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Foreword

“What are you writing?” the Rebbe asked. “Stories,” I said. He wanted to know what kind of stories: true stories. “About people you knew?” Yes, about people I might have known. “About things that happened?” Yes, about things that happened or could have happened. “But they did not?” No, not all of them did. In fact, some were invented from almost the beginning to almost the end. The Rebbe leaned forward as if to measure me up and said with more sorrow than anger: “That means that you are writing lies!” I did not answer immediately. The scolded child within me had nothing to say in his defense. Yet, I had to justify myself. “Things are not that simple, Rebbe. Some events do take place but are not true; other are—although they never occurred.”

—Elie Wiesel in Legends of Our Time, Schocken Books, New York, 1982, p. viii (Introduction), about an exchange he had in Tel Aviv with the Hasidic teacher of his childhood, twenty years after he had last seen him in Hungary during the war.

In October 1944, the victorious Red Army crossed the German border for the first time by penetrating briefly into East Prussia. When the German Army managed to throw back the Soviet forces for a short while, they discovered with horror that many German civilians as well as French and Belgian PoWs had been raped, tortured and slaughtered in the most bestial ways imaginable.

When the Red Army advanced again during the following winter, more massacres were reported. Hence the German High Command ordered the evacuation of the entire German civilian population from East Prussia via the Baltic Sea, code-named “Operation Hannibal” – the biggest naval rescue effort ever undertaken.

In early 1945, the Red Army was approaching another German border area in the southeast: Silesia. Auschwitz was right in its path. Although this time the German civilian population was not to be evacuated, the inmates of the regional labor camps were slated to be evacuated west.

In history’s best-selling Holocaust book Night, Elie Wiesel, who at that time was in the Monowitz Labor Camp near Auschwitz, wrote about this:1

A doctor came into the room and announced:

“Tomorrow, immediately after nightfall, the camp will set out. Block after block. Patients will stay in the infirmary. They will not be evacuated.” […]

At that time Wiesel was in the camp’s infirmary, where he was recovering from minor foot surgery. He had the option to stay and be liberated by the Soviets, or to leave with the Germans. Here is what he decided to do (p. 78):

“What shall we do, father?”

He was lost in thought. The choice was in our hands. For once we could decide our fate for ourselves. We could both stay in the hospital, where I could, thanks to my doctor, get him entered as a patient or a nurse. Or else we could follow the others.

“Well, what shall we do, father?”

He was silent.

“Let’s be evacuated with the others,” I said to him.

He did not answer. He looked at my foot.

“Do you think you can walk?”

“Yes, I think so.”

“Let’s hope that we shan’t regret it, Eliezer.”

We need to realize what this means: According to his book, Elie Wiesel and his father had been living for three-quarters of a year in a camp system where Jews had been burned alive en masse by their German tormentors. The living inmates had been abused and mistreated by every method one can think of. Then in early 1945 there was a chance to escape the clutches of these mass murderers and to be liberated by the advancing Soviets.

How would you have decided?

Elie decided to flee from their liberators with their diabolic tormentors. They decided to remain slave workers in the hell allegedly created by the evil Germans.

Arguing in my book Lectures on the Holocaust along these lines, I came to the conclusion that these lines prove that Wiesel never really felt threatened by the Germans, that the atrocity stories he tells in his book must therefore be untrue.2

But it’s not that easy. When retired German judge Günter Bertram, who opposes the prosecution of peaceful historical dissidents in Germany,3 read my book, he criticized me for having omitted a crucial passage from Wiesel’s text which he claimed refutes my hypothesis. I checked it and found that Bertram was correct, superficially speaking, because Wiesel, after having been told by a doctor that they will be evacuated, wrote (pp. 77f.):

This news made us think. Were the SS going to leave hundreds of prisoners to strut about in the hospital blocks, waiting for their liberators? Were they going to let the Jews hear the twelfth stroke sound? Obviously not.

“All invalids will be summarily killed,” said the faceless one. “And sent to the crematory in a final batch.”

“The camp is certain to be mined,” said another. “The moment the evacuation’s over, it’ll blow up.”

So maybe he was afraid that he’d be executed when staying behind. Wiesel confirms himself, though, that these were only false rumors (p. 78):

I learned after the war the fate of those who had stayed behind in the hospital. They were quite simply liberated by the Russians two days after the evacuation.

Even if he thought the Germans might kill anyone staying behind, it still would have made more sense to stay behind, because at that point in time it was clear to everyone that Germany was about to lose the war. Wiesel even says so in his book, which is full of references to the inmates’ understandable longing for Germany’s impending defeat and thus the end of their ordeal. Therefore Wiesel’s captors would have to leave him behind eventually anyway. It was merely a matter of when this would happen. Hence, if Wiesel really thought that the SS would kill inmates rather than leave them behind, it would have made sense to try and get away from the Germans as early as possible, because the more desperate the Germans’ situation was getting, the more likely excesses of violence would become.

There are other facts indicating that Wiesel could not have taken those rumors seriously, if they even circulated in the first place. First of all, the Monowitz Camp, where Wiesel was housed, had no crematory. Next, the nearest crematories at the Birkenau Camp had been taken out of service in late 1944 and dismantled in December 1944. Furthermore, Wiesel himself had experienced that thousands of inmates had been successfully cured of various ailments in the camp hospital where he was recovering at that time. Hence, Wiesel knew that sick inmates were not killed by the SS at Auschwitz, but that the German authorities went to great lengths to restore their slave laborers’ health. Finally, it was most certainly clear that the few members of the SS camp staff who would stay behind – the vast majority of them was about to leave the camp with the inmates – could not have carried out a major operation like killing and disposing of hundreds of sick inmates within a day or two before the Soviets’ arrival.

Cross-checking with another famous inmate at the Monowitz Camp, the Italian Jew Primo Levi, can clarify the matter. In his entry of January 17, 1945, Levi writes in his book Survival in Auschwitz how he would have followed common instincts and would have joined the other inmates that fled with the SS, if only he had not been so sick and had to stay behind in the same hospital where Wiesel claims to have been at the same time:4

It was not a question of reasoning: I would probably also have followed the instinct of the flock [and fled with the Germans] if I had not felt so weak: fear [of the invading Red Army] is supremely contagious, and its immediate reaction is to make one try to run away.

The atrocities committed by the conquering Red Army induced fear and panic everywhere in Central and Eastern Europe, including the camps the Red Army was supposedly liberating. It turned out that such fears were indeed justified to some degree, for many a female inmate was raped by these “liberators,”5 and many detainees conquered by the Soviets ended up in Soviet labor camps rather than being liberated.6 Wiesel was therefore right to run with the Germans, whatever his subjective reasons were at the time. The Red Army, after all, did not come as a liberator, but as an army of conquest, occupation and oppression.7

I therefore maintain that the choice Wiesel made is truly revealing. Fritz Berg once wrote fittingly about it:8

The choices that were made here in January 1945 are enormously important. In the entire history of Jewish suffering at the hands of gentiles, what moment in time could possibly be more dramatic than this precious moment when Jews could choose between, on the one hand, liberation by the Soviets with the chances to tell the whole world about the evil ‘Nazis’ and to help bring about their defeat – and the other choice of going with the ‘Nazi’ mass murderers and to continue working for them and to help preserve their evil regime. In the vast majority of cases, they chose to go with the ‘Nazis.’

The momentous choice brings Shakespeare’s Hamlet to mind:

“To remain, or not to remain; that is the question:” to remain and be liberated by Soviet troops and risk their slings and rifles in order to tell the whole world about the outrageous ‘Nazis’ – or, take arms and feet against a sea of cold and darkness in order to collaborate with the very same outrageous ‘Nazis.’ Oh what heartache – ay there’s the rub! Thus conscience does make cowards of us all.

Considering all this, I revised my statements about this issue in more recent editions of my book Lectures along these lines.9 However, since Wiesel’s various statements about the Holocaust are rather substantial and could not possibly be covered thoroughly within the limited framework of the Lectures, a different solution had to be found for this.

The solution to this dilemma was a thorough, critical analysis of Elie Wiesel, his activities and his various published statements in a stand-alone monograph, to which I could then refer the reader in my Lectures. But who would undertake this ill-rewarded effort?

* * *

In the spring of 2014, I was editing the English edition of yet another book by the prolific Italian revisionist Carlo Mattogno. I had edited the German edition in 2011, but the publishers of the English edition did not like its German title Schiffbruch: Vom Untergang der Holocaust-Orthodoxie,10 which translates to Shipwreck: On the Sinking of Holocaust Orthodoxy. They came up with a radically different yet catchy title, which describes the fact that the book addresses and debunks basically all the Nazi-gas-chamber claims ever made: Inside the Gas Chambers: The Extermination of Mainstream Holocaust Historiography.11

A few days after I had listed the book with Amazon, I checked its availability there by searching their website for that title. This is when I ran into Shlomo Venezia’s book Inside the Gas Chamber: Eight Months in the Sonderkommando of Auschwitz, which had been published in 2009.12 It’s the story of a person who in 1992 suddenly decided to claim that he had been a former Auschwitz inmate who had worked in and around the gas chambers of Auschwitz.13 On Amazon.com, Carlo’s book debunking the gas-chamber myth was listed right next to Venezia’s alleged eyewitness account. A starker contrast was impossible.

First I was dismayed that we had picked a title which had already been taken. But then I realized that this accident was giving Carlo’s book a fortuitous placement it would otherwise never have received.

That is when the idea crossed my mind that a thorough, scholarly critique of each of the more-popular eyewitness accounts – rated by Amazon sales statistics – should be published, starting with the bestseller and then working down the ranks, one by one. We would give each of these monographs a title which includes the keywords people would search on when looking for the original, and – bingo! – next to the (purported) camp veteran’s testimony, the interested reader would also find a critical study of it.

There can be no doubt that Elie Wiesel’s Night is the best-selling book among all the “eyewitness” literature, just as Wiesel was, until his death in 2016, for decades the politically and socially most-influential of all the (self-styled) camp veterans. Wiesel with his book Night was therefore Number One on my list, followed by Rudolf Höss, the former commandant of Auschwitz, and then the lesser so-called eyewitnesses like Miklos Nyiszli, Filip Müller, Rudolf Vrba and so on.14

In early 2015, when I reached out to the usual revisionist suspects who might be interested in taking on such a project, I quickly found takers for Höss15 and Nyiszli,16 two narrowly defined and rather limited subjects. But for the ubiquitous Elie Wiesel I did not find anyone. The challenge may have seemed too big.

A few weeks later I got contacted by Dr. Warren B. Routledge, who was completely unknown to me at the time. He mentioned that he was looking for a publisher of his revisionist book project on Wiesel and his novel Night. As a last-ditch resort he had thought of Castle Hill Publishers, since no mainstream publisher would dare touch this debunking of a modern-day saint. Needless to say I was more than delighted to hear that what I had merely sketched out as a future project might already have been accomplished.

As it turns out, the book you are holding in your hands is even more ambitious in scope than what I had originally envisioned, which was basically limited to a critique of Wiesel’s various statements about the so-called Holocaust. Routledge’s study is in fact the first-ever critical biography of Elie Wiesel. Interwoven with this critical review of Wiesel’s writings and activities is an overview of the development of Holocaust revisionism, which is a resistance movement formed in reaction to what Elie Wiesel, the back then still “Living Symbol of the Holocaust,” personified: the perpetuation of wartime propaganda for insidious political, social and monetary ends.

Another strength of the present study is that it deals with the festering subject of the betrayal of the memory of Pope Pius XII by his own Church. The author contends that Pius XII can actually be considered as a forerunner of the revisionists, since he clearly never believed that Nazi Germany was carrying out an extermination program against Europe’s Jews.

Finally, Routledge points out the toxic effect which the orthodox Holocaust narrative has on ordinary Jews. It makes them paranoid and has driven them to the exits through intermarriage with non-Jews, which assures that most of their children will probably not be raised in the Jewish traditions. The author also reveals that there are Jewish revisionists who have come to understand the menace which the falsity and venality of the Holocaust cult pose for Jewry in general. Granted, this issue is not explored in depth here, but it may serve as a call to action for others to investigate and develop it more thoroughly.

For me as the editor of the series Holocaust Handbooks, of which this present study is the 30th volume, working with the author on this ambitious project was a pleasure not only because of its interesting and multifaceted contents, but also due to the many improvements we managed to put in place during our many exchanges. Hence I wholeheartedly endorse the book’s message. I hope the reader will find it just as edifying as I have.

Ultimately there was only one point on which Dr. Routledge and I agreed to disagree. The author refers repeatedly to the detrimental brainwashing effect today’s omnipresent Holocaust propaganda has on young people. But when he runs into one concrete example of such an effect, he seems to side with Elie Wiesel. I am referring here to the case of Eric Hunt (see p. 317 of this book). Hunt was in his early twenties when he suddenly discovered that what he had been taught about the Holocaust might be profoundly wrong. At school he had been forced to read Elie Wiesel’s Night, but now he came to understand that he had been duped. He became angry, understandably so. When he heard that Elie Wiesel would attend a conference near his home, he took matters into his own hands. He grabbed his copy of Night and a video camera and sought to confront Wiesel. He wanted to do “ambush journalism,” that is to say, suddenly showing up in front of an unsuspecting individual with a running camera, asking some tough, provocative questions. But Hunt was too angry, too excited, and too disorganized. What unfolded when the two men met is unclear. Wiesel claims that Hunt became violent, whereas Hunt insists that he merely grabbed Wiesel by his sleeve trying to get him to stand still and answer his questions. The court believed Wiesel, so Hunt ended up in prison for 18 months.

After reading the present study, readers should be well-equipped to judge for themselves whether they would believe at face value anything Wiesel claims. I am convinced that Hunt would not have ended up in court, let alone in prison, had the person he confronted been Joe Shmoe rather than the world’s Holocaust High Priest. Hunt’s fate merely shows how Wiesel handles opponents.

With all this said, the book’s stance is clear: It shows unambiguously that Wiesel’s confession with which I started this Foreword has to be taken more seriously than any mainstream critic has ever dared.17 Put bluntly, Wiesel’s business is writing down lies. Exposing this shocking fact ineluctably required that the author, while writing the present study, had to defy the Holocaust taboo, or else he could not have gotten to the core of the many untruths spread by Wiesel in his various writings and public statements.

By revealing the unvarnished truth about Wiesel, his novel Night, and the Holocaust cult which Wiesel helped establish, this book has the potential to enlighten and therefore liberate readers from the conditioning they have been subjected to in schools and through the media.

But beware: when reading this book, you have a right to become upset, but your emotions must be harnessed to serve constructive and productive objectives. Violence should never be an option.

Germar Rudolf

March 21, 2015

updated on February 15, 2020

 


Introduction

The present study seeks to accomplish several goals simultaneously. Written both for non-revisionists interested in learning more about Holocaust revisionism and its relationship to the Jewish Holocaust Story of World War II, as well as revisionists of various information levels, the work does not presume any prior knowledge. Its first objective is to provide the reader with a general, introductory overview of the revisionist movement, including its main arguments, key players, and historiographical achievements. The study covers the period from the 1960s to the year 2010, and its purpose is not only to bring forth new revisionist arguments and information, but also to summarize and contextualize the accomplishments of the leading revisionist scholars. The terminus date of 2010 was selected because the close of the first decade of the twenty-first century corresponds roughly to a half-century of revisionist activity.

The book’s second goal is to tell the story of the emergence and blossoming of Holocaust revisionism within the context of Elie Wiesel’s life and career. His name has become synonymous with the Holocaust, and not a few people have called him the “Holocaust High Priest.” Indeed, the vast majority of Holocaust devotees (both Jews and non-Jews) look upon him as a holy man of sorts, in part because of his supposedly miraculous survival at Auschwitz and Buchenwald, but also because of the key role he played in the founding of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington, DC.

An additional benefit of this approach is that, by telling the revisionist story in the context of Wiesel’s career, I have been able to add the theme of “Catholic-Jewish Dialogue” to the mix. This is so because Wiesel’s greatest benefactor from the very beginning of his career was the French Catholic novelist, man of letters, and Nobel Prize winner François Mauriac (1885-1970). Mauriac “discovered” Wiesel, helped him to get his first book, the supposedly autobiographical La Nuit (1958), published in Paris, and wrote a flattering review of it when no one else seemed interested in it. He also had a very close personal attachment to Wiesel until his death in 1970.Their relationship is connected to another of the present study’s themes: the problematic and at times abusive relationship that has existed between the various international Jewish organizations and media outlets on the one hand, and the men who served as Pope of the Catholic Church from Pius XII to Benedict XVI. In exploring this latter theme, I document and analyze the subversive role played by various Catholic “Holocaustians.” Such men and women, nominally Catholics, often advance their careers in Zionist media or academic environments by claiming, without proof and to various degrees, that Pius XII and the Catholic Church as a whole somehow bear “guilt” for the Holocaust. It is a very cynical and mendacious game, but it pays quite well. The discussion of their activities, coupled with the surrender of the popes to the Zionist agenda, adds further insight into the reasons for the incredible and unprecedented decline of the Catholic Church over the past half century in every imaginable way.

While Holocaust revisionism is a truly international movement in which citizens of many nations are involved to varying degrees, the special focus here is on revisionism in France and the United States. In France, Professor Robert Faurisson has been the unquestioned leader in the effort for the past four decades. In the U.S., however, there has been a succession of actors over the years. From the emergence of Professor Arthur Butz in the 1970s, to the Institute of Historical Review in the 1980s and beyond, to the work of Bradley Smith and his Committee for Open Debate on the Holocaust (CODOH) for the past thirty years, many hands have lent themselves to this work. With regard to Elie Wiesel, Carolyn Yeager’s blog site, “Elie Wiesel Cons the World,” has played an enormous role in recent years by bringing to light a great deal of valuable information about Wiesel. I hope that her work, and that of other revisionists, will continue to flourish.

This study is divided into three main sections. The first contains four chapters dealing with the Mauriac–Wiesel relationship and the genesis of his novel Night, while the second section’s two chapters offer a close critical reading of Wiesel’s novel. In the third section, I seek to combine my unauthorized biography of Wiesel with an overview of the development of historical revisionism in the U.S. (and to a lesser degree in Europe), from the appearance of Night in English in 1960 to 2010. These themes are presented chronically in order to give the reader a sense of how far revisionist arguments have advanced in a mere half-century of activity, as well as to document the inability of the Holocaustians to rebut them. I have also woven into this narrative the related issues of the abandonment of Pius XII by the post-Conciliar Catholic Church, and the negative reaction among many Jews to both Wiesel and the Holocaust narrative in general. While this ambitious, but focused, narrative might seem disjointed at times to some readers, it does adhere to this general outline and seeks as much as possible to avoid repetitions.

 


Chapter I
François Mauriac:
Waiting for the Modern-Day Messiah

	François Mauriac, Catholic Novelist and Man of Letters

François Mauriac (1885-1970) emerged in France in the 1920s as a “Catholic novelist” who used the traditions, symbolic world and belief system of Catholicism in his work. Although he rejected the term “Catholic novelist,” preferring instead to be known as a “Catholic who writes novels,” the term did nonetheless point up that his fiction portrayed a hidden and mystical world of divine grace active within every living person. In France, Mauriac was probably read by non-Catholics as much as by Catholics, for anticlerical readers enjoyed Mauriac’s fictional portrayal of the hypocrisy of upper-class Catholic families. In his novels of the interwar years, Mauriac mercilessly skewered and pitilessly laid bare the obsession with money and property that characterized the Catholicism of many members of his social class.

The theme of repressed sexual desire also figured prominently in his novels, with the result that fellow Catholics were often among his most hostile reviewers. For example, the Assumptionists, the religious order that owned and published the nationally distributed Catholic daily newspaper La Croix, often found fault with Mauriac’s novels on moral rather than esthetic grounds. Other opposition came from an influential Catholic priest with the improbable name of Louis Bethléem, who, during the interwar years, compiled a series of guidebooks on moral reading for Catholics. Of course, he warned them against reading Mauriac’s novels. One of the supreme rebuffs from this Catholic milieu came from a highly respected and widely read priest and literary critic, the abbé Jean Calvet. In his book Le renouveau catholique dans la littérature contemporaine (Paris: Lanore, 1927), he refused even to classify Mauriac as a Catholic novelist. In his assessment of Mauriac’s work, Calvet reflected the widely held belief among French Catholics that Mauriac was obsessed by sexual desire and its repression. They were repelled by his exploitation of Catholic signs and symbols to covertly sell sex to his readers. Yet, for better or for worse, in the Catholicism of many members of what we can call “mainstream” French culture, during the interwar years Mauriac was as “official” a Catholic intellectual as any man in France. In somewhat altered form, the same could be said of the twenty-five years from the end of the war until his death in 1970, during which he remained active as a novelist, political journalist and man of letters.
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Illustration 1: François Mauriac postage stamp on the 100th anniversary of his birth (fifteen years after his death)


		

	

Mauriac, the youngest of four boys, grew up in a very wealthy family. The Mauriacs’ wealth was largely based on property that included pine forests, which were lucrative for the manufacture of turpentine and related products in the naval stores industry. His mother was a staunch Catholic, while his father, who died when Mauriac was a boy, was an unbeliever. Mauriac had the feeling of being “different” as a boy growing up in Bordeaux. He never felt at home playing with the other boys and showed little interest in their games. He was subjected to terrible teasing by his older brothers (he was the youngest of five children) as well as by his schoolmates. Mauriac scholars have known for the last twenty-five years that Mauriac led a secret homosexual life, despite being married and fathering four children. In part to avoid embarrassing his children and grandchildren, this hidden aspect of his life was sometimes alluded to, but never directly discussed.

However, this situation has changed following the publication of Jean-Luc Barré’s new two-volume biography of Mauriac.18 In it, Barré candidly addresses an aspect of Mauriac’s life that had been hidden until now. Thus, we know today that Mauriac began to feel homosexual tendencies as a boy. During adolescence and in early adulthood, he had a close relationship with the openly homosexual François le Grix. In fact, Mauriac’s engagement to Marianne Chausson, the daughter of a well-known composer, was broken off by her family in 1911 because of his relationships with other “out” homosexuals, including Lucien Daudet and Jean Cocteau. Homosexual urges would trouble Mauriac throughout his life. It will be argued in the pages which follow that these proclivities probably played a role of some kind, never before discussed, in his bizarre “amitié,” or “friendship,” with the ambitious young Jew Elie Wiesel. In fact, it is inconceivable that Wiesel could have been unaware of Mauriac’s homosexuality when he burst into Mauriac’s life, completely unannounced and unexpected, in 1955. Wiesel’s main reason for trying to establish contact with Mauriac was because Mauriac was perceived by fellow Jews in Paris as a loyal friend of the Jewish people. At the same time, Wiesel’s Jewish informants almost certainly told him of the rumors that circulated in Parisian literary circles at the time with regard to Mauriac’s ongoing attraction to young men.


