in a
half-civilized state, then it is above all a
matter of clearly showing whether the
defendant committed the crime with
which he has been charged. It will be
viewed as less important whether the
murderer strangled, shot, beat to
death, or stabbed his victim.

In big politics it is apparently different.
In the crime of murder committed
against the less wealthy Jews by the
Hitler regime a half-century ago — the
well-to-do were of course for the most
part able to save themselves by emi-
gration, not infrequently by buying off
the Nazis — today it is apparently less a
matter of whether the crime was com-
mitted, but rather a matter of the
method of killing employed by the Na-
zis. Here only one assumption is con-
sidered valid: that the Jews were
gassed under Hitler. Those violating
this come before the court in “Ausch-
witz Lie” cases. Because | worked for a
major American news agency shortly
after the war, certain personal experi-
ences are available to me. When at
that time gassing facilities were found
in some concentration camps, whose
existence could also be demonstrated
with solid evidence, it soon became the
simplifying journalistic manner to gen-
erally write about the gassing of Hitler’s
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Jewish victims in the newspapers of
the world.

Since then quite a few experts have
been able to prove that the killing of so
many people with gas would have
been a technical impossibility. And
from there it was but a small step for
some old Nazis to the absurd claim that
the Nazis had killed no Jews at all.

The truth is probably simple. Only rela-
tively few Jewish victims were gassed.
The others starved to death or were
slain, killed by typhus, dysentery, and
spotted fever, because they were re-
fused medical assistance; or they froze
to death or died from exhaustion.
According to the survivors of both the
concentration camps of the Nazis and
the prisoner-of-war camps of the Rus-
sians, things happened with desperate
similarity. After | had entered prison on
the 28th of June 1944 — on the same
day, incidentally, as Nobel Prize winner
Konrad Lorenz — | had to learn that
following winter that in the Tambow
camp of approximately 7000 prisoners,
more than 2000 starved to death or
died of epidemic disease. Why, there-
fore, should the Nazis have created for
themselves, in their extermination of
the Jewish prisoners, the complication
of gassing the Jews, if it was so easy to
kill them in other, simpler ways?

The third generation of surviving Jews
may need the martyr-saga of Hitler’s
victims gassed so barbarically in a
similar way as Christians have been
nursing the memory of the — probably
even more barbaric — crucifixion death
of Jesus Christ for 2000 years. Yet the
sober fact is probably that the Nazis
killed the great majority of their Jewish
prisoners in another way. Certainly not
one hair less barbarically!



189

Third Lecture:
Material and Documentary Evidence

3.1. Defining Evidence

R:Now let’s forget about the Holocaust and its controversies for a little while and
talk about evidence in general, so that we can better evaluate it.

L: How do you define “evidence?” I mean, when does an allegation become evi-
dence?

R:Basically, evidence has to satisfy two main kinds of criteria, logical and formal.
Let’s take logical first. Evidentiary allegations must not be based on circular
reasoning such as “A is true because B is true and B is true because A is true.”
Circular reasoning is quite tricky because it often passes through several inter-
mediate steps before it closes the circle. Sometimes it branches off as well,
making it even more difficult to identify. Next, an allegation must be princi-
pally open to attempts of refutation. Thus evidentiary allegations such as “A is
true because or although it cannot be proven” are inadmissible.

L: Surely no one would claim that.

R:Oh, but they do! It is often claimed that the absence of evidence does not refute
an allegation, but rather proves that the evidence has been destroyed. I gave an
example of this in the Second Lecture (see p. 175). Such an allegation is logi-
cally irrefutable and is inadmissible for that reason. Or take the argument that
evidence for an event was not just lost, but could never have existed. Accord-
ing to this reasoning, if someone asserts that there is indeed evidence, it proves
that such evidence was wrongly interpreted or even falsified. Again this is le-
gally inadmissible, because the argument that an event leaves no traces is logi-
cally irrefutable.

L: Could you give us an example of this?

R: Of course. We hear such pseudo-arguments over and over again in this dispute.
We are told that the National Socialists would never have left behind docu-
ments referring to mass murder, since they did not want to incriminate them-
selves. Then, when such a document does turn up, there is the immediate suspi-
cion that it is falsified.

L: But that might be right, because we cannot expect that mass murderers would
deliberately leave proof of their crimes.

R:Your point is basically correct. It is the same idea expressed by Mayer and
other Holocaust experts: Either the National Socialists left no evidence, or else
they saw to it that the evidence was destroyed. But even if such argumentation
is credible, it is still no substitute for the absence of evidence of a crime or any
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other event. Because, if absence of evidence is admitted in place of evidence of
a crime, then everyone can be charged with any crime. If we admit logic like
that, absolutely everything can be “proven” in court or in science.

Finally, from the logical standpoint, it is just as inadmissible to maintain that
evidence supports the exact opposite of what it suggests.

L: What do you mean by that?

R: Well, if I have a document that says “We are going to bring Person A to place
B and make him work there,” this does not justify the claim that Person A was
murdered.

L: But that is just obvious.

R:That is what one would expect, but unfortunately it is not the case. According
to the established historiography, if a National Socialist document states that
“The Jews from place X are to be transported to the east for forced labor,” this
is proof that they are to be murdered, not transported as laborers. We are told
that the document means something different than what it says; that the expres-
sions used are code words which have to be “interpreted.”

L: But we know that so and so many Jews were deported and that from there on
all traces of most of them are lost.

R: That may be so, but lack of evidence of someone’s whereabouts does not prove
that they were murdered in a certain way at a certain time in a certain place. We
discussed the problems of locating survivors in the first lecture, to which I re-
fer.

L: But there is indeed evidence for the use of code words.

R: When there is such evidence, then these interpretations may be admissible. But

the practice of interpretation cannot be generalized, or else everything can be
reinterpreted at will. I will deal with this complex of false logic later in more
detail.
For now, let’s move on to the formal criteria for evidence. These criteria de-
mand that evidence be capable of physical examination. For example, they re-
quire that we must be able to locate a source, which is quoted as prove for a
claim. In the case of scientific experiments, it means that they must be repeat-
able or reproducible by third parties. This is why it is so important to give the
exact circumstances of an experiment. Where calculations or other forms of
logical argumentation are concerned, they must correspond to certain laws and
rules and be repeatable by others, bearing in mind that every professional dis-
cipline has its own rules. Furthermore, evidence should be supported and cor-
roborated by similar evidence. This is known as “evidentiary context.”

3.2. Types and Hierarchy of Evidence

R:Now I would like to pose a question to the whole room: what do you consider
the most convincing evidence of the Holocaust?

L: I was most convinced by heartrending testimony given by an Auschwitz survi-
vor, who once gave a lecture about his experiences in my home town.
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L: For me, the confessions of former SS criminals were more convincing — we
cannot accuse them of wanting to exaggerate what happened.

L: What made the strongest impression on me, was the sight of mountains of dead
bodies discovered and filmed in the concentration camps at war’s end.

L: For me, visiting the gas chamber at Auschwitz was the most convincing thing.

R:Good. Now, let’s proceed systematically with our discussion. The first two
types of evidence you mentioned belong to the category of party witnesses.

L: And what is a “party witness?”

R: A party witness is someone who has personally participated in an event under
discussion and is therefore not an impartial observer. In a civil court case, it
would be either a member of the litigating or of the litigated party, or when
talking about criminal cases, that would be the alleged victims and alleged per-
petrator. The third type of evidence is documentary evidence, and the fourth is
actual observation of a material item of evidence.

To review, the various types of evidence are as follows:

1. Party testimony

2. Witness testimony

3. Documentary evidence

4. Observation

5. Material evidence, if necessary interpreted by an expert

L: And what is “material evidence?”

R:That is a tangible, concrete trace of an event, which in most cases must still be
interpreted through expert knowledge.

Let me give an example: A person is accused of having run a red light at a

specific time and struck a pedestrian, but maintains that he was sitting in an

airplane at the time of the event. The court is presented with the following evi-
dence:

1. The assertion of the defendant concerning his airplane flight (party testi-
mony.)

2. The testimony of a pedestrian who claims that he was struck by the defen-
dant (party testimony.)

3. The testimony of an airplane passenger who was unacquainted with the de-
fendant, who stated that he had seen the defendant in the airplane (witness
testimony.)

4. The testimony of an uninvolved automobile driver who stated that, from a
side street, he had seen the automobile of the defendant run a red light while
the defendant was sitting behind the steering wheel (witness testimony.)

5. The passenger list of the corresponding airplane containing the name of the
defendant (documentary evidence.)

6. A photograph of the subject intersection made by a surveillance camera,
showing the automobile of the defendant (documentary evidence.)

7. The report of an examination of an airplane pillow from the seat in which the
defendant claimed he had been sitting during his flight. The pillow contained
traces of the passenger’s hair and skin which under analysis provided the
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DNA “fingerprint” of the defendant (material evidence, analyzed and inter-
preted by an expert.)
Now, what would your verdict be if you were the judge?

L: All the pieces of evidence contradict one another.

R:But that is the daily routine for judges, sometimes historians and researchers as
well. How are we going to proceed?

L: We have to rank the evidence according to its persuasiveness.

R:More precisely, the court follows the same principle as science. If there is a
conflict, the evidence with a higher ranking refutes or supersedes that with a
lower ranking. Conversely, evidence of higher persuasiveness cannot be refuted
by evidence of lower persuasiveness. In the above listing, I gave the types of
evidence according to the generally accepted rankings of credibility.*°

L: According to that, testimony by a member of a party has the lowest credibility
value on the scale.

R:That’s right, because people who are involved in an event or have been in-
volved in the past, are most likely to have a distorted view, whether deliber-
ately or inadvertently; or even to lie.

The testimony of a party witnesses is inferior to that of witnesses who were not
directly involved in the event and are therefore less engaged emotionally. With
that I mean the proverbial impartial bystander. Next in the hierarchy are docu-
ments that were produced during the event and thus have preserved aspects of
the case in the form of data. Here, documents in which humans are the minor
factor are superior to documents directly created by people. Thus, depictions
made by automated devices are more convincing than those created by bureau-
crats.

All these types of evidence can be overridden by material evidence properly
interpreted by expert witnesses, however. In the above example, expert deter-
mination that hair and skin cells of the defendant were found on the seat of the
airplane, would lead to his exoneration.

L: But what about the witness statements and the photo taken by the surveillance
camera?

R:There are always explanations for false testimony, whether it is made deliber-
ately or inadvertently. Documents can be erroneously interpreted because
someone other than the owner may have been sitting in the car; or it can be
simply inaccurate, as for example if the camera clock malfunctioned and
printed the wrong time or date; or a filthy rich relative of the litigating person
might have paid to have the photo falsified. There is no limit to the capacity of
witnesses to falsify evidence. The fact is that the defendant was sitting in the
airplane at the time of the accident.

L: But maybe he had been sitting there at a different time.

R: That could be true, but it would be the job of the expert witness to determine it.

L: And what if the guy who was struck by the car hired another expert who gave
conflicting testimony?

416 Cf. E. Schneider, Beweis und Beweiswiirdigung, 4th ed., F. Vahlen. Munich 1987, pp. 188, 304; even
though this is German expert literature, these standards are fairly universal.
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R:In that case, it would be a contest over interpretation of material evidence. At
any rate, material evidence cannot be refuted by witness testimonies or docu-
ments, and certainly not by the testimony of parties to the suit.*"’

L: But ultimately, expert witnesses interpreting such material evidence are still
just witnesses, even if they are experts in their field.

R:Of course. It can be argued that ultimately all evidence is subject to human
interpretation. But there are objective differences between the credibility of
normal witnesses and that of an impartial expert witness — provided he is really
impartial. The difference is so great that witness testimony is sometimes treated
as circumstantial evidence in courts of law on account of its unreliability — that
is, not even treated as direct evidence.*'®
In the next lecture we will consider party witnesses and impartial witnesses in
detail. In this lecture we are concerned primarily with the essential, higher
ranking kinds of evidence: material evidence and documentary evidence.

L: Fine, but where is the link to revisionism and the Holocaust?

R:Holocaust revisionism respects this hierarchy of evidence and focuses on the
discovery and proper interpretation of material and documentary evidence con-
temporary to the time in question. That is something that cannot be claimed by
mainstream historiography, where material evidence interpreted by experts did
not play any role until the late 1980s, and where documentary evidence is only
used out of context to support witness claims. It was only the permanent pres-
sure of revisionist research results that finally forced mainstream Holocaust
scholars to pay attention to this hierarchy of evidence, even though they still do
not respect it.

3.3. The “Final Solution” of the Jewish Question

R:First of all, let me digress from the framework of our subject by briefly men-
tioning what I will not cover here, namely the entire history of the National So-
cialist camp system as such. From the various categories of prisoners in those
camps, we clearly see the original purpose of the NS camps: to isolate and re-
educate political opponents.

L: Re-education by extermination?

R:1 am referring to the early period of the camps, following the abolition of the
communist party in early 1933. No one has claimed that systematic murder of
prisoners took place at that time. In those years, attempts were made to convert
those political prisoners to National Socialism. However, people who oppose a
government on political grounds are usually well-educated and intellectual,
whereas the SS men serving in those camps and who tried to instruct the pris-
oners were usually not the smartest people in town. It can therefore not surprise
that these early attempts at political indoctrination were hardly successful. The
German government’s economic and foreign policy achievements did more to

7 Cf. for this the already quoted statements of the court expert witness Walter Liiftl, p. 186 of this book.
418 R, Bender, S. Roder, A. Nack, Tatsachenfeststellung vor Gericht, 2 vols., Beck, Munich 1981, vol. 1, p.
173.
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sway the population than any repressive measures in the camps, which often
produced the opposite result from what was intended. Later on, the camps were
also used to segregate criminal and asocial elements that were deemed to be in-
corrigible. Homosexuals and gypsies were included in these categories. Fol-
lowing the so-called “Crystal Night” of Nov. 8, 1938, Jews first began arriving
in the camps simply because they were Jews. However, nearly all of these were
released after a short time. The changeover to the so-called “Final Solution of
the Jewish Question” and mass deportation to the camps did not occur until the
beginning of the Russian campaign in summer 1941.

Then you are admitting the irrefutable: there was a “Final Solution!”