	Mauriac Abandons the French Right and Supports the Jewish People

When Mauriac was elected to membership in the ultraconservative Académie Française, that is, as one of the forty “living immortals” of French culture, in 1933, he was still politically a man of the French Right. He belonged to the right-wing nationalist strain in French politics led by Charles Maurras, and depended on support from key conservative members of the Academy for election to that body. For Maurras, French Jews were dangerous not only because they were a culturally alien element in the French body politic; even worse, they also tended to be pro-German. In 1933, Mauriac implicitly shared such views.

By 1936, however, he began to move leftward and to support Jewish political causes. After criticizing Mussolini in 1936 for his invasion of Ethiopia, in 1937 Mauriac joined with the Catholic novelist Georges Bernanos and the neo-Thomist philosopher Jacques Maritain in denouncing General Franco’s revolt against the Spanish Republic. To Mauriac, who had supported Franco during the first few months of rebellion, Catholics could not make common cause with Fascists. Most European Catholics, including of course the Vatican, rightly recognized Franco as an authentic anti-Communist, and supported him for this reason, but Mauriac could not be persuaded. To him, the execution of fourteen Basque priests by forces under Franco’s control for having supported the Republican government could not be excused.19 While Mauriac had a valid point, at the same time he turned a blind eye to the deaths of the thousands of priests and nuns who had been slaughtered by the Spanish Republicans and their Communist allies. The death toll of 6,832 victims included 13 bishops, 4,172 diocesan priests and seminarians, 2,364 monks and friars, and 283 nuns.20 He also discounted the vast inventory of Church property that was confiscated and destroyed by the Republicans. The Catholic Mauriac’s position on Franco was thus closer to that of most of the pro-Stalinist intellectuals of the day.

Luckily for the Spanish people and for Western Europe, the Communists did not win the Spanish Civil War. Franco’s victory meant that Spaniards were not forced into Marxist servitude, as were over a hundred million innocent people in Eastern Europe (most of them Catholics) after World War II. For many years, it was fashionable for Western leftist intellectuals to denounce certain repressive aspects of Franco’s regime as it continued into the 1970s. But Franco’s rule over Spain, in comparison to the Communist regimes that persecuted the peoples of Eastern Europe after the war, was relatively benign. It also had the virtue of being homegrown, rather than imposed and enforced from without, as were the governments of the Soviet satellites.

By 1938, Mauriac was a fully-committed and fervent supporter of Jews and Jewish causes, and had begun to denounce the German government’s policy of pressuring Jews to emigrate from the Reich. When many French intellectuals, fearful that Jews were trying to get France involved in another war with Germany, were urging caution and moderation regarding events within the borders of another sovereign nation, Mauriac called for direct involvement. By this time, he had come to reject the Maurrasian idea that Jews were foreigners on French soil. In February 1938, he wrote:21

If there is an issue that requires our intervention, it’s the one that engulfs Israel [Jewry] with such a wave of hatred. The question is not to know what we think of the Jews as Jews any more than what we think of Auvergnats as Auvergnats.[22] Before examining the problems created by this exodus of the persecuted [Jews], we must begin by means of a public act of opposition to anti-Semitism.

Taking aim at the Maurrasian beliefs that revolved around the doctrines of integral nationalism and anti-Semitism, and that had played a major role in his life as a youth, he wrote:23

So let us be even more watchful against anti-Semitism, even unconscious, especially since all of us – yes all of us, without exception – are the heirs to this age-old hatred. If it’s not actually hatred, it is at least a form of hostility that has been kept alive within us, we must admit in our defense, by the faults and missteps of the Jewish people as well as by the fearsome flame that persecution keeps alive within their breast.

Mauriac then concludes his essay with his own advice about overcoming feelings of anti-Jewish hatred:24

To this element of hatred I have always contrasted the admiration that I feel for certain Jews, deceased or living, and the affection that more than one of them has inspired in me. There is no better antidote against racial hatred than to center our thoughts on certain people who are dear to us. There is no better response to anti-Semitic doctrines than to recall what both French and German culture owe to its Jewish ingredient – and what, in return, the Jewish genius owes to Western civilizations.

This kind of statement exposed Mauriac to criticism from some of his former friends on the Right. But it also showed his deep commitment to justice for his Jewish friends and for the Jewish people as a whole.


	Mauriac Supports the Allied War Effort

Mauriac completed his move to the Left during the war years. As early as 1940, de Gaulle’s follower, Robert Schumann, in his BBC broadcasts from London, identified Mauriac by name as a writer and intellectual who had remained in France and who incarnated the virtues of traditional Republican France. Unlike so many other writers who quietly went into exile abroad, Mauriac remained sequestered at his home in the southwest of France. There, under terms of the 1940 armistice, he could be required to provide lodging for German military personnel. Thus, an SS officer, Major Westmann, who commanded the German garrison in the nearby town of Langon, presented Mauriac with a requisition order a few days after Christmas 1940. The next day he moved in, occupying an upstairs bedroom, while his orderly slept on a cot in the dining room. The demarcation line between the free (Vichy-ruled) and occupied zones ran right through the grape vines surrounding his home.

Mauriac watched and waited, while also spending the dark days between the fall of France in the summer of 1940 and Christmas of that year writing the novel La pharisienne (Woman of the Pharisees). Despite a shortage of paper, which limited the number of copies that could be printed, and the refusal of the pro-Vichy press to review his book, since they considered Mauriac to be a Jewish puppet, La pharisienne sold thirty thousand copies in the first two months, and went through several editions. It was widely read by the French people, who looked upon it as the quintessential “roman de l’Occupation” (novel of the Occupation). Amazingly, even though Mauriac had intended to write a “roman catholique,” or Catholic novel, about his dominating and smothering mother and those whose lives she affected, his readers, for reasons that lack of space does not permit exploring here, saw the book as an allegory of their own condition under German occupation.

The pro-German Vichy intellectuals despised Mauriac, and portrayed him as a traitor to his nation, his class and his religion. They mocked his obsession with sex in his novels, and hinted, correctly as we now know, that he was a closet homosexual. In other words, certain vices that these same intellectuals routinely associated with the Jews were attributed to Mauriac.


	Mauriac Is “Silent” about the Jews in Le Cahier Noir

Mauriac’s most significant achievement on behalf of the Allies during the war was the publication of his pro-Allied propaganda pamphlet Le cahier noir in 1943. Smuggled out of France and rapidly translated in Britain as The Black Notebook by the Catholic intellectual (and future biographer of Mauriac) Robert Speaight, it became a success overnight. Mauriac’s little book expressed the ideals espoused by the Allies in a way that no one in the United States or Great Britain had yet been able to achieve.25

Le cahier noir, and Mauriac’s strategy in writing it, tells us much about the context in which we must understand the alleged World War II “silence” about the supposed extermination of the Jews that Mauriac, and many others, imputed to Pope Pius XII after the war. Mauriac, writing under the pseudonym of “Forez,” had as one of his many goals in the book the arousal of sympathy for Jewry. His problem, as he wrote this piece of pro-Jewish propaganda, was to communicate his message without leaving himself open to the accusation, readily leveled by the pro-Vichy intellectuals and others, that those who championed the Jews were simply political puppets in Jewish hands. To be sure, by publishing Le cahier noir he was also risking his life, for the Germans could probably see through his pseudonym. Since the French press, whether in the occupied zone or in the Vichy-controlled area, repeated the principal German propaganda line throughout the war, namely, that the Allies were fighting a self-destructive war for the Jews and that Aryan boys were needlessly dying for Jewry, Mauriac chose to make his case indirectly, by writing of the travails of Jews in France but not referring to them by name.

Faced with the challenge of making a special plea for Jews without mentioning them as such, Mauriac used coded language. The code he followed involved the use of a simple little story in which the reader had to fill in the blanks. He told his readers that he had seen a train carrying a group of children at Austerlitz Station in Paris about a year earlier. This station was one of about a half-dozen major stations in Paris at the time, and provided train service to cities like Toulouse and Bordeaux in the southwest of the country. Since Jews at the time were being deported from Austerlitz Station to the transit camp at Pithiviers, it was likely that the children in question were Jewish.

The key point here is that Mauriac, like Pius XII, did not mention that these children were Jewish. He wrote:26

To accomplish Machiavelli’s plans, groups of people have been shuffled around and deported, and whole races have been condemned to perish. At what other moment in history have jails enclosed so many innocent people? At what other time have children been ripped out of their mothers’ arms, and piled into cattle cars, as I saw one sad morning at Austerlitz Station?

Mauriac did not witness this event; he heard about it from his wife and son. He also gratuitously added the detail about “cattle cars,” which his wife and son had not mentioned. Mauriac left it to his readers to fill in the blanks as to the children’s being Jewish. This anecdote was very effective, for readers in Britain and the U.S., under the sway of the Allied propaganda that filled the “mainstream” press, were easily able to identify the children as Jewish. Furthermore, they could just as easily pencil in the idea that they were being sent to a concentration camp. Thus, there was no need to tell these readers that the children were Jewish, for the Allied public would assume that otherwise the story would not have been told in the first place. Similarly, the propaganda movies that Hollywood studios made to support the war effort generally refrained from mentioning the Jewish dimension of the war. This fact is especially salient in the explicitly propagandistic series Why We Fight. Here, the predominantly Jewish producers followed the same script as Mauriac had in Le cahier noir, and largely sublimated the Jews, at most equating their sufferings with those of Christians.

It is in the context of this resounding “silence” by both Mauriac and Hollywood, of which the above are only two examples, that we must understand the supposed “silence” of Pope Pius XII. In following the strategy of “silence,” these entities behaved much as did the Pope, who also undeniably favored the Allies and world Jewry. They all observed this “silence” for the same reason: because outright and explicit support of the Jews would have lent support to the Axis claim that they were acting as Jewish stooges and puppets.

Even after the war was over, Allied leaders and publicists – many of them Jewish – observed what was for all practical purposes a similar sublimation at the main Nuremberg tribunal. Mention of the Jews was virtually absent from the original indictment. In an edition of his father’s letters from Nuremberg, where the latter had been a prosecutor, former Senator Christopher Dodd (D-Conn.) expressed shock at this, although lead U.S. prosecutor Justice Robert Jackson and the rest of the prosecution team were following a protocol of “silence” analogous to, though different from, that of Pius XII during the war years. After all, the Allies were utterly and unconditionally triumphant at Nuremberg, with Axis propaganda no longer a factor. Yet, as the letters reveal, concern lest the Allied populations see the war as a “Jew’s war” was widespread among the Jews and the gentiles who conducted the Nuremberg tribunal. Mauriac’s refusal during the occupation to describe child deportees as Jewish, Hollywood’s downplaying the Jewish issue to ensure gentile support for the war, and the comparative neglect at Nuremberg of the alleged genocide of the Jews are but three instances of a policy of “silence” that was carried out by various participants on the Allied side. The Allied policy has been largely forgotten, while accusations of a culpable “silence” that has been wrongly attributed to Pius XII have grown louder and more frequent since the war.27

This book, which addresses the various silences of, and accusations of silence by, François Mauriac and Elie Wiesel, will examine the chief charge against Pope Pius XII in some detail – that he knowingly failed to speak out against an extermination of the Jews. Here it should also be recalled that the Catholic Church was officially a neutral party between Nazi Germany – whom Pius XII had not hesitated to speak against before the war – and the Communist Soviet Union. Those Jewish leaders in the U.S. who, somewhat hypocritically, requested that Pius XII explicitly “speak out” on behalf of the Jews in his various Christmas messages during the war years knew in advance that he could not. He simply could not speak specifically about the Jews without compromising his credibility as a neutral party. Even worse, with his loss of credibility would have come the charge by the Germans that he was just another Jewish puppet. In reality, as Professor Faurisson pointed out in his study Le révisionnisme de Pie XII,28 Pius XII was committed to the Allied cause, and his public “neutrality” was a smokescreen intended to hide that fact. Yet the Jewish leaders in the U.S., so selfish, so short-sighted and so self-referential, as if nobody else in Europe was suffering, made their demand, knowing full well that the Pope could not comply with it. They also knew that the Pope, like the Allies – including many influential Jews – and like Mauriac, relied on the perspicacity of the public to recognize that Jews were included in his condemnation of persecution. He could no more do their bidding than he could allow himself to publicly endorse the French Catholics who fought Communism on the eastern front. The volunteers of the L.V.F. (Légion des Volontaires Français) and later the Frenchmen of Germany’s Charlemagne Division, would have appreciated such recognition. Yet the Pope always refused to give his blessing to such Catholic anti-Communist crusades, whether or not he would have liked to support them. When he turned them down, he did so for precisely the same reason he turned down the impossible requests from U.S. Jewish leaders. He had to maintain his public posture of neutrality.

Let us now return to Mauriac’s simple little story. He was able to arouse sympathy for Jews indirectly, without mentioning them by name, by recounting in Le cahier noir that he had seen the Jewish children on the train. Yet, he himself had not seen them. Mauriac simply repeated his wife and son’s account, but made two important changes. First, he claimed that he had seen the children with his own eyes, which was not true. He no doubt felt that he was prevaricating on behalf of a good cause, the fight against anti-Semitism, but he was in fact bearing false witness. A lie, even a white lie told with the best of intentions, is still a lie. Thus, ironically, Mauriac, a Catholic, became one of the first of the many false witnesses in what would later become the Jewish Holocaust narrative, a genre in which false testimonies proliferate, even dominate. The second change that he made in the story was to delete specific mention that the children were Jews, for reasons mentioned above. Mauriac, like Pius XII, could do this because he knew that, given the power of Allied propaganda during the war, his readers would be able to fill in the gaps and supply the word “Jew.”

The publication of Le cahier noir won Mauriac many Jewish friends around the world. In addition, during the war years, French Catholics and Jews (primarily under the auspices of the Communist party) worked very closely together. Both groups, despite their many differences, supported de Gaulle and his call for internal “resistance” to the occupier. Judged security risks by the Germans, many resistors, Catholic and Jewish, were deported to work camps in Germany and Poland. Many of them died there, primarily of disease. And, finally, both groups shared the short-lived euphoria that followed the Liberation, with their respective ordeals being read into the record – however inaccurately – at Nuremberg. Mauriac was, in short, a living icon of the Catholic-Jewish alliance that had existed, however briefly and imperfectly, during World War II.

At the liberation of Paris in August 1944, Mauriac was commissioned to write the lead article in the first post-occupation edition of Le Figaro. Since that prestigious newspaper, which had been banned during the occupation, wanted a patriotic piece in honor of General de Gaulle, Mauriac penned “Le premier des nôtres” (“The First among Us”).29 Mauriac’s selection as author of this article was laden with symbolism, for he was not only a Catholic, but one deeply committed to the Jews. His devotion to Catholicism and to French republicanism mirrored the symbolism of de Gaulle’s “Free French” flag, the French tricolor emblazoned with the Cross of Lorraine. The Catholic Church and the French Republic had been engaged in a cultural and political war since the separation of Church and State in 1905. When de Gaulle decided to include the Cross of Lorraine, invoking the memory of Joan of Arc, who had come to the aid of the nation in a time of crisis centuries earlier, he was superimposing a symbol of traditional Catholic France on the ultimate symbol of the anti-clerical Republic. In terms of the political and ideological realities of occupied France, this flag embodied the temporary alliance of the many Catholics in the French Resistance with the Jews and Communists who played a disproportionate role in its ranks and leadership. The general reluctance to mention the Jewish role even after Allied propaganda was no longer a factor underlines yet again how strong the inclination was to downplay Jewish prominence for Gentile eyes. As times changed, the major role that Jews, many from Eastern Europe, especially Poland, had played in the Resistance began to be acknowledged by the influential “Nazi-hunters” Serge and Beate Klarsfeld as well as other Jewish voices.30

In a word, Mauriac incarnated de Gaulle’s Catholic-Jewish alliance quite well. Of course, once the war was over and the alliance had dissolved, the Cross of Lorraine would disappear from the French flag. But for this brief moment, Mauriac’s authoring this first article in liberated France was tangible proof that he had behaved during the war like a true patriot. He was a living symbol, however briefly, of what de Gaulle liked to call la France éternelle.


	Flash Forward: Seeds Planted for the 1952 Nobel Prize for Literature

Mauriac’s support of the Jews during the war, more than his work as a novelist (he had not written a novel since 1940!), would be rewarded in 1952, when, most likely with Jewish support, he received the Nobel Prize for Literature. Due in part to the fact that the wording of the award was rather vague, most observers were astonished at his selection, especially during the heyday of existentialism, when names like Sartre and Camus dominated the headlines. Many had the distinct impression that Mauriac was receiving the prize as much for his political support of de Gaulle and the Allied cause during the war as for his fiction. After all, his best novels, Thérèse Desqueyroux (1927) and Le noeud de vipères [Vipers’ Tangle] (1932), belonged to another era, and the literary pulse of France had changed dramatically since then. In fact, as François Durand reminds us, Mauriac’s literary fortunes had hit rock bottom in the late 1940s. Not only had his last play, Passage du malin (December 1947), been a total flop, he spent a good part of the next two years in “an almost constant battle,” in his newspaper columns in Le Figaro, “against the Communists and their sympathizers, and their exchanges were often lively. In addition, a new generation of writers and thinkers was reaching the crest of fame – with Sartre and Camus in the lead – for whom Mauriac belonged to the past: Mauriac’s failure with Passage du malin coincided in time with the success of Sartre’s play Les mains sales.”31 Thus Mauriac, with his career in a tailspin, and the object of ridicule in the eyes of many of the rising literary stars of the younger generation, would be open by then to friendly gestures coming from young Jews. They admired him for his courageous defense of Jews and Jewish interests during the war years, and were determined to show their gratitude. Mauriac’s receipt of the 1952 Nobel Prize for Literature shocked his enemies, but did not inspire them to change their opinion of him as a vestige of a dead past. It did, however, re-ignite his career, for he began writing novels again, and found renewed inspiration and a younger audience as a political commentator.

Another reason for the consternation of many Parisian literati when Mauriac was awarded the 1952 Nobel was their naïve assumption that the Nobel awards are free of politics. They did not understand that there were forces, including influential Jews, behind the scenes who appreciated what Mauriac had done for the Jews during the war years. In addition, Mauriac’s literary jousting with France’s Communists at a time when Communist influence was a distinct threat to France’s role as a U.S. ally in the opening years of the Cold War must have endeared him to the CIA. We now know that the CIA brought its influence to bear on the selection for the 1958 Nobel Prize for Literature when CIA efforts enabled the Russian dissident Boris Pasternak to win out over the Italian Communist Alberto Moravia. They did so to embarrass the Soviet Union. Did they also do the same thing for Mauriac in 1952?32 In summary, only the naïve would believe that his novels of the 1920s and 1930s secured the 1952 award, and it is not an accident that the inner workings of the Nobel selection process remain hidden from view.


	Mauriac, a Bridge between Catholics and Jews

Wiesel has never given a straightforward answer to the question of why he sought out Mauriac. But part of the affinity can be explained by the feeling among French Jews that Mauriac was very sympathetic to them, a feeling Wiesel came to share as a young man living in France. He claims to have been a “voracious reader of Holocaust Literature. […] I still want to understand what happened.”33 In keeping abreast of books being published on the camps as they came out in the early 1950s, he must have noticed that Mauriac was widely known for supporting publication of memoirs associated with the war, even writing forewords for such works.

Thus, for example, Mauriac wrote a foreword for a memoir by a Belgian professor of history named Léon-Ernest Halkin. Entitled À l’ombre de la mort [In the Shadow of Death] (Tournai: Casterman, 1947), the book recounted how Catholics had clandestinely practiced their faith in the German camps. The fact that Mauriac had contributed a moving foreword probably did not hurt the book’s fortunes, for it was awarded the Prix Littéraire de la Résistance in 1947. Mauriac also wrote an introduction for Pays de rigueur [Land of Hardship] (Paris: Seuil, 1951) by Boris Bouïeff, a young friend who had been imprisoned by the Germans during the war. Sickly before his arrest, Bouïeff, thanks to his religious faith, was able not only to survive, but to care for others. In Bouïeff’s experience Mauriac found yet further evidence not only of man’s inhumanity to man, but also of the power to overcome it through union with Christ. He wrote a third foreword for Un camp très ordinaire [A Quite Ordinary Camp] (Paris: Minuit, 1957), a memoir written by Micheline Maurel. A lycée teacher in Lyon in 1941-42, she joined the Resistance in 1943 and was arrested as a security threat shortly thereafter. Her book told of her twenty-month incarceration in Germany. Mauriac’s foreword might have helped the book to succeed, for it received the Prix des Critiques in 1957. This foreword is of special interest because it was written while Mauriac was helping Wiesel prepare the proofs of La Nuit for publication by the same publisher, Les Éditions de Minuit.34


	Mauriac Was the First Major Cultural Figure to Accuse Pius XII of “Silence”

We cannot be sure if Wiesel was familiar with the forewords discussed above. But there was another foreword by Mauriac that he almost certainly read, for it introduced a book that indicted the Nazi regime for what we call today “the Holocaust:” Léon Poliakov’s Bréviaire de la haine [Harvest of Hate] (Paris: Calmann-Lévy, 1951). Mauriac’s foreword to this book would prove to be an additional factor in his favor when the Nobel Prize for Literature was awarded to him a year later. That Poliakov asked Mauriac to write the foreword to his book, and that the author agreed to do it, testifies once again to the prestige that Mauriac enjoyed within the Jewish community of France.

Bréviaire de la haine is essentially a rehash of the Nuremberg documents as presented in the Blue Set (containing the transcripts of the main trial and documents presented in evidence). What Poliakov did was to rearrange the various atrocity claims found therein and present them by theme and in chronological order. Poliakov gave a great deal of importance to the supposed “confession” of former SS officer Kurt Gerstein. Thus, thanks in no small part to Mauriac’s involvement, Poliakov became a historian of repute, while Mauriac earned another stripe on his sleeve as a friend of the Jews, and took a step up on the ladder that would lead to the Nobel Prize a year later. Yet the same nagging question that dogged Mauriac’s wartime Le cahier noir bedevils his foreword to Bréviaire de la haine: was Mauriac a friend of the Jewish organizations, or their puppet?

The title of Poliakov’s book was not chosen at random, for the word “breviary” refers to the book of scriptural readings that Catholic priests are enjoined to read each day. The provocative and scornful use of the word “bréviaire” by Poliakov contains a powerful dose of anti-Catholic venom, for it implies that the Catholic Church was the wellspring of Nazi-sponsored, anti-Jewish hatred. Poliakov purports to provide “readings” of his own that supposedly document German plans of extermination during the war. In Poliakov’s view, Catholics were heavily responsible for Jewish suffering during the war years because many of the principal Nazis had been baptized as Catholics. Poliakov overlooks the Nazi persecution of the Catholic Church, including the thousands of Catholic priests who died in the camps, for he had no interest in writing a balanced history. His chief concern was to defame the Catholic Church and to help launch the attack on Pope Pius XII as the man responsible for Jewish suffering during the war.