Of course there was, and now we are coming to the real subject of our lecture.
The National Socialists spoke quite specifically about the “Final Solution.” It is
well known that from the outset they favored the removal of Jews from Ger-
many.*'"” All historians agree that until shortly before the invasion of Russia,
the Jewish policy of the Third Reich was not directed toward extermination at
all. Rather, it was to encourage as many Jews as possible to emigrate from the
German sphere of influence.*® To accomplish this, Hermann Goring commis-
sioned Reinhard Heydrich to organize the Reichszentrale fiir jiidische Auswan-
derung (Central Reich Office for Jewish Emigration) with the goal of “encour-
aging Jewish emigration by all means available.”**' However, Germany’s
enormous territorial conquests beginning in the early summer of 1940 drasti-
cally changed the situation. Huge numbers of Jews in Poland, France, and other
countries now came under German jurisdiction, while the war made emigration
much more difficult. For this reason, Heydrich informed the German foreign
minister Joachim von Ribbentrop on June 24, 1940, that it was now necessary
to subject the overall problem to a “territorial solution.”** In response to this
directive, the Foreign Ministry developed the so-called Madagascar Plan,
which provided for deportation to Madagascar of all Jews living in the German
sphere of influence.*”

But why Madagascar? That sounds so exotic, even fantastic.

Madagascar was a French colony and therefore, following the defeat of France,
an “object for negotiation.” Palestine, in contrast, was under British control;
and besides, the National Socialists were not particularly interested in alienat-
ing their potential Arab allies by creating Israel. It is a fact that these plans
were seriously considered and not completely abandoned until the beginning of
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For Hitler’s early statements see: E. Deuerlein, “Hitlers Eintritt in die Politik und die Reichswehr,”
Vierteljahrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte, 7 (1959), p. 204, R.H. Phelps, “Hitlers ‘grundlegende’ Rede tiber
den Antisemitismus,” in: Vierteljahrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte, 16 (1968), p. 417.

Summarized by Ingrid Weckert, Jewish Emigration from the Third Reich, Theses & Dissertations
Press, Chicago 2004. Cf. also Francis R. Nicosia, The Third Reich and the Palestine Question, Univ. of
Texas Press, Austin 1985.

NG-2586-A.

T-173.

Magnus Brechtken, Madagaskar fiir die Juden. Antisemitische Idee und politische Praxis 1885-1945,
Studien zur Zeitgeschichte, vol. 53, 2nd ed., Oldenbourg, Munich 1998; Hans Jansen, Der Mada-
gaskar-Plan. Die beabsichtigte Deportation der europdischen Juden nach Madagaskar, Herbig, Mu-
nich 1997; cf. the review by Ingrid Weckert, ““Madagaskar fiir die Juden,”” VG 3(2) (1999), pp. 219-
221.
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1942, when they were overridden by decisions in the context of the notorious
Wannsee Conference.**
The so-called “Final Solution” was introduced by a directive written by
Hermann Goring dated July 31, 1941, when Germany was expecting the mo-
mentary collapse of the Soviet Union following colossal early successes of the
Wehrmacht in the east:**’
“As supplement to the directive already given to you by the edict of Jan. 14,
1939, to solve the Jewish question through emigration or evacuation in a
most favorable way according to the prevailing conditions, I hereby instruct
you to make all necessary organizational and material preparations for an
overall solution to the Jewish question in the German sphere of influence in
Europe. Insofar as the responsibilities of other authorities are affected, they
are to be involved.
1 further instruct you to promptly provide me with an overall conceptual
plan regarding the organizational and material requirements for carrying
out the desired final solution to the Jewish question.”

: Well there is no mention of murder.
: To the contrary: Governmental policy from Jan. 14, 1939, until the summer of

1941 was in fact directed towards emigration and deportation. Heydrich’s
original mission was not superseded by his new directive but rather “supple-
mented,” that is to say, expanded territorially. In 1939 his activities had been
restricted to the Reich, but after the summer of 1941 they were extended to
nearly all of Europe. This is exactly what the Goring directive prescribes: de-
velop an expanded plan that provides for emigration and evacuation of all the
Jews from the German sphere of influence in Europe.

And did Goring still have Madagascar in mind as destination, or was he already
thinking about Russia?

The document does not say anything about that. From Goebbels’ diary we do
know that as early as August 1941, Hitler was talking about deporting the Jews
to the east.**® After that, references to Russia as a destination appear more and
more frequently.*”’

One of the reasons why it was eventually decided to deport the Jews to Russia
may be the decision of the Soviets from August 28, 1941, to deport the three
million Germans, which had settled along the Volga river during the 17" and
18™ century, as members of an enemy nation to Siberia. This mass deportation
was indeed implemented with the greatest brutality imaginable during subse-
quent months. It is assumed that a great many of those Germans died during
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Cf. Wulf von Xanten, “Die Wannsee-Konferenz,” VffG, 1(2) (1997), pp. 60-69.

NG-2586-E. PS-710; Martin Luther from the German Foreign Office thinks that the order by Gohring
was a result of the Heydrich letter of June 24, 1940, mentioned above, NG-2586-J.

Cf. Martin Broszat, “Hitler und die Genesis der ‘Endlosung.” Aus Anla3 der Thesen von David Irving,”
Vierteljahrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte, 25 (1977), p. 750.

Steffen Werner quotes a long list of such documents: Die 2. babylonische Gefangenschaft, 2nd ed.,
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this process.*”® The reaction of the German government to this ethnic cleansing
can be seen from the directives given to German radio stations, in which the
National Socialist German government threatened the carriers of “Jewish Bol-
shevism” with retaliation:**’
“In case the actions against the Volga Germans are implemented as an-
nounced by the Bolsheviks, the Jews of central Europe will also be deported
to the eastern most parts of the areas controlled by the German administra-
tion. [...] If the crime against the Volga Germans becomes reality, Jewry
will have to pay for this crime many times.”
So the German government viewed the final solution as a kind of retaliation?
That is at least what German radio propaganda claimed. Fact is, however, that
the German government had planned the forced resettlement of the Jews al-
ready earlier, just as Stalin had planned and started the deportation of the Volga
Germans already before August 28, 1941. At any rate, in 1941 the terror appa-
ratus controlled by Stalin could no longer be called “Jewish,” because the
dominant role of Jews in the Soviet government had been broken by Stalin in
1938 by the most violent purges.**® As such, the central European Jews were
the wrong target for this announced retaliation not just because collective guilt
is not permissible anyway, but also because Jews no longer predominated in
the Soviet Union.
The Madagascar plan was definitively abandoned after the Wannsee Confer-
ence in February 1942.°' However, the decision to deport Jews to the east
must have been made still earlier, since Himmler on Oct. 23, 1941, had ordered
“that effective immediately, the emigration of Jews has to be prevented.”*** On
the very next day, Oct. 24, 1941, police chief Kurt Daluege gave a directive for
the evacuation of Jews according to which “Jews shall be evacuated to the east
in the district around Riga and Minsk.”* In a discussion in the Fiihrer head-
quarters on the following day, Oct. 25, 1941, Hitler referred to his speech be-
fore the Reichstag of Jan. 30, 1939, in which he had predicted the extermina-
tion of European Jewry in case of war.”** He mentioned the more drastic pol-
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icy, now going into effect, of deporting the European Jews to the swampy re-

gions of Russia.*’

L: Well it certainly looks as though Hitler’s order for the change in the final solu-
tion was given in October 1941.

R:That could well be. The succession of documents indicating a territorial solu-
tion continues without interruption. On Nov. 6, 1941, Heydrich mentioned his
directive to prepare for “the final solution” which he had received in January
1939 and which he had characterized as “immigration or evacuation.”*® The
new goal of a “territorial final solution” was discussed during the Wannsee
Conference. In its important passages, the protocol reads as follows:**’

“Another possible solution of the problem has now taken the place of emi-
gration, i.e. the evacuation of the Jews to the east, provided that the Fuehrer
gives the appropriate approval in advance.

These actions are, however, only to be considered provisional, but practical
experience is already being collected which is of the greatest importance in
relation to the future final solution of the Jewish question.”

L: According to that, what happened during the war was not the Final Solution,
but merely a provisional measure.

R:That is certainly true as far as the protocol is concerned, and it agrees with what
is found in numerous other documents of that period. Here are some more ex-
amples:

— On Aug. 15, 1940, Hitler mentioned that the Jews of Europe were to be
evacuated following the end of the War.**®

— On Oct. 17, 1941, Martin Luther, the head of the Germany department in the
Foreign Office, composed a document which discusses “comprehensive
measures relating to a Final Solution of the Jewish Question after the end of
the War.”**’

— On Jan. 25, 1942, five days after the Wannsee Conference, Reichsfiihrer SS
Heinrich Himmler wrote the following to Richard Gliicks, Concentration
Camp Inspector:440

“You will make preparations to receive 100,000 Jews and up to 50,000
Jewesses in the concentration camps in the coming weeks. Large scale
economic tasks will be assigned to the concentration camps in the coming
weeks.”

— In the spring of 1942 the chief of the German chancellery, Hans Heinrich
Lammers, mentions in a document that Hitler wanted to “postpone the final
solution of the Jewish question until the end of the War.”*"!

5 Henry Picker, Hitlers Tischgespriiche im Fiihrerhauptquartier, Seewald, Stuttgart 1963, Oct. 25, 1941.

There are many similar references in those confidential talks by Hitler in the circle of his closest
friends, all referring to the resettlement or deportation of Jews to eastern Europe and elsewhere: 1941:
Aug. 8-11; Oct. 17; Nov. 19; 1942: Jan. 12-13; Jan. 25; Jan. 27; Apr. 4; May 15; June 24.

6 PS-1624.

#7 NG-2586-G. Cf. chapter 2.13. in this book.

% Memo by Luther for Rademacher of Aug. 15, 1940, in: Documents on German Foreign Policy 1918-
1945, Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, Series D, Volume X, London 1957, p. 484.

jjz Politisches Archiv des Auswirtigen Amtes (Berlin), Politische Abteilung III 245, ref. Po 36, vol. L.
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— On Apr. 30, 1942, Oswald Pohl, chief of the SS economic administrative
main office, reported:**

“The war has brought about a visible structural change in the concentra-
tion camps and their tasks regarding the employment of inmates. The in-
crease in number of prisoners detained solely on account of security, re-
education, or preventive reason is no longer in the foreground. The pri-
mary emphasis has shifted to the economic side. The total mobilization of
inmate labor, first for wartime tasks (increase of armaments) and then for
peacetime tasks, is moving ever more to the forefront. From this realization
arise necessary measures which require a gradual transformation of the
concentration camp from its original, exclusively political form into one
commensurate with its economic tasks.”

— On June 24, 1942, Hitler announced at his headquarters that after the war he
would “rigorously defend his position that he would hammer on one city af-
ter another until the Jews came out and emigrated to Madagascar or some
other national state for the Jews.”**

— On Aug. 21, 1942, Martin Luther produced a summary of the Jewish policy
of National Socialism.*** In it, he referred to the Wannsee Conference as be-
ing preparation for “evacuation of the Jews” to the “occupied eastern re-
gions” and observed that the number of transported Jews would be inade-
quate to cover the shortage of labor.***

— September 1942: In the so-called “Green Map” for the “Administration of the
Economy in the Occupied Eastern Regions,” it is stated that “After the War,
the Jewish question will be solved overall throughout Europe,” which is why
until then everything would merely be “partial measures.” It admonished that
“thuggish measures” against Jews would be “unworthy of Germans and must
be avoided by all means.”**

— On Sept. 5, 1942, Horst Ahnert of the Paris security police wrote that in con-
junction with the “final solution to the Jewish question” the “deportation of
Jews for purpose of labor” was about to begin.**’

— On Sept. 16, 1942, one day after his meeting with Armaments Minister Al-
bert Speer, Oswald Pohl reported in writing to Reichsfiihrer SS Heinrich
Himmler that all prisoners of the Reich were to be conscripted for armaments
production:***

“This means the Jews destined for eastern migration will have to interrupt
their journey and work at armaments production.”
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— On Dec. 1942, ministerial adviser Walter Maedel summarized the Jewish
policy of National Socialism as “the gradual freeing of the Reich from Jews
by deporting them to the east.”**’

— On Dec. 28, 1942, Concentration Camp Inspector Richard Gliicks gave the
following instructions to the commanders of 19 camps:*°

“The head camp physicians have to ensure, by all means at their disposal,
that the death rates in the individual camps decrease significantly. |...]
More than heretofore, the camp physicians have to oversee nutrition of the
prisoners and in accordance with the directors, make recommendations for
improvement to the camp commandants. Furthermore these recommenda-
tions are not to remain on paper, they are to be effectively carried out by
the camp physicians. [...] The Reichsfiihrer SS has ordered that the death
rate must unconditionally decrease.”

— On Oct. 26, 1943, Oswald Pohl wrote the following to all concentration camp
commandants:*’

“In the context of armaments production, the concentration camps |...] are
of vital significance to the war. |[...]
In the context of reeducation, it might have been insignificant in previous
years whether a prisoner performed productive labor or not. Now, how-
ever, prison labor is very significant. It is vitally important that all meas-
ures be taken by the commandants, leaders of V-Dienst (Information Ser-
vices) and physicians to ensure the maintenance of health and the capacity
of prisoners to work. Not from mere sentimentality, but because we need
them with their sound bodies, because they must contribute to the great vic-
tory of the German nation: therefore we must insure the welfare of the
prisoners.
I am setting as a goal: A maximum of 10% of all prisoners may be incapa-
ble of work on account of illness. Through common endeavor, all responsi-
ble persons must achieve this goal. To achieve it, the following is neces-
sary:
1. A proper diet appropriate to the prisoner’s task.
2. Proper clothing appropriate to the prisoner’s task.
3. Application of all natural measures for health and hygiene.
4. Avoidance of all unnecessary exertions which are not directly required
by the prisoner’s task.
5. Performance rewards. |[...]
1 shall personally monitor compliance with the measures reiterated in this
message.”’

L: Assuming the correctness of your statements, how do you explain the various

remarks by National Socialist officials made before or during the war, in which
they speak of the extermination of Jews?

“ NG-4583.
#0° NO-1523.
#1 - Archiwum Muzeum Stutthof, 1-1b-8, pp. 53ff.
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R:Aside from remarks by Hitler made in his confidential circles, which never
mention extermination, I quote here only bureaucratic documents. Together
will all other bureaucratic documents, these never mention physical extermina-
tion. The situation is a bit different when we come to diaries, speeches, or
postwar memoirs. In principle we are dealing there with written testimonies of
party witnesses, which I will discuss in detail in the next lecture, where I deal
with confessions made by accused persons.

L: But what if the official documents are lying, if “evacuation” and “deportation”
were code words for murder?**?