In support of Poliakov’s attack on the Pontiff, Mauriac, in his foreword, contrasts Pius’s behavior with that of the local clergy who, according to him, were more heroic and charitable. He writes:35

But this breviary has also been written for us Frenchmen, whose traditional anti-Semitism has survived all the horrors in which the Vichy government played its timid and shameful role. And it has been written especially for us, French Catholics, whose honor was preserved by the heroism and charity of so many bishops, priests and members of religious orders who protected Jews, but who never had the consolation of hearing the successor of the Galilean, Simon Peter, condemn clearly, openly and not by diplomatic allusions the crucifixion of innumerable “brothers of the Lord.” One day during the Occupation, I asked the venerable Cardinal Suhard [of Paris], who did so much behind the scenes for the Jews, “Your Eminence, order us to pray [publicly] for the Jews […at Notre Dame Cathedral].” He lifted his arms up to heaven: there can be no doubt the occupiers had irresistible means of bringing pressure to bear, and that the silence of the Pope and the hierarchy was in fact a horrible duty; they wanted to avoid even worse misfortunes. Nonetheless, the guilt for a crime of this size falls to a large extent upon those who did not cry out, whatever might have been the reasons for their silence.

How ironic it is that Mauriac, who knew enough not to mention the word “Jews” in his 1943 Le cahier noir lest his enemies dismiss him as a Jewish apologist, should reveal here that he had asked Cardinal Suhard to break the code of silence that he himself had observed in his book! Here he is also impugning Pius XII, who had followed the same pro-Allied protocol – and for the same reason – during the war years. Pathetically, Mauriac also tries to offer Cardinal Suhard as an example of heroism, yet the latter evaded responding to Mauriac’s request to pray publicly for the Jews at Notre Dame. Instead, he raised his hands to heaven. He could not pray publicly for the Jews in his parish church, the seat of the Archbishop of Paris, for the same reason that Pius XII had been “silent” and that Mauriac had been “silent.” Overt support of the Jews by a man who was supposedly neutral would have been tantamount to admitting that he too was a Jewish puppet, and Cardinal Suhard could not do that. Furthermore, there were instances when denunciations of German Jewish policy by Catholic clergy had led to reprisals, as when the Germans deported Jewish converts to Catholicism from the Netherlands after condemnation of Jewish deportations from the pulpits.

Elie Wiesel later declared, with characteristic magnanimity:36

For many centuries the Christian defined himself by the suffering he imposed on the Jew. […] Mauriac was sensitive to the problem. We became so close because of his recognition of Christian responsibility. He understood the part of the Vatican, and he was the first to come out against Pius XII. It wasn’t Rolf Hochhuth, it was Mauriac.

Of course, in this instance Wiesel is correct, and his words clearly indicate familiarity with Mauriac’s foreword to Poliakov’s Bréviaire de la haine.

In writing this foreword in 1951, Mauriac provided cover and legitimacy for those extremists in the French Jewish community who wanted to stigmatize Pope Pius XII. He apparently gave no thought to how his words would be manipulated in the future, nor did he understand that he was entering into conspiracy with the Jewish organizations, the forerunners of today’s Holocaust fundamentalists, that backed Poliakov. Yet, in attacking the Pontiff he was acting in a way that could bolster his candidacy for the Nobel Prize a year later. When he cashed his Nobel check in late 1952, he not only secured financial independence for his family, he also established a paradigm for later generations of ambitious Catholic intellectuals. Here the names of three such persons come to mind: the Rev. Robert Drinan, S. J.; Sr. Carol Rittner, RSM; and the former Paulist priest, James Carroll. All of them have advanced their careers by denying their religious heritage in order to cater to powerful Zionist Jewish interests.

Ironically, Mauriac’s foreword for Poliakov in 1951 came back to haunt him in 1963. In that year, Mauriac’s words about never having the consolation of hearing “the Galilean, Simon Peter, condemn clearly, openly and not by diplomatic allusions, the crucifixion of innumerable ‘brothers of the Lord,’” were used to promote an anti-Catholic indictment of Pius, Rolf Hochhuth’s play The Deputy. Hochhuth and his producers excerpted the line and placed it in a prominent place in the program distributed to theatergoers. When Mauriac, who had not been informed in advance of this use of his words, found out about it, he was thunderstruck and terribly embarrassed. He must have come to a sudden realization that certain of his Jewish “friends” were now using his words in a context that he could not have imagined possible back in 1951. But if he had received help and support from European Jews when he was nominated for the Nobel Prize for Literature in 1952, certain chickens were coming home to roost, and he had nothing to complain about. To add insult to injury, Mauriac’s verbal assault on Pius XII still appears in the foreword to printed versions of Hochhuth’s theater production.


	Mauriac’s Four Jewish Messiah Figures Prior to Meeting Wiesel

When Elie Wiesel burst into Mauriac’s life in 1955, he fit neatly into Mauriac’s philo-Semitic worldview. In fact, Mauriac’s obsession over – and abusive relationship with – Wiesel, which would span the years 1955-1967, was not the first attachment he formed to a Jewish figure. At the top of his list was Jesus, whom he revered as a member of the Trinity and Son of God. Then there was Captain Alfred Dreyfus, whose guilt had been taken on faith in his right-wing family during his childhood. (Mauriac’s mother, a traditional Catholic, referred to the chamber pot that graced each bedroom as “le zola,” in memory of the journalist Emile Zola, who had defended Dreyfus.) Such was the political background from which Mauriac had come: contempt for Dreyfus as a German spy. But, as I have shown above, after his abrupt move to the left and his alliance with Jewish interests after 1936, Dreyfus became a hero to him.

The third Jewish figure to whom he developed a strong personal attachment was the converted Jew and Catholic priest Jean-Pierre Altermann. Of Russian-Jewish heritage, Altermann was seven years Mauriac’s junior. He had started out in life as a poet, painter and art critic before converting to Catholicism and studying for the priesthood. He was baptized at the age of 27 and, six years later, ordained a priest in 1925 at age 33. It was in part through Mauriac’s friendships with Jacques and Raïssa Maritain and with the lesser-known writer Charles du Bos that Altermann entered Mauriac’s life in the late 1920s. Altermann, who had been instrumental in converting du Bos to Catholicism about 1927, became Mauriac’s confessor on du Bos’s recommendation in 1929. At this time, Mauriac’s life was in turmoil. In his forties, married and the father of four children, he had been involved for the past few years in an adulterous homosexual relationship with a young Swiss diplomat whose identity remained a taboo subject for years. Jean Lacouture, for instance, in his highly detailed but conformist 1980 biography of Mauriac, dismisses the question completely:37

Details about the personal crisis he had just been through are of little interest.

But thanks to the publication of the new Mauriac biography by Jean-Luc Barré, we know that this lover was Bernard Barbey, an extremely handsome man who was fifteen years Mauriac’s junior. A novelist as well as diplomat, he and his wife Andrée would remain closely tied to Mauriac until the latter’s death in 1970. Thus, it seems that both wives tolerated their husbands’ relationship for many years. In the late 1920s, however, Mauriac seems to have undergone a spiritual crisis over this relationship with Barbey, since it was putting a severe strain on his family life.

Altermann arrived on the scene just as Mauriac was writing the novel Ce qui était perdu [That Which Was Lost] (Paris: Grasset, 1930), in which he was trying to bring closure to the experience he had just been through. Incredibly, Altermann, as Mauriac’s confessor, read drafts of the book as it progressed and made suggestions for improvement. Thus, he not only combined his two vocations, to literature and to the priesthood, he also had a decisive influence on Ce qui était perdu, the only one of Mauriac’s novels that gives prominence to a homosexual character. By May 1930, Altermann had been du Bos’s confessor for several years, but du Bos was growing tired of the man, and complained to Mauriac about him. Mauriac reminded him that they should not allow Altermann’s domineering personality to become an obstacle to spiritual progress, but rather chalk up their problems with Altermann to differences in ethnic origin, education and personality. The period of deepest rapport and understanding between Mauriac and his confessor occurred while Mauriac was writing Ce qui était perdu, but from then on it was all downhill. Although the priest was invited to attend Mauriac’s inauguration into the French Academy in 1933, he stayed away, for by this time their friendship was over.

Lacouture attributes their breakup to a number of factors, including the fact that religion and literature had been too intimately combined, with Altermann abusing his entree into Mauriac’s life to trespass even further into his creative life. He fails to consider the possibility that there might have been a homosexual dimension to the relationship between the two men, and Jean-Luc Barré seems to agree with him. Nonetheless, Mauriac’s relationship with Altermann, a Jewish man with a domineering personality, was one-sidedly abusive and self-destructive. This experience prefigures the nature of his later deep attachment to Wiesel. Mauriac would later write that Altermann was a holy man:38

[…] on the border-line between the two Testaments […] the ideal priest for helping a lost sheep who was worn out and who did not put up a fight, asking only to be carried on strong shoulders, and letting himself be carried along. […] But as he got his strength back, he felt more and more uncomfortable about being led along in this way […]

Mauriac would later use the same image to describe Wiesel, stating that, “like John the Baptist, he stands on the border between the two testaments.”39


	Mauriac’s Admiration for Pierre Mendès-France

In 1954, Mauriac was still conscious of the debt he owed to those Jewish friends who had presumably helped him win the Nobel Prize in 1952. Thus, in his “Bloc-Notes” newspaper columns during 1953 and early 1954, he made much of a young politician named Pierre Mendès-France. His obsession with the man offers an eerie echo of his earlier obsession with Altermann. As Jean Lacouture has written: “It’s slowly that Pierre Mendès-France, deputy from the Eure [Department], enters Mauriac’s field of vision,”40 but by the time “PMF” came to power as prime minister in June 1954, Mauriac was beside himself. He wrote in his “Bloc-Notes” column as if “PMF” was nothing less than another expression of his long-awaited Jewish messiah. Although he belonged to the anticlerical Radical Party, he was acting in accordance “with our faith and our hope as Christians.”41 Mendès-France, who became prime minister on June 18, 1954, fourteen years to the day after de Gaulle’s historic plea to the French people from London to continue the battle against Germany, was in Mauriac’s opinion a Jew who brought Catholics and Jews together. When “PMF” was booted out after only eight months in office, Mauriac claimed that his fall was caused by the fact that he was too courageous and too honest, and compared him to Alfred Dreyfus, who had also been, in Mauriac’s view, courageous and innocent.

Wiesel would fit neatly into Mauriac’s worldview, for whom Jesus, Dreyfus, Altermann and Mendès-France all shared a common trait in their Jewishness. After getting to know Wiesel and hearing him talk, Mauriac would have no difficulty in comparing this foreigner from a mysterious background to Jesus himself. In fact, when he dedicated his book Le fils de l’homme (The Son of Man, 1958) to Wiesel, he called him a “crucified Jewish child.” Unlike Dreyfus and Mendès-France, who were born into prominent Jewish families that were highly acculturated and thoroughly French, Wiesel had been raised as a Hasid in a ghetto atmosphere in Eastern Europe. Although Wiesel spoke French, his speech was accented, and he had no university degree. Nonetheless, Mauriac would embrace him without hesitation.

 


Chapter II
Wiesel before Mauriac:
Inherited Hatreds and Suspicions

	The Myth of Wiesel’s Idyllic Childhood

The Zionist media fuel the myth that Elie Wiesel is a moral authority because he survived “the Holocaust.”42 As Time put it in 1986, he is special not only because he survived to bear “witness to the century’s central catastrophe,” but also because his name is virtually synonymous with “the Holocaust,” “a term Wiesel brought into currency,” according to Time.43 This hymn of praise arose from that influential pro-Zionist weekly as Wiesel’s career was at its zenith. He had just been awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. He was now a living saint in a secular society.

This exalted status helps to explain why Jack Kolbert, his English-language authorized biographer, paints an idyllic picture of Wiesel’s childhood. If Wiesel is considered to be a saintly man today, the reasoning goes, his early life must have already given signs of his future sanctity. Kolbert, intent on delivering a work bordering on hagiography, wanted to show that the man’s sanctity and intelligence dated back to his ghetto childhood in Romania. Thus, he emphasizes Wiesel’s violin lessons, but studiously avoids mentioning his subject’s childhood mental problems and neurotic fears. He writes:44

Happy were the days of Wiesel’s childhood. Growing up in a tightly knit family of loving parents and siblings was indeed a joyful period.

While Kolbert systematically omits the dark side of Wiesel’s childhood, the great man’s other authorized biographer, Philippe-Michel de Saint Cheron, who writes in French, is a bit more forthcoming.

There is very little objective documentation about the early years of Elie Wiesel’s life. Most administrative records have either been lost or destroyed. Since Wiesel was still alive when the present study was written, various administrative organizations still denied researchers access to what they consider private records. Thus, if I wanted to learn about Wiesel’s life before Auschwitz, I had to depend in large part on what he chose to reveal about himself. The primary sources for reconstructing these years are the two volumes of autobiography, Tous les fleuves vont à la mer (Paris: Seuil, 1994), and …et la mer n’est pas remplie (Paris: Seuil, 1996).45 In addition, there are various articles, interviews and nonfiction books that contain autobiographical material. Wiesel also claimed that Night is an autobiography, and the opening pages of that work deal briefly with his life before being deported to Auschwitz.

As a boy, Wiesel was very frail, both physically and mentally. He was the third of four children, and the only boy. His parents owned a successful grocery store on the ground floor of their home. They had two Jewish employees at the store, and a Gentile maid named Maria. Wiesel’s father was often absent from the store, but his wife and two older daughters routinely stood in for him. Wiesel himself hardly ever did. Instead, he spent his time away from studying the Talmud or praying in the synagogue in hanging out with the village eccentric, a man called Moshe the Beadle. According to Saint Cheron, Wiesel “preferred by far to spend his time with Moshe the Beadle, also called Moshe the Madman, listening to him tell his weird stories.”46 There is no evidence that Wiesel played with other children or that he had any friends, either boys or girls; he preferred to hear his bizarre adult acquaintance’s tall tales. Moshe prefigures other “friendships” with older men in the years ahead, including his Talmud tutor in Sighet in 1943/44, when he was at the threshold of adolescence; the Jewish doctors at the Monowitz SS hospital in January 1945; a man calling himself “Shushani” in Paris after the war, and of course the closet homosexual François Mauriac.

Wiesel had a neurotic attachment to his mother, which helps to explain why he liked to stay in bed all day. He simply wanted to be close to her at all times. He later wrote:47

Does that make you smile, Dr. Freud? I was attached to my mother. Too attached? All she had to do was leave me to go help my father in the store, and I started to shake under the covers. If I was separated from her, even for a few moments, I felt rejected, exiled.

His parents could not understand why their son was so strange. According to Saint Cheron, “he was such a skinny kid, and his health caused his parents so much concern that they took him to one doctor after another.”48 Of particular worry to them was another one of his neurotic obsessions, the one about being “buried alive.”49 To their credit, they realized that a fear like this was abnormal. According to Saint Cheron, Wiesel’s father, “when he wasn’t waiting on customers, was an avid reader, including the works of Freud.”50 One can only speculate that he might have been reading Freud in an attempt to find out what made his son tick. Because of Wiesel’s mental problems, his parents took him to a number of psychiatrists for analysis:51

Childhood, for me, was sickness. I was often sick. My mother used to take me to Hasidic Jewish sages to have them bless me, and to consult eminent professors. That’s how I came to visit Budapest; doctors had referred me there to be examined by renowned specialists.

Clearly, Wiesel’s problem was psychological, not physical. As for his physical appearance, we have to imagine him “with his payess, the curly sidelocks that hang down in front of the ears of Orthodox Jews, his Hassidic hat, and his talith qatane, the little prayer shawl that the most-pious of Jews wear daily under their clothes.”52

As a child, Wiesel admired his father. But since Shlomo Wiesel was devoted to helping others, Wiesel seldom saw him:53

I used to see him only on the Sabbath. And the rest of the week he would go around taking people out of jail.

In a word, while Wiesel was zealously studying his religious texts, his father was a community activist. This physical and psychological distance between the two would be a real problem after the Germans deported them to forced labor. Since Wiesel and his father barely knew each other, the chasm between them would widen in the stressful atmosphere of Auschwitz and Buchenwald. Ironically, while Wiesel laments the fact that he hardly knew his father as a boy, later he became, like his father, a Jewish activist. While Elie’s own son, Shlomo, was growing up, Wiesel was often absent:

As for my son, I can tell you one thing. Since he was born, I have become doubly involved in public affairs. Because I brought a life into the world, it’s my duty to make the world better for him. (Journey, 83)

In any case, Wiesel has tended to present his father as a non-observant Jew who, philosophically, would be called a secular humanist today.

Ellen Fine, who taught courses in French literature at the City University of New York (CUNY) during the approximately seven years when Wiesel also worked there (1969-1976), struck up a friendship with him and became his first biographer. In her study of his literary career, she contrasts the secular humanism of Wiesel’s father with his mother’s religious beliefs and observance. His mother, she tells us, wanted him “to be both a rabbi and a Ph.D.”54 Fine, a pioneer in creating the Wiesel myth, tells us that, at the age of twelve, he wrote a long commentary on the Bible. His mother was understandably quite proud of this alleged accomplishment. Then, after the war, Wiesel is said to have made an astonishing discovery. According to Fine, who presumably relied on Wiesel for her information, his lengthy commentary, which had been written in 1941, was “found some twenty years later under a pile of discarded volumes in the only synagogue left in Sighet.” (Legacy, 4) Fine accepts this tale at face value. Kolbert, who rivals Fine for sheer gullibility, also believes the story, and claims that it foreshadowed great things to come:55

Decades following his departure from Sighet, when he returned, he was surprised to find among the hundreds of Jewish books that still remained in an otherwise destroyed community a copy of a book containing the same boyhood commentaries. This rediscovery confirmed his decision someday to become a professional writer.

Saint Cheron avoids any reference to the alleged discovery, thus telegraphing his doubts about the “commentary.”

Wiesel himself considerably downsized his claim to youthful brilliance in the first volume of his autobiography. Of his discovery at the former synagogue, he wrote:56

I wanted to see the synagogues again. Most were closed. In one I stumbled upon hundreds of holy books covered with dust. The authorities had taken them from abandoned homes and stored them here. In a frenzy, I began to look through them, and of course I discovered a few that had belonged to me. I kept on searching, and then searched some more. In a book of commentaries on the Bible, I stumbled upon yellowed and withered sheets of paper. I had written them at the age of thirteen or fourteen. It was my commentary on other commentaries. The writing style was clumsy, the thoughts confused.

Finally, in his interview book with François Mitterrand, Mémoire à deux voix, Wiesel seems to express remorse about the fibs he has told about himself over the years:57

For me, it’s a dialogue. A dialogue between the child in me and the adult that he has become. He [the child] weighs on my work. Sometimes I feel as though that child is with me, asking me questions, and judging me.


	Wiesel’s Divine Election Is Foretold

In addition to the tale of his youthful commentary on the Torah, Wiesel also concocted a tale according to which his divine selection as “a great man in Israel” had been revealed to his mother before her death. This story, repeated by Wiesel over the years, received its definitive form in the opening pages of Tous les fleuves. By then, Wiesel had been the High Priest of the “Holocaust,” the secular faith of the United States, since 1985, when President Ronald Reagan awarded him the Presidential Medal of Freedom at the White House. This high office would later be confirmed by Presidents Bush I, Clinton, Bush II and Obama. Perhaps his story of his designation as “a great man in Israel” is an effort to justify these undeserved honors.

According to the story, in 1936, when he was eight years old, a famous rabbi, the “Rabbi of Wizhnitz,” came to Sighet, and gave his blessing to those of the faithful who sought it. When Wiesel’s mother presented little Elie to him, he was able, through his mystical powers, to divine her son’s extraordinary calling to be a “great man in Israel.” When the rabbi prophesied Wiesel’s future greatness to his mother, she began to cry, but little Elie, unaware of the content of the prophecy, did not understand her tears. Thus, for the last years of her life, from 1936 to her untimely death in the summer of 1944, she never told him the reason why she cried. After the war, Wiesel learned the Rabbi of Wizhnitz’s secret from his cousin, Reb Anshel Feig, who was gravely ill in New York. Feig allegedly sent for Wiesel in order to have his blessing before he died. When Wiesel went to see him at the hospital, Feig told him the words from the rabbi that had made his mother cry:58

Sarah, know that your son will become a gadol b’Israël, a great man in Israel, but neither you nor I will be there to see it; that’s why I’m telling you now […]

Feig then went on to explain why he had summoned Wiesel before dying:59

If the Rabbi of Wizhnitz had so much faith in you, your blessing must count for something in heaven.

Ironically, by the mid-1990s, Wiesel’s claim to be “a great man in Israel” was becoming increasingly less persuasive in that country. For while he could claim with some validity to be a “great man in the pages of the New York Times,” or a “great man in the Zionist-tilted U.S. media,” of all places on the planet it is Israel where Wiesel’s self-promotion is the most harshly criticized. In fact, one cannot help but think of the term used by the Israeli philosopher and man of letters, Avishai Margalit, to describe Wiesel: “kitschman of genius.”60 The term seems a lot more precise than “great man in Israel.”

The rabbi’s alleged prediction of Wiesel’s future greatness shares a number of points with the story of the presentation of Jesus to the prophet Simeon in the Gospel of Luke (2: 33-5). There, Simeon, who has been assured by God that he will not die before seeing the Messiah with his own eyes, recognizes Jesus immediately. As he tells Mary and Joseph of their son’s future greatness, “the child’s father and mother stood there wondering at the things that were being said about him.” Simeon is explicit about Jesus’s calling: “You see this child: he is destined for the fall and for the rising of many in Israel, destined to be a sign that is rejected – and a sword will pierce your own heart too – so that the secret thoughts of many may be laid bare.” In Wiesel’s telling of his life, the Rabbi of Wizhnitz reminds us of Simeon, his mother plays the role assigned to Mary (and Joseph), while he, of course, is the future “great man in Israel.” In his own personal mythology, as well as in the existential and absurdist religion of “the Holocaust,” Wiesel takes the place of Jesus.