R:In that case we have a logical problem. There is no disagreement that, until the
middle of 1941, the terms “emigration,” “evacuation,” “transfers,” and “depor-
tation” meant what they say. How, then, could it have been made clear to the
recipients of official orders after mid 1941 that these same terms had suddenly
become code words meaning something altogether different from what they
say, namely mass murder? We must keep in mind that during the Third Reich,
government officials are considered to have been obedient and subservient.
They were expected to carry out orders literally and unquestioningly. Whether
that was really the case is a different matter. It is a fact that disobedient conduct
was severely punished. This would have been all the more true if the orders had
been to transport and force prisoners to labor at vital wartime production, and
the recipients of these orders had murdered them instead.

The point is: how could the people giving orders have made it clear to those
receiving orders that they suddenly, at a specific instant, had to reinterpret their
orders and do something entirely different from what the orders instructed?
Furthermore, how could those giving orders have hindered those receiving
them from re-interpreting them when they were not meant to be re-interpreted?

L: They would have had to be given entirely different orders everywhere!

R:Exactly. The problem is quite simply that in connection with the “Final Solu-
tion,” there are no documents stipulating definition and “re-interpretation” of
presumed code words. Such orders would have undermined secrecy, and se-
crecy was the claimed reason for the alleged use of coded language in the first
place.

L: The murderers would have been completely stupid if they had put all that down
in writing. They would have abandoned their code language. Such orders
would have to be given orally and passed on down the chain of command.

R:Wouldn’t this have meant that the thousands of people who were involved in
the final solution actually participated in mass murder without asking ques-
tions, simply because some superior gave an oral order that was diametrically
opposed to the written orders?

L: Yes.

R: Well, what if you received a written note from the head of your company in-
structing you to move your company’s computer system to another building,

29 <.

#2 The thesis of a code language was summarized in a classic fashion by E. Kogon et al., op. cit. (note 96).
The book even has an introductory chapter called “Enttarnung der verschliisselten Begriffe” in the
German edition and “A Code Language” in English edition, p. 5-12.
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but your section chief tells you the boss secretly told him that you were sup-
posed to smash it to bits. Would you take an axe and go to the computer room
and make kindling out of everything?

L: Aaargh!

R: And consider this: in those days, the punishment for unauthorized killings, like
the punishment for sabotaging the war effort, was always death. In view of the
extremely harsh penalties exacted during the Third Reich, one could only have
expected that such offenses would be severely punished.

The fact that to this very day no document has been found, which orders the
mass murder of Jews"> or which gives directives about when and how to re-
interpret certain “code words,” has caused a real headache for established histo-
riography. In fact, not even a bureaucratic trace of such an order or directive
exists. Keep in mind that the alleged crime was the greatest genocide of all
time. It involved six million people over a period of three years, extending over
an entire continent and involving countless agencies and minor officials. In the
Second Lecture I quoted Prof. Raul Hilberg’s absurd explanation of telepathic
commands within the Third Reich (see p. 180).

Telepathy is precisely what would have been required for the implementation
of such monstrous orders that were never written down, contradict all the
documents that were written, and were allegedly disseminated without leaving
a bureaucratic trail.

For these reasons, I consider the whole thesis of a code language to be absurd.
But let’s put this problem aside for now, and direct our attention to what was
actually going on in the concentration camps after the middle of 1941. We will
begin with Auschwitz, the most notorious camp of all.

3.4. Auschwitz
3.4.1. The Industrial Region of Auschwitz

R: First I would like to describe the geographical region we are discussing.
Auschwitz is not just any region of Poland. We are discussing a city in the im-
mediate vicinity of the industrial region of Upper Silesia, shown in Figure 25.
The city of Auschwitz lies at the confluence of the rivers Sola and Vistula
(German name: Weichsel). The adjacent village of Birkenau is situated at a
railroad intersection where railway lines from Bohemia via Ostrau and Bielitz-
Biala connect to railway lines running to the areas of Krakow and Kattowitz.
Since the 1300s until 1919, the river Vistula, which flows just one kilometer
west of Birkenau, had formed the border between German Silesia and Poland,
or between German Silesia and the Austrian province of Galicia after the parti-
tioning of Poland in the 18" century. Under the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, a
military barracks was built on the spot where Auschwitz is situated. In 1919, it

43 See the collection of quotes by Richard Widmann, “The Missing Hitler Order,”
www.vho.org/GB/c/RW/inconorders.html.
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passed into the hands of the newly formed Polish army.** Following the Ger-
man-Polish War in September 1939, this barracks was converted into a concen-
tration camp for Polish prisoners. Today this camp is called the Stammlager
(main camp), or simply “Auschwitz 1.” It lies southwest of Auschwitz, imme-
diately adjacent to the river Sola.

Under German occupation the Auschwitz region changed drastically. Before
the war, Auschwitz had been a backwards agricultural village by western stan-
dards. Following the German withdrawal, it was a modern town with a high
quality industrial infrastructure and huge, modern chemical plants.

L: Are you trying to say that these German enterprises at Auschwitz benefited
Poland?

R:If you limit consideration of German activity to the development of the indus-
trial infrastructure, then it benefited Poland greatly. This does not of course in-
clude consideration of other German activities in the region. It does not include
consideration of whether the totality of events during the Second World War
tipped the balance positively or negatively.

It is easy to see the reason for the accelerated industrialization of the region.
Because of its proximity to the Upper Silesian area, good railroad connections
and abundance of processing water from the Vistula and Sola, the Auschwitz
region was an ideal place for expansion of the German chemical industry. In

4% On the history of Auschwitz see Robert van Pelt, Deborah Dwork, Auschwitz: 1270 to the Present, op.
cit. (note 324), as well as J.-C. Pressac, op. cit. (note 251).
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addition, on account of the great distance from England, the factories were safe
from Allied aerial bombardment until mid 1944.
As should be known, Germany has always possessed little or no oil reserves.
Oil products are vital for war production, however. Cut off from Arab and Rus-
sian oil, Germany developed a process for refining coal as early as World War I
in order to overcome its dependence on crude oil. This process changes coal,
which Germany had in abundance in the Ruhr, Saar, and Silesia areas, into
gaseous or liquid hydrocarbons. These were then used by the petrochemical in-
dustry as raw materials for every imaginable chemical synthesis, including
production of artificial rubber, fuel, and lubricants.
During World War II, German coal refining technology was applied on a very
large scale, especially in the Ruhr, in Baden (BASF), and at Auschwitz.*>> One
of the first steps in the process for coal gasification is the production of carbon
monoxide by means of burning wet coal in an oxygen poor environment. An
analysis by the U.S. War Department, which interpreted the effects of the Al-
lied bombing campaign on Germany, summarized the importance of that tech-
nology for Germany as follows:**®
“War-time Germany was an empire built on coal, air and water. §84.5% of
her aviation fuel, 85% of her motor fuel, more than 99% of all her rubber,
100% of her concentrated nitric acid — the base substance for all military
explosives — and 99% of her no less important methanol were synthesized
from these three raw materials. [...] Coal gasification facilities, where coal
was converted into producer gas, were the body of this industrial organism.”
Air photographs of Auschwitz taken by Allied reconnaissance aircraft in spring
1944 indicate the size of these chemical plants.* Illustration 25 gives a rough
delineation of the area, in which I.G. Farbenindustrie AG created this huge
chemical plant from scratch within a few years, using to a great degree forced
labor from the Auschwitz concentration camp.
Following the war, this technology was destroyed by the Allied theft of patents,
kidnapping of German scientists, and dismantling of German industry. Because
the Allied victors feared a self-sufficient Germany and due to the abundant
availability of cheap crude oil, there was no revitalization of coal refining in
Germany after the war. Not until the oil crisis in the 1970s was there a modest
comeback in coal research.
But let’s get back to Auschwitz. The I.G. Farbenindustrie chemical complex is
the largest, but not the only example of the German intention to develop indus-
try in the region. After the beginning of the Russian campaign, the Germans
thought they could solve the problem of labor shortage in the new industries
with Russian prisoners of war, among others. For this reason, a large POW
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Cf. esp.: W. Gumz, J.F. Foster (Battelle Memorial Institute), “A Critical Survey of Methods of Making
a High BTU Gas from Coal,” Research Bulletin, no. 6, American Gas Association, New York, July
1953.

U.S. Strategic Bombing Survey, Oil Division Final Report, 2™ ed., War Department, Washington 1947,
p. L.

Cf. the various air photos in John C. Ball, Air Photo Evidence, Ball Resource Services Ltd., Delta B.C.,
1992 (www.air-photo.com).
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III 26: The I.G. Farben/ndustr/e AG chem/cal é)lant in AuschWItz-MonOW/tz in winter
1944/45.*

camp was planned by the Waffen SS west of the town of Birkenau, which to-
day is known as “Auschwitz II”” or “Auschwitz-Birkenau.”

L: But Birkenau is widely known as a pure extermination camp.

R:But it is definitely known that in October 1941 it was not planned as such. All
the early documents speak exclusively of a POW camp.*”

L: Did the camp remain under administration of the Waffen SS?

R:Yes. Until the end of the war, the organization responsible for the construction
at Auschwitz was called the Zentralbauleitung der Waffen-SS und Polizei,
(Central Construction Office of Waffen-SS and Police.)*®

L: Then the Waffen SS were not garbed in snow white robes as described by some
German right-wing politicians?*"'

R:That depends on which version of history one believes in. If the mass murders
alleged to have taken place at Auschwitz and elsewhere really happened, then
the Waffen SS certainly had a hand in them.

The Birkenau camp is situated in a swampy river valley at the confluence of the
Sola and Vistula rivers. With the increasing employment of prisoners in the in-
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www.auschwitz-muzeum.oswiecim.pl/html/eng/historia_KL/foto/ig_farben foto buna.html.
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“Erlduterungsbericht zum Vorentwurf Neubau K.G.L. Auschwitz,” Oct. 30, 1941, RGVA 502-1-233,
pp. 13-30. K.G.L. = Kriegsgefangenenlager = POW camp.

Cf. Carlo Mattogno, The Central Construction Office of the Waffen-SS and Police Auschwitz. Organi-
zation, Responsibilities, Activities, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago 2005
(www.vho.org/GB/Books/cco).

See for instance Franz Schonhuber, Ich war dabei, Langen Miiller, Munich 1981.
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R:

L:

R:

dustries of the Auschwitz region, a series of other, smaller work camps came to
Upper Silesia, one after the other. Altogether there were a total of 30 so-called
satellite camps organizationally belonging to the Auschwitz camp and housing
prison laborers near their work sites. For example, on the map shown here there
were satellite camps near the settlements of Harmense, Rajsko, and Monowitz.
I am not going to discuss these smaller camps, since no one ever suggested that
mass murder took place there. Quite the contrary! Allow me to digress a bit and
relate the testimony of Jakob Lewinski, a former prisoner at Monowitz, which
he gave at his interrogation in 1958, as part of the proceedings which led to the
Auschwitz trial held at Frankfurt.*® Lewinski was deported along with his wife
but was separated from her at Auschwitz. He never saw her again. He describes
his accommodations at the Auschwitz-Monowitz camp as “adequate for human
beings™:**
“Inside the camp there was a brothel with 10 women, but they were only
available to Reich German prisoners. The prisoners received up to 150 DM
[should be RM - Reichsmarks] scrip per week for their labor, with which
they could purchase mustard, sauerkraut, red beets, and so on |[...]
The camp had generally good sanitary facilities, bathing, and showering
rooms, and an excellent health-care facility. [...] For provisions we received
1/3 [loaf of| army-type bread three times a week, 1/2 army-type bread 4
times, and additionally a bowl of coffee in the morning, 20 grams of marga-
rine 5 times, one time a small amount of marmalade and one time a piece of
cheese. In the afternoon at work there was the so-called Buna soup, nutri-
tionally worthless. In the evening there was a thicker soup, partly beets,
partly cabbage etc.”
According to Lewinski, there was initially a high death rate at the camp on
account of the strenuous 12 hour working days and inadequate nutrition. Later,
however, the workload was decreased and there was a drastic decrease in the
mortality rate. Concerning the SS leadership he stated:***
“Our camp commander was SS Obersturmfiihrer Schottl, who was sen-
tenced to death at Dachau, supposedly for crimes he had committed before
he came to our camp, because as camp commander of our camp he would
never have deserved the death penalty.”
I call this a truly amazing statement, completely free of vindictiveness! Re-
member that the poor man lost his wife on account of the SS. Hats off to such a
noble character!
You are right. I have real respect for some witnesses thanks to such statements.
After 1942, Auschwitz served as the deportation center for Jews from western
and central Europe. A great many transports passed through the Birkenau camp
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Interrogation on Nov. 24, 1958, Staatsanwaltschaft beim LG Frankfurt (Main), Strafsache beim
Schwurgericht Frankfurt (Main) gegen Baer und Andere wegen Mordes, ref. 4 Js 444/59, vol. 2, pp.
305-310.

Ibid., pp. 305, 305R; cf. in more detail G. Rudolf, “From the Files of the Frankfurt Auschwitz Trial,
part 3,” TR 1(3) (2003), pp. 352-358, here pp. 356f.

Staatsanwaltschaft. .., ibid., p. 306; this statement is supported by the testimony of Gerhard Grande,
who made a similarly positive statement about Schottl, cf. Staatsanwaltschaft..., vol. 7, p. 1058.
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without being registered there. From here, they were either assigned to outlying
camps or else transported to other labor camp complexes. A part of them re-
mained at the Birkenau camp and were registered there. Today’s official histo-
riography assumes that Jews who were note registered at Birkenau went di-
rectly to “gas chambers.”

After the Allied landings in Italy, the Upper Silesian industrial region came
into the range of American bombers. Hence, in the spring of 1944, industrial
production in the Auschwitz area was interrupted and construction drastically
curtailed by repeated bombing raids.

We can identify a great many details of the camp complex from air photos
made by Allied reconnaissance aircrafts during those days. Among other
things, we can see that the Polish peasants worked their fields right up to the
fences. This means that it would have been impossible to keep secret what went
on there.* The heavy passenger and freight traffic passing through the busy
railroad hub at Auschwitz would likewise have made secrecy difficult or im-
possible, as would the fact that many of the prisoners were employed as work-
ers in German plants and factories, both civilian and military. These internees
had frequent contact with prisoners of war from other nations, as well as Ger-
man and foreign civilians. In addition, a large number of civilian construction
companies with all their employees were involved in erecting many buildings
in the concentration and prisoner of war camps.466 Furthermore there were con-
stant releases and furloughs from the concentration camp.

L: Releases from an extermination camp?

R:It may or may not have been an extermination camp. At any rate, releases from
Auschwitz and Birkenau are easy to prove. According to a publication by the
Auschwitz museum, for example, over a thousand of 26,200 registered inmates
were released from imprisonment while around 3,000 were transferred to other
camps.*®’

L: Those would have been 4,000 witnesses to mass murder. Apparently the SS
were unconcerned about what those prisoners would tell the world about
Auschwitz.