	Wiesel Taught to Hate Catholicism as a Child

Wiesel’s family and culture inculcated in him a dislike and distrust of Catholics. He developed these attitudes early in life. The Hasidic Jews among whom he was raised generally avoided contact with Gentiles who, according to Wiesel, were about 60 percent of the population in Sighet.61 Hasidic Jewish people, then and now, have considered non-Jews potential enemies, and this must be taken into consideration when evaluating Wiesel’s fierce and determined hatred of Catholicism. This hatred sprang in part from the system of segregation enforced by the town’s rabbis. To ensure that their flocks shunned Gentiles (the fear of intermarriage was even stronger than it is today), they filled their heads with terrifying ideas. Thus, Wiesel grew up in a Judeocentric world with attitudes to match. Years later, he wrote:62

My dream back then? To live in a Jewish world, completely Jewish, a world where Christians would have scarcely any access. Before the war, I avoided everyone who came from the other side – that is, from Christianity. Priests frightened me. I avoided them; so as not to pass near them, I would cross the street. I dreaded all contact with them. I feared being kidnapped by them and baptized by force. I had heard so many rumors, so many stories of this type; I had the impression that I was always in danger.

In addition to his strange obsession about being buried alive, mentioned by Saint Cheron, and his fear of being kidnapped, alluded to here, Wiesel had a neurotic fear of the incense used in some Catholic religious ceremonies. Of course, as an Orthodox Jew he was strictly forbidden by Jewish law from entering a Catholic church, but Wiesel’s obsession went a bit beyond what the law required. He later recalled:63

I was really afraid of that smell. Every time I walked in front of a church and smelled incense, I crossed the street.

The rumors and stories with which the rabbis had filled young Wiesel’s head worked quite well.

Wiesel has always claimed that his dislike of Catholics was reinforced by experiences at school:64

At school I sat with Christian boys of my age, but we didn’t speak to one another. At recess we played separated by an invisible wall. I never visited a Christian schoolmate in his home. We had nothing in common. Later, as an adolescent, I stayed away from them. I knew them to be capable of anything: of beating me; of humiliating me by pulling my payess or seizing my yarmulka (skull cap), without which I felt naked.

Wiesel nursed his anti-Catholic fears and feelings, even though he was not required to attend public school every day. According to Saint Cheron, (who calls Wiesel by the diminutive name for Elieser, “Lazar,” in this part of his book):65

Lazar went to school very rarely, as he himself has admitted, because his father bribed his teachers, as was often done in the shtetl. During the last month of the academic year, he went to school only to prepare for his exams, which he passed without difficulty.

In other words, Wiesel benefited from special consideration as a child and in an environment in which his Jewish family lived above the laws that theoretically covered everybody. According to Saint Cheron, this special treatment was permissible because of the superior training he had received at his yeshiva school: learning how to study and to learn quickly.66 But in hindsight it clearly would have done this neurotic child good to interact with other youngsters, especially those from diverse backgrounds. Young Elie would have been far better off if he had had playmates. Instead, he spent too much time in the company of an adult, the eccentric Moshe, who would later be transformed into a character in Night.


	Wiesel’s Hatred of the Blessed Virgin

In 1991, Wiesel mentioned the Rabbi of Wizhnitz in Journey of Faith. There, however, instead of using the story to remind us of his own divine selection, he used it to impugn Catholic veneration of the Blessed Virgin. Recalling a trip back to Sighet, he described discovering that another family was living in his former home. They were Catholics. He stated:

When I was seven or eight, the Rabbi of Wizhnitz, who was a kind, compassionate man, came to my town. He sat me on his knee and examined me. That was the custom. I was the last child to be examined. I loved him with passion and fervor. I remember when he died. I took his picture and put it on the wall over my bed. Now […] the nail was there, but not his picture! There was, I think, a picture of the Virgin Mary. And that hit me with excruciating pain. I left silently, and in a way I’m still there. (Journey, 58)

Wiesel later modified this evidence of anti-Catholic bigotry, with its implication that the picture of the Virgin Mary was at least as offensive as the removal of the rabbi’s picture, replacing the picture of the Virgin Mary with a crucifix. In Tous les fleuves he wrote:67

The nail is still there, and a large cross is hanging on it.

This gratuitous change from the Blessed Virgin to Christ on the cross also suggests that the story is a pure invention to begin with. It is also important to understand that Wiesel’s intent in including this incident in Journey of Faith was to offend his naïve and gullible “friend” and co-author, Cardinal O’Connor. Such insults are an essential part of the “dialogue” that has been taking place between Catholics and Jews since Vatican II, with the self-hating “interlocutors” on the Catholic side apparently enjoying every minute of the abuse they receive.

In a 1995 piece in the weekly magazine Parade, Wiesel put yet another spin on his return visits to his house in Sighet:68

Dear Maria. If other Christians had acted like her, the trains rolling toward the unknown would have been less crowded. If priests and pastors had raised their voices, if the Vatican had broken its silence, the enemy’s hands would not have been so free.

We have no way of knowing whether this person actually existed or is simply another creation of Wiesel’s imagination. I say this because this particular type, the good-hearted Catholic servant in a Jewish household, or the Catholic of humble background who befriends Jews, is a standard feature of the master narrative of the Jewish Holocaust story. This character is thrust forward as a means of criticizing, by innuendo, Pius XII and the various Catholic institutional elites who were “silent” or who reacted to the Holocaust as “bystanders.” Maria should thus be seen as a stock character who is used in counterpoint to Pius XII and the institutional Church.

Finally, the bigoted atmosphere in which Wiesel was raised brings to mind the words from the famous Rogers and Hammerstein song about prejudice from South Pacific. In order to hate, “you have to be taught, carefully taught,” and that was how the rabbis of Sighet formed the young Wiesel.


	Wiesel’s Relationships with Abusive Older Men

An interesting and very important subject ignored by the conformist academic critics who comment on Wiesel’s life and work is the tendency he exhibited as a young man to gravitate to, and then be abused by, older men. In the opening pages of La Nuit, when he talks of Moshe, the local eccentric, he makes it clear that this man had been watching him as he prayed in the local synagogue, and in fact it was there that Moshe initiated contact with Wiesel and began their liaison. As Wiesel sat lamenting the destruction of the Jewish temple in bygone days, the older man kept eyeing him. One evening, he approached and asked: “Why do you cry while you pray?”69 The two whiled away days and nights together, supposedly in conversation on the Kabbala:70

We would talk this way almost every evening. We would stay in the synagogue after all the faithful had left, sitting there in the darkness by the light of a few flickering candles.

In his autobiography, he relates a story of an abusive relationship with a Kabbalist master named Zalmen. He states that two other boys, Yiddele and Sruli, also joined in this relationship with Zalmen, but fell ill, losing the ability to speak. Neither the local rabbis and doctors, nor specialists brought in from as far away as Sweden, could cure them. Despite the consequences of this bizarre and sick relationship, Wiesel continued to see this man, against his father’s strong opposition (Tous les fleuves, 50-53). He was now completely under his master’s control. When, in 1943, his family decided to forgo its annual summer vacation, Elie was unperturbed: his “Kabbala master” needed him:71

Other families left on vacation, but I was content to stay at home. My Master needed me. […] I stayed late at his house, and we stayed up all night. […] I felt a terrible force pulling me, making me fall off one cliff, then another. […] I awoke in a sweat, breathless. I was in a state of delirium and didn’t know when I was dreaming or when I was lucid. I had lost touch with who and where I was. Seated on the floor and banging his head against the wall, my Master seemed desperate; his sobbing shook his whole body. I felt as if madness was overtaking the two of us. But I was determined to continue our quest, whatever the cost.

This relationship with Zalmen foreshadows Wiesel’s later strange liaison with a man called “Shushani.”

It is unclear when Wiesel’s relationship with Shushani actually began, but it seems to have lasted for two or three years, ending in 1948. Much as he had been picked out by Moshe back in Sighet, he was picked up by Shushani. The event occurred on a commuter train returning from Paris to the town where Wiesel lived with other refugee children. Thus began a perverse relationship in which Wiesel would prove to be no match for his abuser. In 1985, as he was becoming our Holocaust High Priest, he put the following spin on this early relationship:72

For three years, in Paris, I was his disciple. Alongside of him, I learned much concerning the perils of reason and language, concerning the ecstasies of the wise man and madman, concerning the mysterious evolution of a thought through the centuries.

If, as Wiesel claims, he was later able to “study at the Sorbonne,” it was not because of his non-existent secondary school training, but because of Shushani:73

Also, my teacher after the tempest, in the postwar years, was Mordecai Shushani. […] he was the man who made me become what I am, who left an imprint on my thought, on my feelings, on my language. I took him as a prototype for many of my messengers, for many of my teachers, in many of my tales. […] he taught me philosophy. […] He […] prepared me for the Sorbonne. Whatever I knew, I got from him.

A decade later, while writing his autobiography, Wiesel was more honest about this abusive relationship. He reveals that Shushani would force him to state that he hadn’t learned anything yet, while demanding that he beg for further instruction. But what was the real subject being taught? (Tous les fleuves, 154) One day, his abuser, as a pleasant surprise after all his previous maltreatment, gave him a special present: he decided to learn the Hungarian language in a mere two weeks, so they could speak in Wiesel’s native language from time to time! (Tous les fleuves, 155) Wiesel, of course, expects his reader to believe this nonsense. Yet, two weeks or not, this is a classic scenario of manipulation, in which the dominating abuser turns suddenly “nice.” Wiesel admits the extent to which he was dominated:74

I couldn’t and I didn’t want to break with Shushani.

Shushani constantly played mind games directed at Wiesel, who described the process this way:75

He would disappear, then come back again. Then there were his mood swings and temper tantrums, whether feigned or real.

Their relationship ended on a sour note in 1948, when Shushani dumped him and disappeared. They supposedly met again in Boston in the early 1960s. As he, Wiesel, was about to give a lecture there – Shushani magically materialized out of nowhere and would not let him speak. Seizing the microphone, Shushani cried out:76

But I know who he [Wiesel] is. A faker, that’s who he is. I read an article he once wrote in a Yiddish newspaper in Paris. And he misquoted the Midrash. Anyone who misquotes the sources has no right to speak in public!

Needless to say, neither of Wiesel’s authorized biographers, Kolbert or Saint Cheron, bothers to inquire into this strange relationship. Both prefer to play dumb, mentioning Shushani only in passing. Their reticence hints that Wiesel’s relationship with this man has become a taboo subject too hot to touch.

It should be noted, however, that Wiesel learned, as a victim of abuse at the hands of Shushani, how to apply abuse to others as needed. An excellent example of such behavior occurred when, upon first meeting François Mauriac at his home in one of the swankiest neighborhoods in Paris, he got up and stormed out on his host for no apparent reason, as described below in Chapter III. This theatrical and manipulative gesture, which was a flagrant abuse of the manners practiced and expected in Mauriac’s very much upper-bourgeois French social milieu, was abusive in both form and content. Wiesel’s deliberate abuse of Mauriac’s generous offer of hospitality apparently convinced his host that he had somehow, unintentionally, said or done something of an “anti-Semitic” nature. Since such an act would be severely frowned upon in Mauriac’s social sphere, he followed Wiesel down the hall and begged him to come back into his apartment.


	Learning French in Paris

According to Wiesel, the four hundred Jewish children who were sent from Buchenwald to France were divided into two groups: one religious and the other secular. He belonged to the religious group, consisting of about one hundred children. Illustration 2 shown here on p. 49 shows some of these boys; this photo and the accompanying caption come from the website of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum (USHMM). The caption claims that Wiesel is pictured, but does not identify him. Wiesel began his studies in the town of Ambloy (Loir et Cher), and continued them at Taverny (Val d’Oise), a bit closer to Paris. Wiesel had continued to study the Talmud while at Auschwitz and Buchenwald, although the circumstances hardly lent themselves to such work. There exists no evidence to prove that Wiesel ever attended public schools in France or obtained a French baccalauréat, the secondary-school graduation diploma, which is needed to enter the university system. The mystery surrounding the matter of his education as an adolescent, like that regarding his early sexual experiences, are taboo subjects that he passes over in complete “silence,” and that friendly interviewers know is off limits.77 Thus, it should come as no surprise that “Professor Wiesel,” as Cardinal O’Connor obsequiously addressed him in Journey of Faith, has not a word to say about his non-existent secondary-school studies in his two-volume autobiography.

Yet Wiesel would have us believe that he studied at the Sorbonne:78

I went on studying French – mainly to absorb the language – and I entered the Sorbonne to study literature, psychology, philosophy, psychiatry – in a very autodidactic manner. All I wanted was to study.

The trick word here is “autodidactic.” Wiesel might have attended a public lecture or two, but he never enrolled in a degree program. Nonetheless, his hagiographer, the irrepressible Jack Kolbert, proclaims naively:79

So proficient did he become that between 1948 and 1951 he felt comfortable enough with the language that he could enroll and study at the University of Paris’s liberal arts program at the celebrated Sorbonne.

Despite Wiesel’s claim that he entered the Sorbonne, and Kolbert’s assertion that he enrolled “in the liberal arts program at the celebrated Sorbonne,” there is no record that Wiesel ever entered a degree program at the Sorbonne, much less received a degree. Yet Kolbert wants us to believe that Wiesel advanced to at least the point where he could write a doctoral dissertation.
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Illustration 2: Group portrait of Jewish displaced youth at the OSE (Œuvre de Secours aux Enfants) home for Orthodox Jewish children in Ambloy. Elie Wiesel is said to be among those pictured. Ambloy, France, 1945. (USHMM photo #28147)


		

	

Ellen Fine, in her generally uncritical and laudatory book on Wiesel, also misleads her readers about Wiesel’s education. She tells us that “a young French philosopher, François Wahl, helped him to learn French by introducing him to the great classical authors, beginning with Racine. Wiesel learned the language by listening in silence” (Legacy, x). Pious nonsense, of course, but it gets worse. Fine then claims that Wiesel embarked upon a plan of university study, but she is evasive, indeed totally silent, about dates, courses, programs and professors. Thus, she relates that “he took courses at the Sorbonne in philosophy and literature and, although he never officially completed his studies, he wrote a long dissertation on comparative asceticism” (5f.). In her narrative, Wiesel emerges as a hard-working student enrolled in a degree program at the university, not merely someone who hung out on the fringes in an “autodidactic manner.” As for the “long dissertation,” Fine identifies neither the title of the thesis nor its director. One wonders, also in vain, which members of the Sorbonne faculty were on his dissertation committee. Unfortunately, Fine does not produce the name of even one former professor who is able to attest to having worked with the future Nobel laureate. Furthermore, it does not seem to have dawned on Fine that the writing of a thesis is the last obstacle in the academic steeplechase. It comes only after one has passed the preliminary hurdles, i.e., course requirements and general exams. When did Wiesel take these exams, and what results were obtained? Is there any record of Wiesel ever having been a student at the Sorbonne? Has Fine been able to locate former friends, classmates or professors from these years? These questions all beg for answers, but Fine offers none.

With regard to the enigmatic François Wahl, about whom Fine furnished no details other than that he was a “young French philosopher,” Wiesel claims in Tous les fleuves that the refugee organization in whose care he had been placed assigned the young Wahl to give him “private lessons” (“des cours particuliers,” 150), and that they took place at Wahl’s mother’s apartment (“nos leçons ont eu lieu chez sa mère,” 151). Did the other Jewish refugee children receive similar private tutoring services? It was Wahl, says Wiesel, who taught him to speak and read French, but the two broke up when Shushani reappeared in Wiesel’s life in 1947 (151). The unreliable Jack Kolbert, wanting to present Wiesel as a full-fledged French intellectual before beginning his career as a writer, completely transforms both Fine’s and Wiesel’s portrait of Wahl. For Kolbert, Wiesel already speaks French when he meets Wahl at the Sorbonne where he teaches. Thus, Wahl is not Wiesel’s language tutor, but his mentor in the field of philosophy. Bizarrely, Kolbert also changes Wahl’s first name to Gustave! He writes:80

Elie Wiesel seems always to have been susceptible to influences by his greatest teachers. Throughout his life, he had [sic] generously acknowledged his indebtedness to them. One of these teachers was Gustave Wahl, a philosophy teacher in Paris.

Later in his book, Kolbert tells us more about their relationship. He writes:81

Once he had gained sufficient competency in French, the young man moved to Paris, where he could pursue a university degree at the Sorbonne. Selecting mainly courses in philosophy and literature, he fell under the spell of his philosophy teacher, Gustave Wahl, who seems to have exerted much influence on his intellectual formation.

Despite the attempts by Wiesel and his biographers to blur François Wahl’s true identity, we know that he was born in 1925, accepted his homosexuality at the age of fifteen, and was an active homosexual for the rest of his life.82 He also passed the very competitive civil service “agrégation” exam, which entitled him to be employed in the state education system as a “professeur agrégé,” a prestigious title. His father, arrested by the Germans and deported to Auschwitz, died there in 1943, which helps to explain his interest in helping Wiesel. Wahl was a member of the Zionist Stern Gang between 1945 and 1948. Later in life, Wahl lived as a couple with his partner of many years, the Cuban artist and writer Severo Sarduy, until the latter’s death in 1993.83 Could Kolbert, whose book appeared nineteen years after Fine’s, have known more about François Wahl’s private life than Fine did? In fact, by 2001, Wahl was not only a well-known member of the Parisian intelligentsia, he was also an open and unapologetic homosexual. Did Kolbert change Wahl’s name to “Gustave” in order to throw readers off the track of the real François Wahl? Did he do so in order to protect Wiesel from any possible suspicions of homosexuality because of his youthful association with this openly homosexual man who had come out of the closet at the age of fifteen?

In From the Kingdom of Memory, Wiesel presents himself as a consummate loner during these years in Paris:

I practiced asceticism on my own: in my home, in my little world in Paris, where I cut myself off from the city and from life for weeks on end. I lived in a room much like a prison cell – large enough for only one. The street noises that reached me were muffled. My horizon became smaller and smaller: I looked only at the Seine; I no longer saw the sky mirrored in it. I drew away from people. No relationship, no liaison came to interrupt my solitude. I lived only in books, where my memory tried to rejoin a more immense and ordered memory. And the more I remembered, the more I felt excluded and alone. (142)

Yet Jack Kolbert presents a completely different and somewhat far-fetched view of the young man:

An almost instant convert to the Parisian lifestyle, Wiesel frequented the left-bank cafés, where as his favorite pastime he enjoyed playing chess. (Worlds, 181)

The neurotic loner has also claimed that during his “Sorbonne days” he held a two-year graduate-level internship in psychiatry at a Parisian teaching hospital. He told Brigitte-Fanny Cohen that he did this internship because he had always been interested in the problem of mental illness:84

[…] the insane have always fascinated me. In Sighet there was an insane asylum, and I went there every Saturday to bring them food. After the war I reestablished contact with them: I was studying literature at the Sorbonne, and had decided to prepare a minor in psychotherapy. For two years, every morning, I took classes at the Hôpital Sainte-Anne and observed the patients.

His long-time friend, Jean Halpérin, also assures us that this is why Wiesel is so interested in mental illness:85

It’s important to realize that during his school years in Paris he spent two years studying psychiatry at Saint Anne Hospital in Paris.

Nowadays, of course, neither Wiesel, in his autobiography, nor his two official biographers make any mention of these alleged advanced studies in psychiatry; the claim is just another one of Wiesel’s many tall tales. The only scenario that makes sense is that Wiesel, lacking any diploma or training in medicine, came in contact with the renowned psychiatric hospital as a patient, not a practitioner. Did the morose and solitary Wiesel, battling doubts about his sexual, ethnic, religious, and linguistic identity, go there for outpatient counseling? Is that the real connection?

Despite his lack of either a secondary-school diploma or a college degree, two major U.S. universities later gave Wiesel faculty appointments – appointments for which a Ph.D. degree is usually required. Since the early 1970s, he taught first at the City University of New York and later at Boston University. At the latter institution, he occupied his endowed chair until his death, even though he was unable to teach since June 2011, when he underwent open-heart surgery. It is possible that Wiesel invented the myth of his formal attendance at the Sorbonne and the internship at Saint Anne Hospital in order to justify his academic appointments, for which he is clearly unqualified.


	Wiesel’s Trip to India

Wiesel made a trip to India in January 1952, traveling by boat, and seems to have stayed there for several weeks.86 This journey has now been deleted, more or less, from his life story and except for Downing, his commentators generally do not discuss it. Yet at one time he seemed to be pretending that the trip to India was linked to his advanced studies at the Sorbonne, for he claimed to have gone there as a student of philosophy, seeking to broaden his philosophical base and to write his “dissertation”:87

Later I went to India, having in mind to write a dissertation on comparative asceticism: Jewish, Christian, Hindu. I had written a huge volume, some six hundred pages or so, which I’m afraid to open – I’m sure it’s not good. One day I will and probably will have to rewrite it. I didn’t complete my studies. I had to work as a journalist, and it was hard work.

The impression he gives here is that he had been an “ABD,” an “all but dissertation,” someone who had finished all the coursework and examinations for a doctorate from the Sorbonne, and had simply failed to complete his dissertation. Wiesel’s trip to India took place in 1952, and it enabled him to continue to work on learning English.88 The trip was once touted as one of the major educational experiences of his life. In From the Kingdom of Memory, Wiesel expands somewhat on his statement above, which he had made to Harry Cargas some twenty years earlier. He tells us that in these years he was attracted to Eastern philosophy, but provides no dates or specifics:89

Disgusted with the West, I turned toward the East. I was attracted by Hindu mysticism; I was interested in Sufism; I even began to explore the occult domains of marginal sects here and there in Europe.

Since then, however, the importance of his trip to India has been downsized, and he said very little about it in Tous les fleuves.


	Zionist Newspaperman

Wiesel started out in life earning his living as a teacher in the Jewish community in Paris. Ellen Fine tells us that “he earned a living as a tutor in Yiddish, Hebrew, and the Bible” (Legacy, 5). In A Jew Today, Wiesel said:90

Ten years of waiting, of intense study, of earning my keep as best I could: as choir director, camp counselor, tutor, translator. I obtained a scholarship from OSE, the children’s aid organization that brought me to France. I taught the Bible and Talmud in Yiddish to children of the rich who understood only French; after all, I had to pay the rent. There were times when I had only two meals in a week. The war was over, but I continued to live with hunger. Then, thanks to a stroke of luck, a newspaper hired me as a contributor.

Wiesel began working as a journalist as early as 1947, when he was only nineteen years old. He was hired by the Zionist paper Zion in Kanf, a mouthpiece of the Irgun Zvai Leumi, which, led by Menachem Begin, carried out numerous terrorist attacks and several massacres in furtherance of its Jewish apartheid policies. He eventually came to be an editor of this Yiddish newspaper and “in the late forties, published articles five, six times a week.”91

His early association with this group confirms his commitment, from his youth on, to the quite narrow, parochial and ultimately racist worldview in which he had been raised.92 Ironically, he refers romantically – and approvingly – to this Zionist Jewish terror group as the “Palestinian Resistance movement.”93 Yes, terrorism is deplorable if Palestinians engage in it, but morally uplifting if Jews do so.


	The Ten-Year Vow of “Silence”

After the success of La Nuit paved the way for Wiesel’s gradual ascent to media celebrity, he began claiming that, right after the war, he had decided to write a book about his wartime experiences. At the same time, however, he claimed that, in order to make sure he told the story correctly, he had also imposed a ten-year vow of silence upon himself. With regard to this alleged ten-year vow of “silence,” the only one of Wiesel’s commentators to have probed the subject with any degree of skepticism has been Brigitte-Fanny Cohen. In her book-length interview of Wiesel in 1987, she asked why he needed ten years, and he answered:94

I felt that I needed ten years of preparation. Afterwards, it was time to leave the period of silence behind.

Dissatisfied with this response, she raised the question again, and Wiesel retreated into existentialist jargon to formulate his response:95

[…] I had to act in such a way that silence would remain in the spoken word; silence and speech were not to be in opposition. And that takes time: I had to be sure that I could say what I had to say and especially that I would know how to say it.

What Wiesel was really saying here was that, before publishing his book, he wanted to be sure that any alleged German atrocities purportedly proven at Nuremberg were still a part of the official history. He also wanted to write something original, and not simply repeat what other survivors had already written on the topic of Auschwitz:96

As soon as the Other appears,[97] he must out of necessity influence our own project. And that frightened me. That’s why I gave myself ten years of silence.

He also claimed that he waited ten years “because the Number Ten is a biblical number.”98

 


Chapter III
Mauriac and Wiesel:
The First Meeting

	Mauriac’s Version of the First Meeting

There are two versions of the first meeting between the two men. In 1958 Mauriac described it in a laudatory column on Wiesel that appeared in his regular space in Le Figaro littéraire.99 The content of the column mirrors the text he had written for the foreword to La Nuit. His intention in publishing this foreword as a newspaper article was to promote Wiesel’s book. While Mauriac’s column did little to boost sales, we are fortunate to have it today. It offers an important touchstone to the self-serving version of their first encounter that Wiesel would publish in 1977, seven years after Mauriac’s death.

Mauriac’s sense of modesty prompted him to say nothing in the 1958 column about his behind-the-scenes role in convincing Les Éditions de Minuit to publish La Nuit.100 Nor did he mention his editorial work on the manuscript, after Jérôme Lindon, the editor at Les Éditions de Minuit, had agreed to publish it. Finally he neglected to specify that his first interview with Wiesel had taken place in 1955, three years before the book was published. (I shall return to each of these points later.) Mauriac did, however, write of the emotions he experienced when the young Jewish man first came to his home. He began by stating that he had always been wary of granting interviews to foreigners, who might distort what he said and use it against France:101

That morning, the young Israeli who interviewed me for a Tel-Aviv newspaper inspired in me right away a sympathetic reaction that I couldn’t fight off for very long because our conversation quickly touched on personal matters.

Mauriac was still remarkably clear-headed at the age of seventy-three, for he seems to remember quite well what it was like to have lived in Paris during the war years, and what most people felt when they saw or heard of Jews being sent off to work in the East.102 If during the war years he was incapable of imagining what he terms in the article the “Nazi extermination methods,” he was certainly not alone. According to even the Jewish Holocaust narrative, scarcely anyone else, including the very well-informed Pope Pius XII, the Allied leaders, and even the various Jewish organizations, had any better information about an alleged “Nazi extermination,” and much information that contradicted such claims. After all, Germany, a small country, was at war with the rest of Europe and the United States. It had an insatiable thirst for manpower, especially since Nazi ideology dictated that women remain at home and, as a general rule, be discouraged from working in factories. It was partly for this reason that by 1943 there were already over a million Frenchmen voluntarily working in Germany under the STO (Service du Travail Obligatoire) program.103

Jews drafted to be deported for work at Auschwitz were chosen for relocation to Poland not by the French or the Germans, but by the Union Générale des Israélites de France (UGIF), the governing body of the Jewish community in France that Marshall Pétain had created in 1941 specifically to look after Jewish interests during the Occupation. These people published their own newspaper, Les Informations Juives, and had a nearly complete registration list of all Jews residing in France. It was from these lists that the Jewish elders assembled the groups of people (mostly stateless Jews who had come to France from Eastern Europe) to be sent off to work in German factories in Poland.104 Letters and packages came and went routinely, despite the obvious transportation problems caused by the war. In addition, many French people, that is, non-Jews, also had relatives and friends who were already working in Germany or Poland, called “the General Government” by the Germans at the time. Thus, as the detainee literature has amply demonstrated in retrospect, the many factories located at camps like Auschwitz, for example, contained a veritable hodgepodge of nationalities in their work force, with forced laborers working side by side with “free” workers. Given this context of people routinely departing, voluntarily or not, to support the German war effort in the East, and with Jewish children sometimes left in the care of the Jewish elders of the UGIF when their parents were shipped off to concentration camps, we can better understand an astonishing remark that Mauriac now makes to Wiesel.

Mauriac told Wiesel that he reminded him of the Jewish children he claimed to have seen on the train at Austerlitz Station in 1942. As noted in Chapter I, Mauriac was actually telling a white lie here, for he did not actually witness that particular event. In reality, it was his wife and his eldest son who had seen those children. Mauriac later wrote that he thought nothing of it at the time, for it was an everyday event. Mauriac writes: “I was far from thinking that they were going to the gas chamber and the crematorium,”105 and his skepticism was justified. It was only after the war, when the Allies discovered numerous corpses in certain camps in Germany, that these same Allies were able to impose the myth of “extermination camps.” In so doing, they exploited the sufferings of men and women who had for the most part perished of disease, above all typhus, and who had often lacked proper treatment due to the interruption of food and medical supplies by Allied bombing. The newsreels and photos presented to the public became the basis of, and the justification for, the Allied version of what the war had been about. The new explanation was rolled out at Nuremberg, and came to undergird political arrangements in the postwar world. Mauriac, like the rest of those who had lived through the war, discovered only later that what had seemed like so ordinary, if deplorable, an event in 1942 now had to be completely reinterpreted. Some, including Pope Pius XII, never accepted this new interpretation of events. The Pope’s disbelief has resulted in decades of defamation at the hands of the Holocaust fundamentalists and the Zionist media.

Most of those who, like Mauriac’s wife, saw or heard of the deportations, gave them little thought at the time. Transferring the Jewish population to the East was growing in appeal to the Nazis, especially after a scheme for resettling European Jewry to Madagascar could not be realized. The pro-German writer and intellectual Pierre Drieu la Rochelle, writing even before the war began, on July 29, 1938, gives a good idea of what kinds of resettlement people were thinking of when they talked about this subject:106

As for a solution to the Jewish problem, it can only be settled on a worldwide basis. Since Palestine is not large enough, other territories must be found. The Russians have created two Jewish Republics in their huge empire, one in the Crimea and the other in Siberia.

Thus, when Mauriac wrote in 1958 that nobody, including him, had imagined that trains headed for the East meant extermination for the Jews on them, he was telling the truth. Similarly, his son Claude, who was with his mother on the morning they saw the Jewish children on the train at Austerlitz Station, speaks for both his father and the average Frenchman when he says:107

I want to state categorically that at that time we had no knowledge of the [extermination] camps.

Here are the two future winners of Nobel prizes talking about the war years. One, the gullible older man, a closet homosexual, father of four, unfaithful husband and “Catholic writer,” is physically attracted to this young Jewish man who has suddenly appeared in his life. The other is applying to the utmost the lessons he has learned from his masters. As Mauriac tells his visitor how terrible he feels about the Jewish children on the train, Wiesel brusquely asserts that he was in fact one of those children. Wiesel, of course, is not speaking literally, for he was nowhere near France in 1942. His claim is that he and his family were deported from Sighet, at that time in Hungary, to Auschwitz in 1944. At least three of the six members of his family survived the war. Nonetheless, Mauriac proclaims:108

He was one of them, he had seen the disappearance of his mother, a beloved little sister and his whole family, except his father, in the furnace fed by living creatures.

Mauriac was apparently overwhelmed by the atrocity stories – regardless of their veracity – that Wiesel told him that day.


	Wiesel’s Version of Their First Meeting

Wiesel wrote nothing about his first meeting with Mauriac during the latter’s lifetime. Instead, he waited until 1977, seven years after Mauriac’s death, before describing the event. He did so in a collection of essays entitled “Un juif aujourd’hui” (“A Jew Today”). Wiesel’s story is that he first saw Mauriac in person at a reception held at the Israeli Embassy in Paris in 1954. This date is a complete invention on Wiesel’s part, for he actually did not meet Mauriac until May 1955. With Mauriac dead, however, Wiesel seems to have thought that nobody would notice. Since it will be instructive to track him through this exercise in mendacity, let us play along with him.

First, why did Wiesel move the date of the first meeting forward one year? What role did Pierre Mendès-France play in his deception? Let us try to find out.

It was well known in 1954 that Mauriac’s political affections were centered on Pierre Mendès-France, a Jew who had been prime minister since June 18, 1954. To Mauriac, he was France’s new savior, replacing de Gaulle, who had gone into retirement in 1947. Mauriac heaped praise on the man in his newspaper columns. According to François Durand:109

It was Pierre Mendès-France who, in Mauriac’s view between 1954 and 1956, incarnated France’s highest hopes. At most, both men [de Gaulle and Mendès-France] were equally venerated, but he preferred the one who was actually in power at the time.

When, in 1977, Wiesel claimed that his first meeting with Mauriac had taken place in 1954 rather than in 1955, he was unaware that Mauriac had mentioned, in his “Bloc-Notes” newspaper column of May 14, 1955, that he had recently made the acquaintance of a young, unidentified Jewish man. This entry had been generally lost from view until the eminent Mauriac scholar and Sorbonne professor Jean Touzot began publishing a paperback collection of Mauriac’s “Bloc-Notes” newspaper columns. The article in question appeared in 1993 in the first of what would become Touzot’s five-volume collection of reprints of Mauriac’s newspaper columns, and when it did, Wiesel’s claim to have first met Mauriac in 1954 was exposed as false. Mauriac wrote:110

How many different people have come to see me in recent days! Among others, a professor at an American university, a Japanese professor, several Moslem students, and a young Israeli who as a child was interned in a German camp and, at the age of thirteen, saw his whole family killed in the gas chamber; but there was a revolt in the camp, and it was liberated on the very day when he was to be killed.

Obviously, that “young Israeli” was Wiesel. Putting aside the exaggerations that Mauriac would later ascribe to his Jewish visitor in his 1958 newspaper column, “L’enfant juif,” most notably that he saw “his whole family killed in the gas chamber,” a falsehood that Mauriac credulously accepted, and such lesser fibs as Wiesel’s claim that his “camp was liberated on the very day he was to be killed,” which Mauriac also seems to have believed, this column confirms that Mauriac first met Wiesel in 1955, not 1954.

I now return to Wiesel’s version of his first meeting with Mauriac. Wiesel claims in Un juif aujourd’hui that his editor in Israel had been urging him to arrange an interview with Mendès-France. He goes on to say that he decided that the best way to meet PMF would be to convince Mauriac, a Catholic, whom he did not know, to make the introduction:111

Knowing the admiration the Jewish prime minister bore the illustrious Catholic member of the Académie, why not ask the one to introduce me to the other?

In retrospect, it is not too difficult to see why Wiesel, who was twenty-six years old in 1954, was drawn to Mauriac. The fact that he links Mendès-France to Mauriac also shows that he was well aware not only of Mauriac’s high regard for PMF, but also of his sincere sympathy for Jews and Jewish causes. He considered the aging Catholic writer to be what he called an “ayev Yisrael,” a friend of the Jewish people, and he was right. Wiesel clearly intended to exploit Mauriac’s philo-Semitic views to advance his own career. In order to understand why Wiesel waited until 1977 to float his tale of approaching PMF through Mauriac, it is necessary to situate Wiesel in relation to both PMF and to French culture. PMF came from an established and highly assimilated French Jewish family, and possessed university degrees and political connections. Wiesel was fully aware that he was an outsider in French culture. He spoke French with an accent, had no family connections, and, perhaps worst of all, lacked any evidence of formal education.

As Wiesel tells it, summoning his courage to ask the great writer for an interview, he approached Mauriac and was surprised at the cordial response he received. The great man actually asked whether he would like to visit him at home:112

“Would you like to come next Tuesday or Wednesday?” he asked me in his gravelly voice after consulting his appointment book. “Would early afternoon suit you?”

As Wiesel relates the story, he was so overwhelmed that such a great man had turned out to be so approachable that he could not help but say to himself:113

Would it suit me? “Yes, thank you.” I would have accepted any date, any hour. I felt myself blushing. I admired the great novelist’s work, but I had no intention of questioning him about his characters, his technique or his life. Imposter, I thought, I am an imposter.

Wiesel was indeed an impostor, for he wanted to ingratiate himself with Mauriac in the hope the aging Frenchman would be able to help him to find a publisher for a French version of his Yiddish novel, Un di velt hot geshvign, which was scheduled to appear a few months later, in November 1955, in Argentina.

Wiesel’s comments on this first visit supplement Mauriac’s and, on one key point, contradict them. He tells us that, as he listened to Mauriac, he became irritated at what he was hearing. As a Jew, he was indignant at having to listen to a Catholic intellectual compare the Jewish children on the train at Austerlitz Station to Christ. Forgetting the ostensible purpose of his visit, obtaining Mauriac’s introduction to Mendès-France, Wiesel relates that “For the first time in my life I exhibited bad manners.”114 Before getting up to stomp out of Mauriac’s flat, Wiesel blustered:115

“Sir.” I said, “you speak of Christ. Christians love to speak of him. The passion of Christ, the agony of Christ, the death of Christ. In your religion, that is all you speak of. Well, I want you to know that ten years ago, not very far from here, I knew Jewish children every one of whom suffered a thousand times more, six million times more, than Christ on the cross. And we don’t speak about them. Can you understand that, sir? We don’t speak about them.”

In recounting this outburst, Wiesel displayed the bad manners he would later show with regard to popes and presidents, knowing full well that his “Auschwitz dividend” (dividende d’Auschwitz) would provide the necessary cover.116 At this point, Wiesel arose and walked out on Mauriac without even saying goodbye. As he waited for the elevator in the hallway, Mauriac hastened after him. The guilt-ridden Catholic approached Wiesel and, “with an infinitely humble gesture the aged writer was touching my arm, asking me to come back.”117

Back inside, Mauriac sat sobbing as Wiesel began to tell his story. Wiesel describes him as follows:118

Motionless, his fingers laced over his crossed knees, a fixed smile on his lips, wordlessly, never taking his eyes off me, he wept and wept. The tears were streaming down his face, and he did nothing to stop them, to wipe them away.

Wiesel writes that he also felt uneasy. After all, what was he doing crashing into this man’s life and causing all this distress? He too felt guilty:119

This exemplary man, whose behavior had been irreproachable during the Occupation, this man of heart and conscience, what right had I to come and disturb him?

Wiesel even felt guilty over alienating Mauriac from his own feelings of love for Christ. He tells us:120

And then, inexcusable insolence on my part, on whose behalf had I allowed myself to cause him uneasiness and pain by detracting from his love for someone who, for him, represented Love?

Although these lines are perhaps among the most touching that Wiesel has ever written, they obscure the fact that his very pretext for barging into Mauriac’s life – to obtain from him an introduction to Mendès-France – was itself an outrageous lie. After all, Mauriac’s 1955 “Bloc-Notes” column makes no mention of this issue, and there exists no record that Mauriac ever tried to bring the two men together. In fact, Mauriac’s version of the event makes it clear that from the very beginning of the interview Wiesel insisted upon discussing the war years, not Mendès-France.

Once his tears stopped, Mauriac wanted to know everything about Wiesel’s sufferings. Wiesel has claimed that he refused to tell him, due to a vow he had made after the war to give himself ten years of silence in order to digest his sufferings before speaking and writing about them. (The decade-long vow would have been in force if the first meeting had occurred in 1954, but not for the actual date as recorded in Mauriac’s “Bloc-Notes” article.) This claim contradicts Mauriac’s version of events, given above, in which he speaks of Wiesel having told him he saw all his relatives killed at Auschwitz. In fact, the “ten-year vow of silence” is another one of Wiesel’s fabrications, for he had already been working on his book for several years before he met Mauriac. Holocaust theologian Naomi Seidman, citing the Yiddish version of La Nuit, puts it this way:121

Eliezer began to write not ten years after the event of the Holocaust but immediately upon liberation, as the first expression of his mental and physical recovery.

Thus, Wiesel had completed his Yiddish book well before coming to see Mauriac, who, he hoped, would help him to find a publisher for it. Wiesel writes that, as he got up to leave, Mauriac encouraged him to record his experiences for posterity. On the way to the elevator, Mauriac impressed on him his duty to speak out, chastising Wiesel for his vow of silence:122

You are wrong not to speak. […] Listen to the old man that I am: you have to speak [about your experiences], you also have to speak [in addition to writing about them].

In other words, according to Wiesel’s 1977 version of their first meeting, at that point – because of the alleged “ten-year vow of silence” – he had not yet written anything, even in Yiddish. Thanks to Mauriac’s exhortation, Wiesel would have us believe, he began to write furiously and, a year later, was able to show the old man a manuscript. He ends his account by writing:123

One year later I sent him the manuscript of Night, written under the seal of memory and silence.


	Why the Difference of One Year Matters

One year’s difference between meetings might seem trivial, but it is of enormous significance, as I shall explain. In his 1977 Un juif aujourd’hui, Wiesel first propagated the myth that he wrote La Nuit in Paris between 1954 and 1955, only after Mauriac had encouraged him to put his experiences of the war in writing. This claim is an outright lie. Wiesel had two reasons for telling it. First, he had already written the original version of the book in Yiddish,124 and submitted it for publication before even meeting Mauriac in May 1955. His second reason for lying was to prop up his claimed “ten-year vow of silence” after the war. Even if, as Seidman assures us, Wiesel had been working on a book in the first days after liberation, it would have been impossible for him to meet Mauriac in mid-1955, decide to write the book, and then have it published in Yiddish in November of that year. Thus, when Wiesel claimed that he first met Mauriac in 1954, representing that he had sought him out as a conduit to Prime Minister Mendès-France, who was out of power by the next year, he was in effect allowing himself an extra year to account for the production of his book. Despite the clear evidence of a first meeting of the two men in Mauriac’s “Bloc-Notes” column on May 14, 1955, Wiesel’s lie went unchallenged for years.

Wiesel was quite explicit in Un juif aujourd’hui about his telling Mauriac at their first meeting that he had not yet begun to write:125

I can’t, I can’t talk about it. He wanted to know why I hadn’t written about all that stuff. I answered that I had forbidden myself to do so. He wanted to know why; so I told him. And, again, he sat there thinking.

Although Wiesel said nothing in Un juif aujourd’hui about the pre-existence of a Yiddish version of his book, he had, a year earlier, revealed for the first time to the Gentile world that there was also a Yiddish version of La Nuit, telling Harry Cargas: “I wrote Night first in Yiddish in 1955.”126 In other words, the existence of the Yiddish version of Wiesel’s novel had for all practical purposes been suppressed for some twenty years, from 1955 until 1976. When Wiesel actually wrote the book remains open to conjecture, but it is probable that it had already been accepted for publication in Yiddish before he barged into Mauriac’s life in May 1955. The book was then translated, shortened and condensed in French. The identity of the person or persons who helped Wiesel with this initial translation, or what I call below the “bridge text,” has never been divulged. “Meanwhile,” he tells us, “I met Mauriac and we had many conversations. I couldn’t find a publisher for that book in France or for that matter in America; Mauriac took the manuscript, and he brought it personally to one of his publishers. That was the beginning of my adventure in literature.”127

When the news of the Yiddish version of La Nuit emerged after 1976, it was soon evident that Wiesel’s story of meeting Mauriac in 1954 – to gain an introduction to PMF – and of Mauriac’s exhortation to break his vow of silence was untrue. By way of damage control, he launched a new spin on the story in 1985:128

Mauriac was not instrumental in making me write. He was instrumental in making me publish my work. I would have written anyway. It was he who prevailed upon me to publish.

Even here he refused to admit that the book had already been written before he met Mauriac. In his autobiographical Tous les fleuves, he made yet another claim: that he wrote the original version in 1954 while traveling on a ship to Brazil:129

I spent all my time working on my narrative, in Yiddish, of my years in the concentration camps. […] My vow of silence will soon come to an end; next year, it will be the tenth anniversary of my liberation.

By the time Wiesel began writing his autobiography in the 1990s, Mauriac’s 1955 newspaper column had apparently been brought to his attention, and the lie that he had first met Mauriac in 1954 exposed. Within Wiesel’s inner circle of admirers, it was P.-M. de Saint Cheron, his authorized biographer in French, who first corrected the record. Of course Saint Cheron was circumspect as to the details of Wiesel’s deceit. He writes:130

Their first meeting took place at a reception at the Israeli Embassy, not in 1954, as Wiesel wrote without providing any further information, but at the beginning of May 1955, a date confirmed by Mauriac.

Saint Cheron conveniently omits mentioning Wiesel’s motives in dating that meeting a year earlier: to justify his claim to Mauriac that he had not begun writing about his wartime experiences. Nor does he explain that Wiesel’s intention in falsely dating that first meeting was to deceive his readers. Worse, Saint Cheron, who interviewed Wiesel while writing his authorized biography of the man, admits that he was unable to get the truth out of Wiesel about what Mauriac was encouraging him to do: whether “to write the manuscript of Night – or to rewrite it from the Yiddish original.”131 Jack Kolbert, Wiesel’s other authorized biographer, tells us that the book had already been written in Yiddish when Wiesel met Mauriac, and that he “urged the young Jewish journalist to rewrite his Yiddish opus in French.” Then, according to Kolbert, “Wiesel allowed himself to be persuaded by the great French author, reducing the 888 pages of his Yiddish manuscript to 127 pages of gripping French text.”132

Amazingly, in his interview with the so-called Academy of Achievement, now online and most recently updated on November 7, 2019, the mendacious Wiesel turned his back on the admission made in his autobiography that he had written his novel in 1954, a year before the expiration of his vow of silence. He seems to have returned, for the most part, to the 1977 version of events. Speaking in his usual broken English, he states:133

He took me to the elevator and embraced me. And that year, the tenth year, I began writing my narrative. After it was translated from Yiddish into French, I sent it to him. We were very, very close friends until his death. That made me not publish, but write.

Wiesel had a blank check to contradict at any time the already-established facts of his career without any fear of academic or media criticism. In this respect, he truly incarnated the master narrative of the Jewish Holocaust story which, despite its many internal contradictions, is always considered to be true.