R: And those are just a fraction of the total. The official number of prisoners re-
leased is at least 1,400 and the number transferred to other camps is around
200,000.**

Scholars who claim that huge numbers of people were secretly murdered at
Auschwitz simply do not know what they are talking about. They are obviously
unfamiliar with the layout and daily routine, ignorant of the objective reality of

465 Cf. J.C. Ball, op. cit. (note 457), pp. 51-53.

466 See the list of 46 firms and at times over 1,000 civil employees active in Auschwitz: C. Mattogno, op.
cit. (note 460), pp. 51-56.

Staatliches Museum Auschwitz-Birkenau (ed.), op. cit. (note 51), pp. 231. Cf. Michael Gértner, Hans
Jirgen Nowak, “Die Stiarkebiicher von Auschwitz,” VG 6(4) (2002), pp. 425-436, here p. 430.

The number of released inmates are partly unknown for 1940 and 1941; see Franciszek Piper, Die Zahl
der Opfer von Auschwitz, State Museum, Auschwitz 1993; cf. C. Mattogno, “The Four Million...,” op.
cit. (note 230), Part II: “Franciszek Piper and The Number of Victims of Auschwitz,” pp. 393-399.
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the situation.*® There were thousands of locations in the German occupied ar-
eas, which would have been better suited for conducting secret mass murder
than the bustling industrial city of Auschwitz.

3.4.2. Mass Murder Scenes

R:

There are basically two ways of getting a picture of what happened in Ausch-
witz. You can either go to original sources and read and analyze the thousands
of documents and statements by witnesses, or else you can reach for a book
published by the institution that claims to be the ultimate authority on the sub-
ject. That is the Polish State Museum at Auschwitz.

Needless to say, almost everyone chooses the latter method. Who has the time
and resources for the former? For this reason, I would like to briefly summarize
the literature published by the Auschwitz State Museum. I would like to briefly
describe the museum’s official history of Auschwitz and its presentation of the
alleged extermination process. It goes like this:*"°

In the summer of 1941, Camp Commandant H68 receives oral orders to get the
camp ready to exterminate Jews. Early in September 1941, in the cellar of a
building in the main camp, there is an experimental gassing of several hundred
Soviet POWs using the cyanide based pesticide Zyklon B.*"" In the following
weeks the morgue of the crematory in the main camp is converted into a homi-
cidal gas chamber. The conversion consists of knocking holes in the concrete
roof so that Zyklon B can be dumped into the room below. This gas chamber
begins operation around the end of 1941 and is in use until early 1943 (see the
plans of this crematory in Ill. 71, p. 252).

The “selection” of victims is performed next to the railroad tracks in front of
the main camp. Those prisoners who are able to work are accepted in the camp,
while those unable to work are sent directly to “gas chambers.” The bodies of
the victims are then cremated in the room next to the gas chamber, which
originally contained two double-muffle*’* crematory ovens (later there were
three.)

In the first half of 1942, two old farmhouses outside the Birkenau camp are
converted to gas chambers. These are called “Bunker 1” and “Bunker 2” or
sometimes “Red House” and “White House.” These continue in operation until
the beginning of 1943. With the deportation of the Hungarian Jews in May
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For example, an allied lack of knowledge about the mass murder of the Jews during the war is empha-
sized by U.S. historian A.M. de Zayas, explaining it with the policy of secrecy by the German govern-
ment: A. M. de Zayas, “The Wehrmacht Bureau on war crimes,” in The Historical Journal, 35(2),1992,
pp- 383-399.

Danuta Czech et al., Auschwitz, nationalsozialistisches Vernichtungslager, Staatliches Museum
Auschwitz-Birkenau, Auschwitz 1997.

Reports about this alleged undocumented first gassing are extremely contradictory, cf. C. Mattogno,
Auschwitz: The First Gassing, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago 2005
(www.vho.org/GB/Books/atfg).

The muffle is the cremation chamber of a cremation oven, where the corpse is reduced to ashes. Each
oven can have one or several such muffles. There were double-muffle ovens at Auschwitz, and triple-
and eight-muffle ovens at Birkenau.
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L:
R:

19454;é one of these farmhouses (Bunker 2) is reactivated as a homicidal facil-
ity.

The victims of these Bunkers are cremated over wood fires in trenches that are
several meters deep. Melted human fat is retrieved with large ladles and used as
fuel for the fires.

In the summer of 1942 planning begins for four new crematories in Birkenau,
built as two pairs with mirror like symmetry. Two of these have underground
morgues, one of which is used as an undressing room and the other as a gas
chamber. In addition each has an oven room equipped with five triple-muffle
ovens, making a total of 15 muffles (see crematories II and III, I11. 62f., p. 242).
The other two crematories (no. IV and V*’*) both have a mortuary above
ground and an oven room with an eight-muffle oven, as well as three smaller
rooms used as “gas chambers.” These crematories go into operation one after
the other between March and June 1943. Crematories IV and V quickly fall out
of operation because of defective construction. Crematory IV is never repaired,
Crematory V very late in the war. The ovens of Crematories II and III remain
in operation, with interruptions, until the end of 1944. In the underground gas
chambers of Crematories Il and III, just as in the crematory in the main camp,
Zyklon B is dumped through openings, which were chiseled through the rein-
forced concrete roof after construction was completed. The gas chambers of
Crematories IV and V, which are above ground, have small hatches in the walls
through which the pesticide is introduced. The only gas chambers provided
with ventilation are those in Crematories I, I, and III. Thus the poison gas can-
not be forced out of the gas chambers in Crematories IV or V or the two farm
houses. One has to rely solely on the natural ventilation through opened doors
and hatches.

I beg your pardon?

One moment please. Let me first finish my overview.

Until May 1944, victim selection takes place at the railroad tracks of the main
camp, but after that on the new ramp built at Birkenau.

Those selected for gassing are told that for hygienic reasons they have to
shower and have their clothes deloused. The victims disrobe, partly in special
buildings or rooms and partly in the open. Sometimes they are given soap and
towels. Then they are directed into the gas chambers, some of which are
equipped with phony shower heads in order to trick the victims. After the doors
are sealed, pesticide is thrown into the chamber in quantities sufficient to kill
insects. A few minutes later, everybody is dead. After about a quarter hour the
doors are opened and the so-called Sonderkommandos (prisoner special unit)
begin the task of removing the corpses from the gas chamber. Sometimes they
wear gas masks, sometimes they don’t. They harvest hair from the corpses and
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For lack of space these bunkers cannot be treated in more detail here. Witness statements about them
are very contradictory, but their existence as a building used by the SS can be refuted on the basis of
existing documents: C. Mattogno, The Bunkers of Auschwitz, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago
2004 (www.vho.org/GB/Books/tboa).

For a side view and a floor plan see I1l. 123, pp. 329, taken from my expert report, op. cit. (note 415), p.
135; also J.-C. Pressac, op. cit. (note 251), p. 401.
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L:

extract gold teeth. Then they drag the corpses to the crematory ovens or incin-
eration trenches. The ovens are stuffed chock full of bodies, up to eight in a
single muffle. Flames and thick black smoke shoot out of the crematory chim-
neys and huge incineration trenches. The entire area is blanketed in smoke and
the hellish stench of burning flesh. At least 10,000 Jews are murdered every
day between May and September 1944. Most of the resulting corpses are
burned in open trenches.

How many victims are supposed to have been crammed in these alleged gas
chambers at a time?