	Use of Retroactive Continuity to Explain the Genesis of La Nuit

The official line now seems to be that Mauriac talked to Wiesel only about rewriting the Yiddish book in French, not writing La Nuit from scratch. But this claim undercuts the legend of Wiesel’s “ten-year vow of silence.” It is on this point of contradiction that we can see clearly the connection between the Holocaust myth and other forms of lowbrow popular culture like television series, soap operas, comic books, professional wrestling and similar continuous narratives. In each of these genres, the creators employ a narrative tool known as “retroactive continuity.” Thanks to it, they are able to create new episodes that contradict earlier ones, usually through the suppression of earlier characters and events from the narrative if they impede further development of the plot line. There is no problem in such a situation, for they disappear as if they had never existed. Since the Jewish Holocaust tale is essentially a work of fiction, it too must have continual recourse to rewriting through the use of “retroactive continuity.” Thus, a lesser myth like Wiesel’s “ten-year vow of silence” is slowly being deleted from the Holocaust story as if it had never existed. Likewise, numerous more-grandiose claims, such as the lampshades made out of human skin, the bars of soap made from Jewish fat, and the four million dead at Auschwitz,134 are also slowly being phased out of the official narrative of the Holocaust as if they had never existed.


	The Mystery of Mauriac’s Initial Attachment to Wiesel

After getting to know Wiesel and hearing him talk of his life experiences, Mauriac became very attached to Wiesel. Indeed, he had no difficulty in comparing the foreigner from a mysterious background to Jesus himself. When he later dedicated his book Le fils de l’homme (The Son of Man) to Wiesel in 1958, he called him a “crucified Jewish child.” Unlike Dreyfus, Altermann and Mendès-France, each of whom had been born into highly acculturated Jewish families that were thoroughly integrated into French culture, Wiesel had been raised as a Hasid in a ghetto atmosphere in Eastern Europe. Although he spoke French fluently, his speech was accented, and he had no formal education. Nonetheless, Mauriac embraced him, literally and figuratively, without hesitation. These cultural and class barriers crumbled before the reality of Mauriac’s hidden homosexual life.

Mauriac’s homosexuality, from its awakening during his student days in Paris in 1906 through the rest of his life, is a theme running through his unpublished journal intime or private diary. It is unclear how many of these diary entries Mauriac’s son Jean  (b. 1925) allowed Jean-Luc Barré to see, but in the end he was only allowed to quote from a limited number of them. As a result of his two-volume biography, however, there can no longer be any doubt about Mauriac’s hidden homosexual desires and behaviors. His obsession, throughout his life, with the beauty of the masculine, not the female, body was the cause of his lifelong interest in meeting young men. Barré writes that Mauriac “understood at an early age that he couldn’t share his secret with anyone, neither with his mother, for fear of the pain it would cause her, nor his brothers, who would be shocked.”135

One of Mauriac’s lovers was Louis-Gabriel Clayeux, who would later become the part owner and artistic director of the famous Parisian art gallery, la Galerie Maeght. Described by Barré as a jeune esthète homosexuel (François Mauriac, Vol. 1, 459), he was a student in the mid-1930s when he began his affair with the fifty-year-old Mauriac. For the latter, this was his preferred type of relationship. Obsessed as he was with the esthetic beauty of young men’s bodies, the thirty-year difference in age between the two remained a key ingredient in his desire. Barré argues that this affair “allowed him to become once again, at about the age of fifty, the ‘young man’ he had been.”136

Mauriac’s obsession also helps to explain why he was so attracted to Wiesel when the latter introduced himself at the Israeli Embassy in 1955. The seventy-year-old Mauriac was not only accustomed to having young men seek his friendship, he also must have found Wiesel to be the physically attractive type he preferred. In addition, his Jewishness enabled Mauriac to conveniently insert him within his personal, philo-Semitic “Jesus, Dreyfus, Altermann, Mendès-France” pantheon. That is why he immediately invited Wiesel to his home and then volunteered to help him publish his book. He wanted at all costs to remain close to this young man. Their close relationship endured until their 1967 breakup over Israel’s treatment of the Palestinians.

Although Mauriac was indeed attracted to Wiesel, there is no evidence that there ever existed a truly sexual dimension to this relationship. Strangely, one key to understanding this attraction can be found in Mauriac’s belief, for a short time anyway, as adumbrated in the following chapter, that Wiesel was interested in converting to Catholicism. Since Mauriac ardently hoped that this would happen, he was able to project Wiesel as having been “crucified,” and situated him “between the two testaments,” like John the Baptist. Also, and more obviously, Mauriac probably thought that, in helping this young Jewish writer, he would be atoning for the French state’s violation of the civil rights of many Jews during the war years. Misguided, he also probably wanted to compensate for his family’s traditional “anti-Semitism.”

 


Chapter IV
Wiesel’s Exploitation of Mauriac,
1955 – 1970

	Mauriac Helps Wiesel to Prepare La Nuit for Publication

After their initial meeting, Mauriac continued to do what he could to help Wiesel, even after he had established permanent residence in New York in 1956. Here is how the deal was made. In late 1956, following Wiesel’s departure for New York, Jérôme Lindon, the editor of Les Éditions de Minuit, called Mauriac to ask him to write a foreword for Un camp très ordinaire by Micheline Maurel, a book about her wartime experiences. In the course of their conversation, Mauriac told his friend about Wiesel’s book. Lindon asked that he send it over and, “eighteen months later, it was published.”137

I now follow the official chronology of events as found on the Les Éditions de Minuit website, adding my comments along the way.138 Lindon wrote to Wiesel on December 19, 1956, telling him of his interest in publishing his book under the title And the World Was Silent (Et le monde se taisait). This would have been a direct translation of the Yiddish title. Here it is necessary to recall that the text which Lindon read was not the “bridge text” that Wiesel had made for Mauriac from the Yiddish version of his novel, but Mauriac’s rewrite on the basis of that bridge text. With regard to the sensitive question of whether or not Wiesel received help in preparing this bridge text for Mauriac to read, Wiesel has provided two different and contradictory answers. In Tous les fleuves he omits claiming to have actually written this bridge text himself. He writes of Mauriac:

I owe him a lot. He was the first reader of Night and suggested it, in vain, to his own publisher.

In All Rivers, however, which is supposedly the English “translation” of the French original, he writes something quite different for his American audience, claiming that he himself composed the bridge text for Mauriac to work on:

I owe him a lot. He was the first person to read Night after I reworked it from the original Yiddish.

In any case, three days later, Wiesel wrote back, giving Lindon the authority to make “minor corrections” (corrections de détail) in the final text. But who was going to make these “minor corrections”? Lindon, one of his staffers, or Mauriac? According to the official story, it was Lindon who made these changes, but that is difficult to believe, as I will explain. Four months later, in April 1957, so the story goes, Lindon had decided on the title of A Year of My Childhood (Un an de mon enfance), and it was under that title that the contract was signed in November 1957. During the early months of 1958, however, there ensued a three-way discussion in which Lindon and Mauriac, in Paris, discussed the title with Wiesel, who was still bedridden in New York. On March 13, 1958, Wiesel finished reading the galley proofs. He wrote back to Lindon to suggest that the book be published on April 11, the date of the liberation of Buchenwald. He also told Lindon:139

This book expresses you as much as it expresses me. The voice is mine, but you are the sound engineer.

Thus far, this official version of events has completely excluded Mauriac’s role in preparing the novel for publication, except for his participation in choosing the title. But the official story is belied by an incident that postponed the original plan for publication on April 11. Mauriac left Paris on a trip, taking with him the sole corrected copy of the page proofs. If Mauriac played no role in adapting La Nuit from Yiddish to French, why were the final page proofs in his possession just as the book was to go to press? Also, why was he taking them with him on a trip, if he did not intend to work on them further?

Les Éditions de Minuit’s website provides no answer to these questions and indeed completely avoids them. As for the choice of a title, the website states that the process was not an easy one, for there was “a long list on which both Elie Wiesel and François Mauriac expressed their opinions and made suggestions until everybody agreed on La Nuit in May 1958, but publication was delayed until June 1958.” Left out of this discussion is the question of who was responsible for the new title.

Was it Mauriac? This standard version’s tendency to blur the facts in order to downplay Mauriac’s involvement in the creation of the book, including the selection of a title, degenerates into sheer mendacity when it states that this new publication “was quickly noticed by publishing houses abroad, especially in the United States.” In reality, however, the English-language version of La Nuit did not appear until 1960, and the German translation was not published until 1962, under the title Die Nacht zu begraben, Elisha (To Bury the Night, Elisha; Frankfurt am Main-Berlin: Ullstein).

Despite Mauriac’s editing, and despite Wiesel’s later claim in 1992 that the book had received a “very, very big reception,”140 La Nuit stumbled from the outset. It simply did not sell. In an effort to lend it publicity and momentum, Mauriac published an excerpt from his foreword to La Nuit as a stand-alone article in Le Figaro.141 Later in 1958 Mauriac published his life of Christ under the title Le fils de l’homme (The Son of Man). Still thinking fondly of his relationship with Wiesel, who by then had taken up permanent residence in New York, he dedicated it “To Elie Wiesel, a crucified Jewish child.” (A Elie Wiesel, un enfant juif crucifié). Mauriac intended nothing but good in making this dedication, for Wiesel had made a strong impression on him, and Mauriac was dearly attached to him. Yet after Mauriac’s death, for theatrical effect on his fellow Jews, Wiesel would strongly object to it, thereby continuing the pattern of abuse – abuse of truth, abuse of decorum – established from the beginning. For when Wiesel, upon his first visit to Mauriac’s apartment, had stormed out as if Mauriac had offended him, he was simply employing one of the manipulative techniques that he had learned in his abusive relationships with Shushani and other Jewish “masters.”

Wiesel’s career in France attained its first important peak when, in 1963, he received the Rivarol Prize, awarded annually to a non-French person who writes in French. By this time, he had published four books, La Nuit; L’Aube (1960) [Dawn, (1961)]; Le Jour (1961) [The Accident, (1962)]; and La Ville de la chance (1962) [Town beyond the Wall, (1963)]. Mauriac was happy for Wiesel, and devoted his “Bloc-Notes” column of May 29, 1963, exclusively to him. Writing of “my friend Elie Wiesel,” Mauriac reminds his reader of how they met:142

As I was describing to this young Israeli journalist, who had come to interview me, the train full of Jewish children which, during the war, my wife had seen one day at Austerlitz Station, he said to me: “I was one of them.” Our friendship was born of these few words. Elie Wiesel had come back from the camps, after having seen every member of his family burned – he, the mystical child, after having lost, or rather after having thought that he had lost his faith in the God of love and consolation.

Once again we are reminded how powerful this image of the children at Austerlitz Station was for Mauriac. He regarded himself as an eyewitness to this event, even though other eyes – those of his wife and eldest son – had seen it for him. Likewise, Wiesel had “seen every member of his family burned” at Auschwitz. Mauriac then compared Wiesel to Christ, writing about Wiesel’s technique:143

[The book’s novelistic] technique is linked to the need that this innocent child, escaped from Herod’s massacre, has to cry out to us. In fact, it consists much less of a deposition made about historical facts than of the inner feelings of a soul [emphasis added] which was able to believe for a while that even God, eternal innocence itself, had been massacred. […] Elie Wiesel’s four books comment upon the return of a child from the depths of horror.

By 1963, it is clear that Mauriac could see that La Nuit had little to do with “the facts of history,” and that it was basically concerned with recounting Wiesel’s personal feelings. As such, La Nuit was, in Mauriac’s opinion, a novel, like the three other novels mentioned in the article, and not a memoir. He thus hints here, but does not actually say, that he considered Wiesel to be, in a sense, an unreliable witness to history.

Mauriac refers to Wiesel in Christian terms, likening him to one of “the holy innocents,” the infants in the Gospel of Matthew, 2:16-18, who were massacred after King Herod learned from the three wise men that a new king had just been born. Mauriac did not use this terminology to offend Wiesel, but simply because these were the only terms at his disposal. His frame of reference was Christian. Since he believed that there is only one God, the God of the Christians and the Jews alike, he felt justified in the comparison. After Mauriac’s death, Wiesel would take rather vigorous exception to such statements. Writing for Jews who shared his views, he would twist and distort Mauriac’s intentions, which can be seen here to have been purely beneficent.

In the next paragraph of Mauriac’s 1963 article, we get a glimpse of the serious disagreement that would become the major focus of their correspondence during the 1960s, and ultimately tear apart their friendship. Here Mauriac contrasts the “Jewish mystics,” whom he loves, with the hawks in the State of Israel, who visit fire and destruction upon their enemies. Four years before the Six Day War, Mauriac was able to analyze the situation lucidly. He wrote:144

How I love the Jewish mystics, these witnesses of the first love! Maybe there are still quite a few of them, but not in the State of Israel with which we have to deal nowadays, and whose particular genius is oriented toward conquest and domination […]

When, in 1963, almost sixty years ago, Mauriac saw Zionists doing to innocent Palestinians what the Germans had done to the Jews during the Occupation, he could not help but make the connection. Mauriac’s condemnation of the Jewish “conquest and domination” of Palestine outraged Wiesel’s blind sense of Jewish solidarity. But a paragraph at the end of the article would enrage him even more. There Mauriac seems to hint that Wiesel had considered, or perhaps was still considering, becoming a Catholic. He writes:145

Elie Wiesel will take me to the Holy Land someday. Due to his unique understanding of Christ, he wants [to take this trip with me] very, very much. He imagines Christ wearing phylacteries, as Chagall envisioned him, a son of the synagogue, a pious Jew and a servant of the law – and who did not die “because, being man, he made himself into God.” […] Elie Wiesel stands upon the boundaries of the two testaments: like John the Baptist […]

First, what does Mauriac mean when he says that Wiesel has a “unique understanding” (connaissance singulière) of Christ? One explanation might be that Mauriac imagined that Wiesel simply saw Christ as a pious Jew who was a product of Jewish culture, but who was considered by the rabbis to be out of the mainstream. According to this reasoning, Wiesel would have held the traditional rabbinical view that Christ was a Jewish heretic. He might have been sincere, but he was a heretic.

Yet, there is a problem with this interpretation of Mauriac’s remarks. If Mauriac thought that Wiesel shared the traditional rabbinical view of Christ, he would have said so. But when he talks of Wiesel’s “unique understanding” of Christ, he is clearly not referring to the standard view of Orthodox Jews. On the contrary, Mauriac’s words can be interpreted to imply, not Wiesel’s rejection of Christ, but a very serious interest in him. Could Wiesel at one time have thought about becoming a Catholic? Did Wiesel’s desire to become more fully a French writer also include a religious dimension? In light of Wiesel’s words and behavior over the succeeding half century, these questions must be answered in the negative.

Or, more perversely, did the cynical and ambitious Wiesel plant such a seed in Mauriac’s mind to manipulate and abuse him? Saint Cheron, himself a Catholic who converted to Judaism, asked Wiesel about Mauriac’s remark, which obviously raised the touchy issue of Wiesel’s possible interest in becoming a Catholic at that time. Wiesel’s answer was in keeping with his public persona:146

That’s the way he saw me; that was his view. In reality, I have never been “on the border of the New Testament.” I respect Christians who are committed to the New Testament provided they respect my commitment to our Bible.

One cannot expect Wiesel to have admitted to Saint Cheron that he deliberately gave Mauriac the impression that he was considering the possibility of converting to Catholicism in order to string the old man along. Yet it is clear that Mauriac thought Wiesel might be contemplating conversion, and the only person who could have planted the idea in his mind was Wiesel. When he wrote of Wiesel’s “connaissance singulière du Christ” in his May 29, 1963, newspaper article, Mauriac was making it clear that Wiesel – in their personal conversations – did not look upon Christ with the eyes of an Orthodox Jew. The conclusion is inescapable. They had obviously discussed the subject.

Claude Mauriac, Mauriac’s oldest son, offers more information about his father’s belief that Wiesel wanted to convert. He recounts in an entry to his diary dated July 2, 1959, his mother’s involvement in a very serious automobile accident. Although her car was almost completely destroyed, she survived without serious injury. His mother and grandmother attributed this outcome to the intervention of Divine Providence. Claude, who by this time had ceased to consider himself a Catholic, discussed the subject with his father. The elder Mauriac, of course, believed in Providence, and brought up Elie Wiesel to make his point:147

As for me, I definitely believe in supernatural interventions, but only in the spiritual realm. I have had this experience a number of times in my life. Of course, these experiences are personal, and I couldn’t explain them objectively. But I know with absolute certainty. […] Listen, just in the last few days, Wiesel, you know, this young Jew who lost his faith, his Jewish faith, in the camps (I wrote the foreword for his admirable account of his experiences), well, I didn’t want to try to teach him about Christ. I left it in His hands. […] Then, while having dinner, last evening, with the daughter of Ramon Fernandez, I learned that Wiesel has entered into contact with her husband (a converted Jew, and a fervent Catholic) and that, by correspondence (Wiesel is in the United States) he has asked him about Christ, so you see, the very thing that I had ardently desired has begun, that everything is possible […]

Finally, when Mauriac mentions, in this 1963 article, the trip to Israel that Wiesel wanted to share with him, he refers to that place as the terre sainte, or Holy Land, not Israel. Despite Mauriac’s good intentions toward Wiesel personally, by the 1960s he could not accept what Zionism had become – a truly murderous ideology. How could Mauriac, as France’s foremost public intellectual, support self-determination for the people of Morocco, Algeria and Tunisia, while denying the validity of the legitimate national aspirations of the Palestinians? There was a point beyond which the two men just could not agree. Wiesel kept silent about this article during Mauriac’s lifetime, prudently waiting until after his benefactor’s death to discuss it.

When Wiesel finally did get around to discussing Mauriac’s complex and suggestive 1963 article in Tous les fleuves, he wrote angrily:148

First, Night is not a novel. Secondly, never having been at Austerlitz Station during the Occupation, I could not have told him that I was in the train loaded with children. Thirdly, his criticism of Israel was unjustified. Fourthly, with regard to Jesus Christ, he attributes thoughts to me that have never been in my mind but only in his. And fifthly, he adds, and I don’t know why, that “Elie Wiesel, like John the Baptist, is on the borderline between the two Testaments.”

Wiesel’s response to Mauriac, some thirty-two years after the fact, broadcasts his notional sensitivity about its suggestive elements, discussed above.

With regard to Wiesel’s first point, he was upset with Mauriac because he characterized La Nuit as a novel. The implications here are huge, for even his greatest benefactor, who played an as yet undetermined but essential role in preparing Wiesel’s French translation of his original text into something that would be acceptable to a cultivated French audience, felt the book was a work of fiction. Wiesel’s sarcastic second point hints at his underlying scorn and contempt for all those well-meaning but naïve Gentiles, like Mauriac, who labor mightily, against the evidence, to convince themselves that events contained in the Jewish Holocaust narrative are all true and really happened. Wiesel’s third point merely reiterates his belief that Israel is above the law, a concept abhorrent to Mauriac and to most civilized people. Finally, with regard to Wiesel’s fourth and fifth points, which concern Mauriac’s belief that he was interested in converting, Wiesel categorically denies this, and in so doing he also denies that the only person who could have planted that idea in Mauriac’s mind was Wiesel himself.

The irresistible conclusion is that Wiesel, who continued to suppress his correspondence with Mauriac for the rest of his life, deceived Mauriac about his interest in Christianity, probably to advance his own purposes.


	1958: Publication of La Nuit Coincides with the Death of Pius XII

The years from 1954 to 1958, during which Wiesel wrote Un di velt and later prevailed upon François Mauriac to rewrite it for him in French as La Nuit, coincide in time with the last illness, physical decline and death of Pius XII. Ironically, one of that Pontiff’s last episcopal appointments was of Karol Wojtyla to the post of auxiliary bishop of Krakow. The latter, thirty-eight years old at the time, thus became Poland’s youngest bishop in September 1958. Pacelli (Pius XII) died of heart failure on October 9, 1958 at the papal summer residence in Castel Gandolfo at the age of eighty-two. The funeral procession into Rome that followed his death was unprecedented in its size and depth of feeling. Golda Meir, Israel’s minister of foreign affairs at the time, spoke for world Jewry when she sent the following message:149

We share in the grief of humanity at the passing away of His Holiness, Pope Pius XII. In a generation afflicted by wars and discords, he upheld the highest ideals of peace and compassion. When fearful martyrdom came to our people in the decade of Nazi terror, the voice of the Pope was raised for its victims. The life of our times was enriched by a voice speaking out about great moral truths above the tumult of daily conflict. We mourn a great servant of peace.

Elie Wiesel, the future High Priest of the Holocaust, was still unknown, and the campaign by the Holocaust fundamentalists to defame the historical Pius XII, to whom Golda Meir had rightly paid homage, had not yet begun. In retrospect, however, it is clear that hidden forces were at work to change completely the world’s view of Pius XII and the Catholic Church, and to replace it with a new world religion, the Holocaust, fronted by Elie Wiesel – the world we are now living in.


	The Mauriac/Wiesel Correspondence, 1958-1970

As Wiesel’s career advanced through the 1960s, he continued to exchange letters with Mauriac. Only four letters from that correspondence were published in 1989 by Mauriac’s daughter-in-law, Caroline, in her edition of selected letters from Mauriac’s correspondence with many different people. A few years after that publication, I had occasion to visit with Jean, Mauriac’s youngest child, born in 1925, and his wife Caroline at their home in Paris. In our discussion, I inquired as to why only four letters from Mauriac to Wiesel had been published in 1989 and why none of the many letters Mauriac had received from Wiesel were included or even referenced in her anthology. In response, Jean Mauriac showed me the large accordion-style folder in which his father had originally filed both the carbons of his own letters and the originals received from Wiesel. Unfortunately, there were only four carbon copies of Mauriac’s originals, the ones published by Caroline Mauriac in 1989 and cited in the present study. As for the letters Mauriac received from Wiesel, they were all gone.

Fortunately, these letters that we do have shed more light on the problematical “Bloc-Notes” column of May 29, 1963, and provide additional clues about the development of the relationship of both authors between 1958 and 1970. But Wiesel is in possession not only of Mauriac’s letters to him, but also of his to Mauriac. Of course, he could have simply made a carbon copy of some or all of the letters he sent to Mauriac, but that does not explain how and why the letters originally sent to Mauriac were no longer in the possession of the Mauriac family in the late 1980s. If Wiesel tried to get those letters back from Mauriac before the latter’s death, it might have been because he felt compromised by some things he had written to Mauriac. If that is in fact the case, such a scenario would offer further evidence of the abusive relationship in which Mauriac was trapped with Wiesel.

In any case, shortly before Mauriac’s death in 1970, Wiesel disclosed that he was in possession of all the letters, that they cover a variety of topics, that he hoped to publish them someday, and that their contents would reveal the fundamental disagreement that existed between the two men on the subject of Israel.

On the disagreement about Israel, Israel Shenker wrote about six months before Mauriac’s death, which would take place on September 1, 1970:150

The two [Mauriac and Wiesel] became close friends, and Mr. Wiesel plans to publish a volume of their dialogues – which have had strongly polemical moments, notably on the subject of Israel.

Seven years later, in 1977, a full decade after the Israeli conquest and occupation of the West Bank, Wiesel put a different spin on the letters’ contents:151

From our conversations [in the letters], which I should publish, and that I will publish one day, I’ve extracted comments, stories and anecdotes about different subjects and people. The exchange of view between the Jew and the Christian often took the form of a “disputation,” as in the Middle Ages. But our friendship was able to overcome our disagreements. At the turning points of my life as a writer, he was always there as a protector and an ally, full of generosity and sincerity, just as he had been since the beginning.

Eight years later, in 1985, Wiesel claimed that he was still determined to publish the letters, and was by then working on the project. He told his friend Irving Abrahamson, for instance, that

my story with Mauriac has not been told altogether. What I wrote in A Jew Today has only one short chapter. I am preparing a book called Disputations. I use the word in the medieval sense – of disputations between Jews and Christians. It will be based on dialogues, conversations, and letters between the two of us for fifteen or eighteen years.

A little further along in the same interview Wiesel stated:152

That is when we decided to start our disputations. And when they will be published they will create some stir.

But Wiesel, mindful of their contents, not only held the letters back from publication, he ceased mentioning their existence. Here we see yet another example of his resounding “silence.” But why did Wiesel continue to suppress these letters? Could it be in order to hide the role that Mauriac played in the rewriting of Night from the Yiddish original? Or could it be to disguise the fact that their definitive breakup in 1967 was caused by their basic disagreement with regard to Israel’s imperial ambitions at the expense of the Palestinians?

Luckily, as mentioned earlier, we have copies of four letters that Mauriac wrote to Wiesel between 1958 and 1970. Each one gives a hint of what the preceding letter from Wiesel must have contained. The first letter is dated May 5, 1958, or about a month before the publication of La Nuit. Mauriac had already written the book’s foreword and sent it to Wiesel in New York for his perusal. He wrote:153

Dear Lazarus Wiesel: I am happy that this foreword touched you. I believe that I’ve described [in it] the essence of your personal experience. I believe that I’ll see you soon and that you’ll be in Paris for the release of your book. You can count on me: I’ll do everything in my power to make it a success. Yours truly.

Mauriac’s generosity shines through in every word of this letter, the principal goal of which seems to have been to answer Wiesel’s thank-you note for the foreword to his book. Not only did Mauriac arrange to have the book published and write a foreword for it, he also reprinted an excerpt from the foreword as a separate article in his “Bloc-Notes” column on June 7, 1958. Mauriac had more than earned Wiesel’s thanks.

Mauriac’s second letter to Wiesel is dated June 22, 1959. By this time, La Nuit had been in print for a year, and Wiesel was at work on the draft of his second book, a novel called Aube (Dawn). Now committed to remaining in New York, he was apparently planning to visit Paris later in the summer. Wiesel had sent a copy of the typescript to Mauriac. In his response to Wiesel’s letter, Mauriac touched on several matters, including the possibility of seeing Wiesel over the summer. He wrote:154

Dear Friend: I won’t be in Paris for the 15th of August, I’ll probably be in the mountains at that time, and probably, at the end of August and the beginning of September, in Vémars (Seine-et-Oise) [site of the house and property that his wife had inherited, and where Mauriac is buried] which is only 30 kilometers from Paris. So I hope to see you then, either you come up to our house or we meet in Paris. Very truly yours.

[P. S.] It seems to me that the two characters in the last scene have to come to love each other and, for that to happen, to confide in one another, or rather the hangman confide in his victim. Received the letter from Feuer who talks to me of his friend Wiesel. I’m happy that you’re the friend of these admirable Christians.

Here we find Mauriac giving Wiesel advice on his novel; that he does so suggests why Wiesel has suppressed the great bulk of the correspondence, especially the letters that concern Mauriac’s role in editing Night, which, as we have shown earlier, was far more important in preparing Night for publication than Wiesel admits. Mauriac was able to advise him about Dawn – free of charge! – because Wiesel had sent him a copy of his work in progress. These were the days when he truly loved Wiesel, before their relationship soured over Zionism. As for Feuer, whom I have been unable to identify with absolute certainty, he seems to have been a Jewish convert to Catholicism and was possibly the son-in-law, referred to above, of the French journalist and literary critic Ramon Fernandez (1894-1944). Mauriac’s reference to him here would support my contention that Wiesel was spinning a web around Mauriac in an effort to feed the old man’s delusion about his possible conversion to Catholicism.

The third letter is dated December 7, 1960. Mauriac writes:155

Dear Friend: I don’t know what could have given you the idea that I was supposed to go to Israel for the Eichmann trial. I have received absolutely no invitation [from a newspaper or magazine] in this matter. It will come, perhaps, but I doubt, in that case, that I would accept: I don’t have the courage to face up to the fatigue and emotion of this trial. Which doesn’t mean that I won’t take a trip some day to your country [Israel]. Warmest wishes

It would be interesting to know why Wiesel wanted Mauriac to travel to Israel with him. It was understandable that Wiesel, an ardent Zionist, would want to attend the show trial. But he should have also known that Mauriac was sedentary by nature and that, except for a few brief trips abroad, he hardly ever ventured out of France.

Before discussing the fourth and last letter from Mauriac to Wiesel to which we have access, I would like to comment on another document brought to light by Caroline Mauriac in this book. It is a letter that Mauriac wrote to Wiesel’s publisher, Editions du Seuil, on February 8, 1966, on the subject of Wiesel’s forthcoming book Le chant des morts (Legends of Our Time). It began:156

Dear Sir: Here are a few words that you could publish at the beginning of Elie Wiesel’s novel. What gives Wiesel a unique place among the novelists of his generation is that all the others have the experience of life, but only he has the experience of death. He was brought back to life from a camp of horrors when he was still a child. He has come up from the bottom of an abyss in which he had seen his whole family disappear. This is what gives to everything that he writes a certain resonance that no other work in any literature gives me. He is Lazarus whose descent into the netherworld made him lose his faith, and who then recovers it as he starts to live again. […] Best wishes.

There is nothing surprising in this letter. It only serves to confirm that, no matter what disagreements Mauriac might have had with Wiesel about the Israeli conquest and occupation of the Palestinians, he did not let them interfere with his friendship and support of the young writer. By this time their political disagreements had been simmering since 1963, and would explode about a year and a half later.

As I have already shown, Mauriac made it clear in his 1963 “Bloc-Notes” column that he had no illusions about Israeli expansionism. When, in 1967, Israel attacked the Arabs and destroyed Egypt’s air force on the ground in a matter of minutes, Mauriac felt betrayed by this “preemptive” strike, which reminded him so much of the Nazi blitzkrieg. He wrote a devastating critique of Zionist expansionism in his weekly column of June 12, 1967, in Le Figaro. One sentence in the article was particularly prophetic. In it, he referred to the “mysterious power” (pouvoir mystérieux) that he thought God had given to the Jews, and asked:157

Will Israel now use this power in order to occupy and to physically dominate [the Palestinians] while also satisfying its lust for power? If so, it will be amazed at the hatred it will arouse among the peoples it humiliates and who fear and reject it because it cannot be assimilated.

In his next “Bloc-Notes” column, on June 18, 1967, he referred to the pouting friends of Israel who, like Wiesel, owed their primary allegiance to the Zionist state. Such readers were writing him letters of protest about his previous article. He wrote:

Friends of Israel write me letters full of sadness, or attack me in newspaper articles.

To criticisms of Charles de Gaulle, France’s president, he responded that de Gaulle’s vocation was to put France before all else, including Jews and Arabs:158

He evaluates everything in terms of how it affects France’s place in the world. But what do you expect! That is his vocation in life. If you look at his heroic role in [France’s] history, he has been brought into this world for no other reason than to restore France, a conquered nation [in 1940], to the place it held before its defeat.

Thus, a full six months before de Gaulle’s famous press conference of November 27, 1967, in which he referred to the Jewish people as a “peuple d’élite, sûr de lui et dominateur” (“an elite people, sure of itself and domineering”), Mauriac was on record in strong and courageous opposition to Israeli Jewish imperialism.

According to Mauriac’s conformist biographer, Jean Lacouture, on the basis of what Wiesel allegedly told him much later, in November 1979, Wiesel came to visit Mauriac the day after de Gaulle’s 1967 remarks, and demanded that he publicly condemn de Gaulle. According to Wiesel’s version of events, as supposedly told to Lacouture, Mauriac appeared on a television show shortly thereafter and “expressed, in opposition to what the general had said, a most fraternal expression of sympathy [for the Jewish people].”159 Unfortunately, Lacouture is playing a linguistic game here, for while Mauriac continued to be a friend of French Jews and a firm supporter of de Gaulle’s policy toward Israel, he remained until the end of his life an opponent of Israeli Jewish racism. Lacouture implies that Wiesel only consented to renew his friendship with Mauriac on condition that the latter publicly condemn de Gaulle:160

Wiesel became his friend again, and profoundly renewed Mauriac’s understanding of both the Old Testament and Judaism. To such a degree – Wiesel told me in November 1979 – that the aging Catholic writer wondered at the end of his life about the possibility of a profound altering of the relationship between Judaism and Christianity: “For me, it’s too late. […]”

Lacouture is unable to document this claim for the simple reason that Mauriac never publicly condemned de Gaulle. His idyllic version of events, in which Mauriac rallies to Wiesel’s call for support of Israel and the Jewish people, is contradicted by the fact of Mauriac’s constant and unwavering support of de Gaulle. Thus, it would seem that the two did indeed exchange letters on this subject, but in the end Mauriac refused to let Wiesel dictate to him. From this point until Mauriac’s death, their relationship was cold and distant. It was probably about this time that the wily Wiesel managed to get his letters back from his friend in order to suppress them.

Saint Cheron is much more vague and cautious on the subject of de Gaulle. In the end, however, he manages to invent a whopper of a lie, writing, without any proof whatsoever:161

Wiesel demanded that Mauriac protest against these remarks. Finally, the day came when he had an opportunity to express his disagreement with the general about the little phrase. It’s easy to understand how difficult it must have been for him, since he admired de Gaulle so much. But once again, his gesture gave testimony to what an exemplary man and friend he was.

Wiesel biographer Kolbert avoids the subject completely, and makes no mention of Wiesel’s ever making demands on Mauriac about de Gaulle’s comment.

In Tous les fleuves, Wiesel severely downplays this quarrel with Mauriac. In doing so, he backpedals from the myths contained in Lacouture’s and Saint Cheron’s fantasies and, in their place, substitutes a private disagreement. Of course, with Mauriac long dead, he can continue to say whatever he wants about his alleged private conversations without fear of contradiction. He told Harry Cargas:162

I thought I had to criticize the President, and Mauriac defended him, saying: “Nobody will make me believe that de Gaulle is anti-Semitic.” To which I responded: “A man in his position is responsible not only for what he says, but also for the way in which his words are interpreted, and his little phrase is interpreted as anti-Jewish.” Our disagreement didn’t last long.

In other words, the reality is that Mauriac, despite Wiesel’s urging, never publicly turned against de Gaulle for this remark. He simply did not budge. He also remained a firm supporter of de Gaulle and his foreign policy with regard to Israel right up to de Gaulle’s resignation on April 28, 1969.

Barré’s treatment of this subject offers a completely new interpretation of Mauriac’s alleged quarrel with Wiesel about de Gaulle’s words. First, Barré does not make it clear that it was de Gaulle’s November 1967 “petite phrase” about the Jews being a “peuple d’élite, sûr de lui, et dominateur” that caused the problem between the two men. In fact, somewhat incredibly, he does not even mention that event. Clueless on this subject, Barré blames the “Bloc-Notes” column of June 12, 1967 cited above for Wiesel’s ire. As a result, he situates their disagreement in June 1967, and not in November of that year. He writes that Wiesel, in the days immediately following the June 12 column, put pressure on Mauriac and that, as a result, Mauriac “at Wiesel’s request, agreed to sign a petition circulated by a committee organized to defend Israel.”163 Barré offers no further information about either the originators of this alleged petition or its content. Having eliminated the “petite phrase” from the discussion, Barré argues that the quarrel between the two men was about Mauriac’s expression of blind devotion to de Gaulle in that June 12 column. He writes:164

His [Mauriac’s] Jewish friends, feeling let down [by Mauriac’s column], and led by Elie Wiesel, who immediately ceased to have any further contact with Mauriac, protested against what they considered to be, on his part, a betrayal of Israel and yet another proof of his blind devotion to de Gaulle.

Barré’s take on the “quarrel” not only removes de Gaulle’s alleged anti-Semitism (and Mauriac’s passive acceptance of it) from this legend, it also presents Wiesel as a somewhat traitorous partisan of a foreign country, Israel.

The fourth letter from Mauriac to Wiesel dates from January 7, 1970. It was written only nine months before his death. The brief note seems to have been written in answer to a greeting card or note that Wiesel sent Mauriac to wish him a happy new year, and consists of only one sentence:165

I am very touched by your note, dear Elie Wiesel, and I hope, as you do, that peace will finally prevail in that place in the world which belongs to all of us, Jews, Christians, and Muslims. Yours truly.

The fact that peace in the Middle East is the subject of Mauriac’s note indicates the extent to which the issue had hijacked their relationship. It might also have been the last letter that Mauriac ever wrote to him. In it, Mauriac mentions peace in the Middle East, but probably only because Wiesel had brought up the subject in his own note, which indicates that it was he, Wiesel, who felt a need to mend fences with a by-now-disenchanted Mauriac.

Since Wiesel’s death on July 2, 2016, his correspondence with Mauriac has been in the possession of the Elie Wiesel Archive at Boston University. The online entry regarding this correspondence only mentions Mauriac’s letters to Wiesel from 1958 to 1987, but says nothing of Wiesel’s letters to Mauriac.166 In contacts with the library staff, it has become apparent that the Wiesel letters to Mauriac are not in their collection. The ongoing “disappearance” of these letters since 1985 speaks volumes about Wiesel’s duplicity. At the present time, the actual whereabouts of the letters can only be guessed at.


	Wiesel Insults the Memory of His Benefactor

Since Mauriac’s death in 1970, Wiesel has continued to talk about his special relationship with his benefactor, adjusting the lighting depending on the circumstances. In his conversations with Harry Cargas, the guilt-ridden Catholic liberal who made a living as a Catholic journalist by being ever ready to accuse Pius XII and the Catholic Church of guilt for “the Holocaust,” Wiesel always felt at ease. He could say anything he wanted about the Holocaust, and at this point in his career he continued to use his friendship with Mauriac as a weapon against the legacy of Pius XII:[162]

Mauriac returned again and again to this theme [Catholic guilt for the Holocaust]. And we became very close because of his recognition. He understood the part Christianity had played, and he was the first to come out against Pius XII. It wasn’t Rolf Hochhuth, it was Mauriac who did it.

A year later, in another interview, he again emphasized his debt to Mauriac:167

The fact is that, practically, I owe François Mauriac my career. He was a Christian, and we were very close friends. Had it not been for Mauriac, I would have become or remained an obscure writer, a journalist.

In 1985, out of the blue and for reasons that were probably intended to strengthen his relationship with certain fellow Holocaust obsessives, Wiesel launched an attack on Mauriac for things he had written in the foreword to La Nuit. Wiesel most likely launched this assault against his erstwhile “friend” as a cold and calculated step in his Nobel campaign. Although, as I have shown above, Wiesel had thanked Mauriac for his foreword to Night, as Mauriac’s letter of May 5, 1958, attests, he could still write in 1985:168

We separated at one point. I did not like his preface to Night. It was very generous of him to write it. Whatever success I had in France was really due to him. He meant it. He was sincere, he was an ohev Yisrael – a lover of the Jewish people. Of course, as a Catholic he had to see the book through his own viewpoint. Therefore, there are some Christological overtones in the preface which I don’t like. But it is his preface – not mine.

What hypocrisy! If Wiesel disliked the foreword so much and had so many theological problems with it, why did he not have the courage to tell Mauriac that he would prefer not to have it? If the two men “separated at one point,” it was clearly not over the foreword to Night in 1958, but over Mauriac’s opposition, expressed as early as 1963, to Israeli aggression and disregard for Palestinian rights.

Wiesel continued his attacks on Mauriac, always with a view toward distorting the historical record. The next topic on which he chose to launch a polemic was the issue of Mauriac’s dedication to him of his biography of Christ, entitled The Son of Man. Wiesel was determined to find fault with Mauriac’s simple, kind and loving gesture in having dedicated the book to his young Jewish friend whom he saw as a Christ-like figure: Wiesel wrote (ibid.):

Then he wrote a book called the Son of Man [Le fils de l’homme]. It was published in French, in English, in many languages – he was a great man. It is his personal biography of Jesus. He sent me the book, and when I opened it, I was shocked. It was dedicated to me in a way which moved me to protest, because he dared to compare me to Christ, and that was a bit too much. He said, “This book I dedicate to Elie Wiesel, who was a crucified Jewish child who stands for many others.” And then I had to say it. I said, “I accept your present. It is very nice of you, but the comparison with Jesus Christ is surely not applicable to me because of my background, because of my attitude, and because of my belief.” That is when we decided to start our disputations. And when they will be published, they will create some stir.

Once again, Wiesel is creating a problem where there was none. Here is what Mauriac actually wrote in his foreword to The Son of Man:

To Elie Wiesel, who was a crucified Jewish child, his friend, F. M. (A Elie Wiesel, un enfant juif crucifié, son ami. F. M.)

That was it. There was nothing in Mauriac’s dedication of his book to Wiesel that includes the term “who stands for many others.” Wiesel is once again telling a lie, claiming that his relationship with Mauriac soured in 1958, when The Son of Man was published. Nothing could be further from the truth, for they remained friends at that time, and all the available evidence shows that they remained firm friends until Mauriac’s column of 1963 denouncing Israeli racism. That is when their “disputations” began. I might add that one finds no reference in Wiesel’s autobiography to either his correspondence with Mauriac or to the “disputations” contained therein. He refers instead to his diary as the source of his recollections of Mauriac:169

In my diary, I made many notes about my conversations with François Mauriac. They are all concerned with religion, politics, history and literature.

Significantly, Wiesel deleted this sentence from the English “translation” of Tous les fleuves. Its disappearance indicates that, in the English-speaking world, Wiesel’s diary joins his correspondence with Mauriac, including the problematical “disputations” contained therein, as non-existent texts. Their erasure is consistent with the use of “retroactive continuity” in the Holocaust narrative as a whole. In this case, since Wiesel considers both the diary and the correspondence to be incriminating documents, he simply wrote them out of the Mauriac-Wiesel story, as if they had never existed.


	Mauriac’s Death and State Funeral

Wiesel’s culturally ingrained hatred of Catholicism was revealed in an unexpected way on the day of Mauriac’s state funeral, which was held on Saturday, September 5, 1970. With regard to this event, which Wiesel deliberately made a point of not attending, he later wrote:170

I happened to be in Paris on the day of his funeral. Paul Flamand [the Catholic intellectual who was his editor at Editions du Seuil] and I went over to Notre Dame. But there were too many people, so we stayed outside. In silence.

Mauriac had broken his right shoulder as the result of a fall at home in April 1969. He was never the same afterward, and was in and out of the hospital for about the next fifteen months. He died in the early hours of Tuesday, September 1, and plans were set in motion by the French government to organize a state funeral in his honor over the following weekend. The day after he died, the New York Times published an editorial honoring him. On Friday evening, September 4, a memorial ceremony was held at the Institut de France, where the Académie Française meets, with the other 39 “immortals” in attendance. The following day, Saturday, September 5, the State Funeral, including a solemn high mass, was held at Notre Dame with President Georges Pompidou in attendance. Although Wiesel had received an invitation and actually traveled to Paris for the event, he still could not bring himself to enter Notre Dame Cathedral. Despite the fact that Mauriac, his benefactor, had almost single-handedly made his career as a writer, Wiesel still did not enter the church.

In behaving this way, he showed that he was still under the influence of the ultra-orthodox rabbis who had taught him in childhood to never enter a Catholic church. Since the men under whose tutelage Wiesel had grown up considered the statues routinely found in Catholic churches to be the equivalent of pagan idols, he would be committing a sin in the eyes of the rabbis if he ever entered such a place. Thus, to this day, there exists no oral or photographic evidence to the effect that Wiesel has ever attended an event of any kind held in a Catholic church. Since Wiesel’s aversion for Catholicism is both religious and cultural in nature, and since he apparently did not want to admit this fact to his many naïve non-Jewish readers, he had to invent a plausible reason for not setting foot in the church. No problem, he simply invented the pretext that he remained outside Notre Dame because of the large crowd in attendance. Yet, given the load of inherited prejudices that he carries around within himself due to his religious upbringing, his decision to remain outside “in silence” was the only means available to him to pay homage to his deceased friend.


	Postscript on Mauriac and de Gaulle

Jean Lacouture’s myth, supported in his own way by Saint Cheron, according to which Mauriac publicly rebuked de Gaulle at Wiesel’s insistence for having called the Jews a “peuple d’élite, sûr de lui et dominateur,” is just that: a myth. This event never happened, and, if anything, the bond between de Gaulle and Mauriac strengthened as the latter’s death approached.

Michel Droit, the former French Resistance member, biographer and confidant of de Gaulle, novelist, man of letters and member of the Académie Française, mentions Mauriac many times in his diary covering the closing years of the 1960s. When news began to spread that Mauriac was about to die, Droit noted that de Gaulle, who had been out of power since April 28, 1969, had sent a telegram and asked to be kept up to date on Mauriac’s condition. Even more important, however, was the discussion that Droit had with de Gaulle about Mauriac’s deteriorating state of health and his accomplishments as a writer, including the astonishing success of his 1967 novel, Un adolescent d’autrefois [Engl.: Maltaverne, 1970]. De Gaulle had read the book and, according to Droit, ranked it among Mauriac’s greatest works of fiction. While discussing the subject, he had also blurted out rather unexpectedly, “Well, what do you expect, he’s our greatest living writer.”171 Two days later, Droit wrote a note to Mauriac telling him what de Gaulle had said about him. Jeanne Mauriac brought it to the hospital, read it to Mauriac, and reported back that he had been deeply moved by de Gaulle’s words. Droit then reflected on what had happened and, referring to de Gaulle’s haughty and distant manner with most people, including those he liked and admired, such as Mauriac, he wrote:172

In telling him scrupulously what the General had said, without omitting even one detail, I had probably told Mauriac more [about how much de Gaulle admired him] than the General had ever expressed personally.