R: The witnesses do not agree on this. For the underground morgues no. 1 of the

L

crematories II and III, which had a surface area of roughly 210 m? (2,260 sq ft),
at least 1,000 victims are said to have been executed at a time. Other witnesses
speak of 2,000 or even up to 3,000 victims.

: That is between '5 and 1'% persons on every square foot. How can you get up to

three people to stand on two square feet? They must have squeezed themselves
together quite extremely?

:That is quite a logistic problem, indeed. Just imagine the following scene:

1,000 people of both sexes plus children enter the undressing room with a sur-
face area of 390 m’ (4,200 ftz). Each one would therefore have an area of only
60 cm x 60 cm (2x2 ft) on which to undress. Experience shows that people do
not pack themselves tightly to the very edge of an enclosed area, unless, of
course, they are quite willing to do so, like when they enter a bus and need to
fill it tightly, so that other passengers can still get in.

: Not even that works most of the times. People simply won’t scoot over to make

room for others unless they are informed of what they need to do and then are
also willing to comply. And that is particularly true if they are told to undress
completely in front of hundreds of strangers of both sexes. That would never
work.

R:Correct. Actually, in order to get people to enter through just one door in a

L:

long, stretched out room and to fill it tightly to the last place, the procedure
must be rehearsed. Once inside the naked people walk over into alleged gas
chamber, the same problem occurs again. Here the victims must press them-
selves even more tightly together, since that room was even smaller. The first
people entering the room must proceed to the very end of this 100 ft long room
in a disciplined manner and line up against the wall. The next lot will form the
line directly in front, and so on, until the entire chamber is full. Even if choreo-
graphed perfectly, this would still take at least half an hour.

So how did they get these 1,000 naked people to pack themselves tightly to-
gether, touching other completely naked strangers?

R:1 do not know, but it would have required the drill and discipline that you can

L:

instill only in soldiers after weeks of excercising, provided they are dressed. I
don’t know if that would still work if you had those soldiers line up naked, par-
ticularly if there are female soldiers present as well.

Well, that is ridiculous. After all, under such circumstances, the alleged claim
by the SS that their victims are going to have a shower in that room would con-
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vince nobody. How do you take a shower when your neighbors step on your
feet and you can hardly turn around, not to mention bend down to wash your-
self?

R:You have revealed this absurdity quite well. So even before going into techni-
cal and documentary details, you can already see that the claims made about
those alleged homicidal gassings are fishy already on pure logistical grounds.

In closing this brief overview of the alleged murder scenarios, it should also be
mentioned that the first report about the alleged murder methods used in
Auschwitz as reported by Boris Polevoy,” a Soviet propagandist writing for
the Soviet newspaper Pravda, differed quite distinctly from what was sug-
gested otherwise:*’®
“Last year, when the Red Army revealed to the world the terrible and
abominable secrets of Majdanek, the Germans in Auschwitz began to wipe
out the traces of their crimes. They leveled the mounds of the so-called ‘old’
graves in the eastern part of the camp, tore up and destroyed the traces of
the electric conveyor belt, on which hundreds of people were simultaneously
electrocuted, their bodies falling onto the slow moving conveyor belt which
carried them to the top of the blast furnace where they fell in, were com-
pletely burned, their bones converted to meal in the rolling mills, and then
sent to the surrounding fields.”

R: The story about the conveyor belt electrocution with subsequent incineration in
blast furnaces was, of course, nothing but Soviet atrocity propaganda with no
foundation in reality. It quickly ended up in the trash bins of history and was
replaced with something more “credible,” which had been claimed since 1942:
gas chambers. Just how credible these gas chamber allegations are will be in-
vestigated in the next chapters.

3.4.3. Air Photo Evidence

R:Now, let us subject the allegations summarized above to critical examination.
First of all, we will refer to documents that were produced by the Allies at the
time of the alleged murders, specifically air photos made by their reconnais-
sance aircraft. Beginning in the spring of 1944, these aircraft made air photos
of Auschwitz on a regular basis, since it was part of the Upper Silesian indus-
trial region.

Before we analyze these photographs critically, I would like to ask you all what
you would expect to find if you believed the official version that I have just
summarized.

L: I would expect the camp to be blanketed with smoke.

L: Especially from the chimneys: there should be a lot of smoke, maybe even
flames.

5 On Polevoi see Don Heddesheimer, ““Nothing Has Been Invented:” The War Journalism of Boris
Polevoy,” JHR, 21(1) (2002), pp. 23-38.

47 Boris Polevoy, “The Factory of Death at Auschwitz,” Pravda, Febr. 2, 1945
(www.fpp.co.uk/Auschwitz/docs/Pravda020245.html); see R. Faurisson, “Auschwitz, Facts and Leg-
end,” JHR, 16(4) (1997), pp. 14-19.
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lll. 27: POW Camp Birkenau in June of 1944, including the alleged Bunker 2 and part of
the crematory trenches (center top).

R:But only if the ovens happened to be operating and the fires burning...

L: The fires in the ovens could be put out quickly, but not huge fires in trenches,
where ten thousand bodies were being burned every day. Fires like that would
smolder for days.

R:Good, let’s concentrate on trench incinerations. What would you expect to find
in air photos?

L: First of all, huge trenches, smoking to a greater or lesser degree. Then, huge
stacks of firewood. Ashes would have to be scattered everywhere, and that
would discolor the vicinity of the fire pits.

R: And how big would these pits be, if they were large enough to cremate 10,000
bodies per day?

L: 10,000 square meters, perhaps? Maybe they could complete two burnings per
day, in which case they would need around 5,000 square meters, plus the area
around the trenches. That would be roughly the size of a soccer field.

L: A lot of excavated material, mountains of dirt would be piled up near the
trenches.

L: We would see transport paths from the gas chambers to the trenches, as well as
paths for bringing in firewood and carrying out the ashes.




212 GERMAR RUDOLF, LECTURES ON THE HOLOCAUST

July 8, 1944 August 23, 1944
1ll. 28-31: Sections of air photos of the region around the site of Bunker 2, alleg-
edly with massive incineration trenches, 1944

R:German author Heinrich Kochel has analyzed the space, time, and fuel re-
quirements for mass incineration of cattle that had died during a massive foot-
and-mouth epidemic in Great Britain in 2001. Uncounted thousands of animal
carcasses had to be incinerated on pyres.*”” According to this, a large pyre as it
would have been required in Auschwitz could have been cleared from ashes
and unburned remains a week after it had been lit at the earliest, since such
large fires burn for one to two days, and the remaining embers keep glowing
for many more days. Also, the surface area required to build as many pyres as
would have been needed to accomplish the task as claimed for Auschwitz and
to store the necessary fuel would have been around half a square mile. This is
far larger than what any witnesses ever claimed.

77 Heinrich Kochel, “Leichenverbrennungen im Freien,” VAG, 8(4) (2004), pp. 427-432.
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1. 32-35: Sections of more air photos of the region around the site of Bunker 2,
allegedly with massive incineration trenches, 1944-1945.

: In addition, if I may interject, if all this was a swampy river depression, the
whole area would be turned into a swampy morass by such intensive activity.
All the vegetation would be destroyed.

:Now, let us look at eight photos taken in and around Auschwitz. Here I have
magnified the sections containing Bunker 2, close to which the alleged incin-
eration trenches are claimed to have been located, west of Crematories IV and
V in I1l. 28-35. These photos were t