 


Chapter V
Wiesel at Auschwitz

	Is Wiesel Guilty of Identity Theft?
Was He Ever a Detainee at Auschwitz or Buchenwald?

In March 2009, an article about a former Auschwitz detainee, Miklós Grüner, appeared in a Hungarian newspaper.173 Grüner, a Hungarian Jew, was a boy of fifteen when he was deported to Auschwitz, where he worked in a factory in the Monowitz industrial complex. He claims that, while there, he was befriended by two older men, the Wiesel brothers, Lazar and Abraham, who had been friends of his father. He has also retained a vivid memory over the years that the number tattooed on Lazar Wiesel’s arm was A-7713. Later, in 1986, when Wiesel was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, a Swedish journalist allegedly invited Grüner to meet Wiesel in order to renew their acquaintance. However, the meeting did not go well.

Miklós recalls that during this strange meeting, Elie Wiesel refused to show him the tattooed number on his arm, saying he didn’t want to exhibit his body. Miklós adds that Elie Wiesel showed his tattooed number afterward to an Israeli journalist whom Miklós met and this journalist told Miklós that he didn’t have time to identify the number but […] was certain it wasn’t a tattoo. Miklós says:174

After that meeting with Wiesel, I spent twenty years of research and found out that the man calling himself Elie Wiesel has never been in a Nazi concentration camp, since he was not included in any official list of detainees.

If this accusation is true, it is an extremely serious one. But is it true? Or is Grüner just another Holocaust profiteer trying to carve out a victimhood space for himself? The two questions have inspired the revisionist researcher Carlo Mattogno, whose knowledge of Holocaust-related archival resources in Germany, Poland, Russia, and elsewhere is second to none, to launch an inquiry. What Mattogno has discovered is interesting: the man who calls himself Elie Wiesel, and who has always claimed that his Auschwitz ID number was A-7713, which was issued on May 24, 1944, might have actually usurped the identity of Grüner’s friend. This person, Lazar Wiesel, who shared his last name with Wiesel, was also a Jew from Sighet, but was born on September 4, 1913. Mattogno found his file card from Buchenwald and reproduces it in his article (see Illustration 3).175
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Illustration    3 : Personal file card for Lázár Wiesel (KL Buchenwald)


		

	

What this card revealed was that Lazar Wiesel arrived at Buchenwald and was registered there on January 26, 1945. At that time, he was given a new Buchenwald serial number, 123565, but his Auschwitz number, A-7713, also appeared on the form, and is written in at the top center. The date of January 26, 1945, indicating the date on which Lazar Wiesel’s train from Auschwitz arrived at Buchenwald, is also stamped on the form. If Mattogno is right, Elie Wiesel, in taking over someone else’s ID number, is not the man he claims to be, and was thus never a detainee at either Auschwitz or Buchenwald. These findings by Mattogno make it all the more urgent for the authorities at the USHMM to release the full personnel files for Wiesel and all his family members.


	Fundamental Dishonesty of Night’s Conformist Critics

Since Night contains so many historical falsehoods, the conformist scholars and teachers who comment on the book must quickly learn to present it in a way that avoids discussion of its problematical pages and passages. Generally speaking, there are two major categories of deception in Night. First, there is the utterly mendacious, or implausible. Then there are the plausible claims that are weakened because they contradict the Holocaust’s master narrative. One or the other assertion can be true, but both cannot be true. As an example of what I call the mendacious and implausible, we have Wiesel’s burning trenches, their smoke visible outside the area of the camp compound and possibly for miles around, in which he claims to have seen children burnt alive. Conformist critics accept this eyewitness claim as true. But since the aerial photos, widely available on the Internet these days, show that this mass open-air burning of living multitudes of people never happened, such a belief is unfounded. Thus, the conformist critics simply avoid discussion of the subject.

An example of the second general category, in which a Wiesel claim contradicts the master narrative of the Holocaust, is offered by the episode involving his sore foot. In fact there are two contradictions here. In January 1945, Wiesel allegedly suffered from a case of frostbite, although the reader must construe this malady, since he does not use this word in his novel. Since his feet were sensitive to the cold, one of them began to swell. This event is quite plausible. In a word, it could have happened. Logically speaking, however, and in accordance with the vulgate version of the Holocaust, as it is repeated endlessly in the Zionist media, Wiesel ought to have been sent to the alleged gas chamber at Birkenau, or otherwise executed, for the simple reason that his sore foot should have prevented him from working. (The Holocaust vulgate also claims that an order had been issued in the fall of 1944 to stop the alleged extermination program, but no documentary proof has ever been offered in support of this claim176). But this did not happen. He was not killed. Yet another contradiction of the Holocaust master narrative in this episode is found in the fact that he was not only spared execution, he was operated on and restored to health by a Jewish surgeon at the camp hospital! This episode implies that German medical care, a very scarce commodity during the war years, was routinely given to sick or injured Jews. Yet the Holocaust master narrative states that medical care for inmates at Auschwitz was a sham, if not completely lacking.

There exists a multitude of books, articles and online resources that studiously evade such issues in order to deceive readers, especially young ones. Examples of this method can be found in the many manuals that are available in book form, such as the Student Companion to Elie Wiesel by Sanford Sternlicht or the Sparknotes Guide to Night. Then, of course, there are the Internet resources. They range from Oprah’s Book Club Guide to Night, in which Wiesel himself is featured as a narrator, to the study guide on Night in the series called Cliff Notes, which usually contain a plot summary, biographical information on the author, and critical commentary. Such books are intended for high-school students who must read the book in class as part of the state-mandated indoctrination program that is administered to them in support of our state religion, the Holocaust.

These and other Internet guides all have one thing in common: avoiding direct questioning of the passages in the book that contradict the basic tenets of our state religion. Students read Night as part of their initiation into a state-imposed belief system, not into independent thinking. Thus, passages that provoke thought are avoided or passed over rapidly without comment. And since the Holocaust is our state religion, the instructors who actually teach this book to students on the high school level must engage in a self-imposed process of mental gymnastics even before they face a class. In so doing, they internalize the untenable belief that everything in Wiesel’s book is true and really happened, because the book is an autobiography. Thus, on encountering events in Night such as those mentioned above, whether plausible or implausible, they must first flip a mental switch, that of voluntary blindness, before setting to work brainwashing their charges.

In order to help such teachers, as well as other readers, who want to understand Night for what it is, a work of fiction, I have created the following list, not exhaustive by any means, of historical problems.


	Problem #1: Botched Chronology and Possible Identity Theft

	Date of Departure from Sighet

The traditional bildungsroman, or novel of initiation into adulthood, always involves travel away from home as an essential part of the young man’s journey to adulthood. Wiesel’s novel is consistent with this pattern. The hero’s travels will result in the creation of a new man, one who is ready to enter into the adult world. However, in his novel, Wiesel is extremely careless with regard to the basic question of a coherent chronology, and his carelessness extends even to the key issue of his departure from his hometown of Sighet and his arrival at Auschwitz. In an autobiography, in which everything is supposedly true, as Wiesel has claimed many times for Night, something as basic as an internally coherent chronology should be a given.

But that is not the case here. Wiesel seems to have invented dates as he went along, with the result that his story is a hodgepodge of events that take place in an internally contradictory time frame. I suspect that one reason for this problem is that Wiesel may have plagiarized other former detainees’ texts, probably written in Yiddish, for his own Yiddish account, Un di velt hot geshvign. When he published his Yiddish book, his principal intention was to attack Germans and other Gentiles, so he paid little or no attention to chronological detail. The main thrust of Un di velt hot geshvign involved Jewish racial hatred and the need to keep it alive. He had no idea at the time that the book would become the basis for one of the most sacred texts of the Holocaust. Thus Wiesel may well have never even bothered to stitch his various borrowings together into a coherent whole. Later, when Mauriac rewrote Un di velt on the basis of the bridge text that Wiesel had prepared for him, and, in the words of Holocaust theologian Naomi Seidman, “radically transformed” it into a French novel, he apparently concerned himself only with questions of language and style. He left everything else alone. As a result, Night is marred by a serious disconnect between the historical record and Wiesel’s alleged experiences within the context of that record.

When did Wiesel leave Sighet for Auschwitz? The basic textual reference for establishing the novel’s timeline is the Jewish Feast of Pentecost. Wiesel writes:177

On the Saturday before Pentecost (Shavuot), in the spring sunshine, people strolled, carefree and unheeding, through the swarming streets. They chatted happily.

In 1944, the first day of Shavuot fell on Sunday, May 28. Thus, the day described above was May 27. According to Wiesel, the first trainload of Jews bound from Sighet for Auschwitz left the next day, Sunday, May 28, on the Jewish feast day of Pentecost. Wiesel then speaks of Monday (“lundi,” Nuit, 37), then of dawn (“aube,” 38), and then of another dawn (“aube,” 41). He then writes:178

Saturday, our day of rest, had been chosen for our departure.

The Jews of Sighet ate their ritual dinner on Friday evening, June 2, and then, the next morning (“le lendemain matin,” 43), that is, on Saturday, June 3, 1944, they left for Auschwitz. Since the trip usually took three to four days, they would have arrived on June 6 or June 7. Yet Wiesel writes as follows about his first full day in Poland:179

It was a beautiful April day. Springtime’s sweet perfume floated in the air. The sun was setting in the west.

This chronology is nonsensical, for if Wiesel left Sighet in June, he could not have arrived in April. It is this incoherence that leads me to suspect a botched job of plagiarism.


	Marion Wiesel’s Deceptive “New” Translation of Night

This botched chronology, possibly resulting from Wiesel’s plagiarism of other Yiddish-language texts, helps to explain why a new translation of Night was deemed necessary by Wiesel and his Holocaust fundamentalist backers. With a breathtaking Orwellian stroke of the pen, Wiesel’s wife has attempted to cover over a number of glaring defects in Wiesel’s Night. Thus, the passage quoted above, and on which the chronology of the whole novel is based, “the Saturday before Pentecost (Shavuot)” (“le samedi précédant la Pentecôte”), has now been translated as “some two weeks before Shavuot.”180 By moving the whole chronology of the novel back two weeks, Wiesel and his wife are striving to have Wiesel leave Sighet on or about May 21, 1944, not June 3.

One of the reasons why Marion Wiesel has done this is to bring Wiesel’s arrival at Auschwitz into line with that of the man whose identity Wiesel appears to have stolen, Lazar Wiesel, also from Sighet, but born in 1913. In keeping with the use of retroactive continuity, Wiesel’s wife passes off this mendacious translation as if it were faithful to the original text from La Nuit, for there is no footnote alerting the reader that the original text has been altered through the use of this deliberate mistranslation.

Then, for consistency’s sake, Wiesel’s original description of his arrival in Auschwitz – “it was a beautiful day in April” (“c’était une belle journée d’avril”) – has also been doctored in the new translation to “it was a beautiful day in May.”181 Once again, this has been done without a note to alert the reader to this deliberate mistranslation. It is truly shocking that a widely respected publishing house like Farrar, Straus & Giroux would actually lend its name to such a travesty.

Unfortunately, Marion Wiesel is not the first person to have tampered abusively with her husband’s text in order to make it say what it most emphatically does not say. There is a precedent for what she has done, and the culprit, as far as is known, is the publishing house that brought out the original German translation of La Nuit in 1962.182

In both cases, the counterfeiters seem to have acted in an attempt to correct the strong impression given by Wiesel of never having actually been in either Auschwitz or Buchenwald. In his novel, Wiesel claimed to have seen outdoor burning operations of live victims, while the master narrative of the Holocaust story, by 1962, was centered on the mythical gas chambers. The German falsifiers seem to have been concerned about two things: Wiesel’s overall lack of verisimilitude in his description of killing operations, and his failure to even mention the gas chambers. Thus, the words crematory/ies and crematory oven(s) were simply translated as “gas chamber(s)” in 15 instances. This was done so systematically that the translator by accident even turned the Buchenwald crematory into a gas chamber, although everybody agrees that there was no homicidal gas chamber at the Buchenwald camp.183 In this way, by a simple swipe of the pen, the text of what Wiesel had supposedly seen became more compelling and, at the same time, was brought into conformity with the Holocaust master narrative. On the other hand, Mrs. Wiesel, preoccupied with other matters some 40 years later, concentrates on the narrative blunders relating to the novel’s botched chronology.


	Carlo Mattogno’s Accusation of Identity Theft

Carlo Mattogno, in his claim regarding Wiesel’s possible theft of someone else’s identity, emphasizes that the ID number in question was assigned on May 24, 1944. Thus, the dates of June 6 or 7, which I have extrapolated from Wiesel’s chronology in the novel, are off by about two weeks. Furthermore, Mattogno, citing extant records, goes even further, stating that two thousand numbers, from A-5729 through A-7728, were distributed on that day, and suggests that Wiesel stole the identity of a man from Sighet named Lazar Wiesel, a person who might have been a distant relative and who might possibly have been known to Wiesel. Lazar Wiesel is listed in Buchenwald records as born in 1913, and was tattooed at Auschwitz with ID # A-7713 on May 24, 1944.

Such an impersonation would help to explain why Wiesel’s French-language biographer, Saint Cheron, tells us that Wiesel, whose name was Eliezer, or Elie, was actually called “Lazar,” a diminutive of Eliezer, through the end of the 1940s. Saint Cheron wrote of Wiesel that “for many years, until the end of the 1940s, [he] was called Lazar.”184 Thus, what seems like a gratuitous fact of no particular importance in Saint Cheron’s authorized biography of Wiesel could have actually been an attempt to provide a cover story for Wiesel’s theft of someone else’s identity.

Here is what Wiesel writes about his tattoo in La Nuit:185

The three veteran detainees, with needles in their hands, engraved a number on our left arm. I became A-7713. From this point on, I had no other name.

Yet, Wiesel’s tattoo cannot be discerned on any extant photograph or film of him.186 Nor have Elie Wiesel’s personal and medical records ever been made public – if they exist; are they being withheld by the various Holocaust museums and record centers? Thus, there is no way of knowing for sure where Wiesel spent the war years.187


	Did Wiesel Assign another Inmate’s Identity to His Father?

In a follow-up article on Wiesel’s theft of Lazar Wiesel’s identity, Mattogno discusses the contents of Miklós Grüner’s Hungarian-language website. Of particular interest for the purposes of the present study is the fact that Wiesel has claimed that his father was registered at Auschwitz under the ID # A-7712. Yet the documents shown on Grüner’s website, which came to him uncensored because he is a former detainee, clearly indicate that ID # 7712 did not belong to Wiesel’s father (Shlomo Wiesel), as he has claimed, but to a man named Abram (Abraham) Wiesel (Viesel), born in 1900. Mattogno then concludes:188

The Auschwitz ID number A-7712 was assigned on 24 May 1944 to Abraham Viezel, born on 10 October 1900 at Maromarossziget, registered at Buchenwald on 26 January 1945 under the ID number 123488, who died in this camp on 2 February.

Mattogno’s allegation of identity theft only adds further justification to the task I have undertaken. This question of whether or not Wiesel was actually deported to Auschwitz and Buchenwald is of vital importance not only with respect to his personal identity, but also to the Jewish Holocaust story as a whole. Given the pre-eminent status that the Holocaustian establishment has bestowed upon Wiesel as the most authoritative and trustworthy eye-witness to the Holocaust, solid proof that he is an imposter would both destroy his credibility and represent yet another nail in the coffin of the orthodox Holocaust narrative.


	Wiesel Depicts Young Orthodox Jews’ Sexual Orgy on the Train

One of the most subversive passages about the specifically Hasidic world of Orthodox Jewry to be found in Wiesel’s novel concerns his brief description of the young Orthodox Jews copulating on the train after their departure from Sighet. It is truly shocking. He writes:189

Freed from any social constraint, the young people let themselves go and yielded to their base instincts. Under the cover of night, they copulated with one another in our very midst, without any concern about who might be watching, as if they were all alone in the world. The others pretended not to notice.

This passage has caused a great deal of concern among rabbis and other Jews over the years. Since it offers a window into one of the unsavory aspects of the world of Orthodox Jewry, such people have wanted that window to be closed. Although Wiesel uses the words “les jeunes,” or “young people,” we must not interpret this term as referring only to heterosexual copulation, for it could have also included acts of sodomy between boys. Since this passage states that these Jewish “young people” were openly copulating while the adults looked the other way, the Holocaustian fundamentalists succeeded in convincing Wiesel, in 2007, to change the verb “s’accoupler” (to copulate) to “s’attoucher” (to caress one another). Since then, as unbelievable as it might seem, but in keeping with the use of the deceptive narrative technique of retroactive continuity in the telling of the Jewish Holocaust story, the original French text of the novel has been changed in all subsequent re-editions in order to accommodate these rabbinical objections. Marion Wiesel readily accepted this new word, “s’attoucher” (which she translated as “caressed one another,” 23), and incorporated it into her translation. She did so as if the original verb, “s’accoupler” (to copulate) had never existed. These changes demonstrate once again that Wiesel’s book is actually a novel and not an “autobiography,” in which every event recounted is represented as true and having really happened.


	Problem #2: Wiesel “Saw” Eichmann at Sighet

	Gestapo Officers on the Platform

The first chapter of Night ends with a depiction of German soldiers walking on the train platform at Sighet. The text reads:190

Two Gestapo officers, with big smiles on their faces, strolled along the platform. On the whole, the operation had gone well.

The only reason why Wiesel could have assumed that the two men were officers would have been that they wore uniforms. Unfortunately, Wiesel is confused here between the Gestapo, the Nazi-state secret police, and the SS. The former, whose principal responsibility was to spy on the civilian population, did not wear uniforms. Thus, on a basic point, Wiesel shows that he does not know what he is talking about.

Wiesel makes no mention of Adolf Eichmann in this scene or anywhere else in the novel. This caution has served him well. But Wiesel also had no way of knowing, as he wrote in 1954/55, whether Eichmann had been in Sighet in May 1944. It must be recalled that Eichmann only became famous in 1960, after Israeli government Mossad agents kidnapped him. They then shipped him to Israel where he was forced to serve as the main attraction in a lugubrious Israeli version of a Stalinist show trial. Thus, there is no reason why the deportees in 1944, or Wiesel in 1954/55, should have attached any particular importance to the German officers on the platform. But that fact did not keep Wiesel from stating years later, in 1987, that he had seen Eichmann in Sighet on that day in 1944.

In 1987, three decades after this scene appeared in Night, the New York Times and the various Jewish organizations that represent Holocaust fundamentalism were cementing Wiesel’s status as our nation’s Holocaust High Priest. By then, having been recognized as such by the president of the United States in 1985, and then awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1986, Wiesel had truly become not only “a great man in Israel,” as the Rabbi of Wizhnitz had predicted in 1936 (according to Wiesel), his bizarre fame also resonated throughout the world. This renown might perhaps explain why he seems to have felt a need to enhance his growing media image by claiming to have seen Eichmann, one of the foremost bogeymen of the Jewish Holocaust story, in 1944. Since by 1987 Wiesel was being billed as the eyewitness to the Holocaust, he was tempted to overreach. Thus, out of the blue, he told Fanny-Brigitte Cohen, whose interview book with him appeared in conjunction with his testimony as a Holocaust eyewitness at the 1987 Barbie trial, that one of the officers depicted in Night on the train platform had been Adolf Eichmann, and that he had only begun to realize this when he saw Eichmann in the courtroom at his show trial in Jerusalem:191

First of all, I did recognize him. Eichmann had come to Sighet, my home town, to supervise the departure of the last Jews; at this point in time there were only him and one other German to oversee a ghetto containing 15,000 to 25,000 Jews. […] I had seen Eichmann the last day, at the railroad station. I observed this German officer with his melancholy air. He seemed to be sad at the thought that his work was finished. He must have really liked to put Jews into railroad cars, so much so that he would have liked to do it for the rest of his life.

This claim to have seen Eichmann is mendacious for at least two reasons. First, Eichmann was not in Sighet on this day, and the master narrative of the Jewish Holocaust story has never claimed that he was. In this matter, therefore, the whole burden of proof rests on Wiesel’s shoulders. Second, the German officers presented in La Nuit as having “big smiles on their faces” are now suddenly struck with melancholy.

Wiesel employs here the widespread Holocaust eyewitness trope according to which the self-identified eyewitness only finds out later the true meaning of what he had supposedly seen. The trope allows the mendacious eyewitness to interpose a narrative and exculpatory screen between his supposedly sincere testimony and the deliberate mendacity it contains. This drastic alternation offers further proof that Eichmann’s presence in Sighet was completely imagined by Wiesel. Additional proof of the fact that Wiesel never saw Eichmann at Sighet is found in Wiesel’s 1961 article in Commentary, the organ of the American Jewish Committee. Its subject was the Eichmann trial, which Wiesel covered for them as a reporter.192 Logically, if he had actually seen Eichmann on the station platform in Sighet in 1944, he would have stated in that piece that he had recognized Eichmann at the trial. Yet he made no mention of recognizing Eichmann in that lengthy article, or anywhere else for that matter.

This omission was repeated in another article he published in Commentary the following year. Even though his subject was “hate,” Eichmann’s alleged presence at Sighet did not come up. Wiesel was nonetheless able to express therein his unequivocal hatred of Germans when he wrote:193

Every Jew, somewhere in his being, should set apart a zone of hate – healthy, virile hate, – for what the German personifies and for what persists in the Germans. To do otherwise would be a betrayal of the dead.

Thus, what Wiesel told Cohen in 1987 was a falsehood; gratuitous, unnecessary lies like this one have become more and more of a potential embarrassment for the Holocaust fundamentalists who dominate the Zionist media. By 1995, Wiesel had apparently been advised to give up his absurd and historically inaccurate claim about having seen Eichmann. Whatever the reason, he changed his story once again. In 1995, in Tous les fleuves, the sighting of Eichmann is displaced from the train station to his arrival in the town with the German forces. Also, Wiesel uses the “I only found out later” trope to screen his mendacity:194

The arrival of two senior Gestapo officers – later people will tell us that one of the two was Eichmann himself, and that’s why I thought I had recognized him at his trial in Jerusalem.

Wiesel later recycled the same lie for a large audience in America’s mass-circulation Sunday magazine supplement:195

Two high-ranking Gestapo officers arrived. (We later were told that one of them was Adolf Eichmann himself, which is why I think I recognized him during his trial in Jerusalem.)

The use of the “we only found out later “trope, to which Wiesel has recourse once again, shows that it is easier for a liar to climb up a tree than to climb down.


	Problem #3: Wiesel’s Personal Encounter with Dr. Mengele

	Dr. Mengele: An Overview

Dr. Josef Mengele, born in 1911 into a Catholic family in Günzburg, Bavaria, Germany, served as the chief physician of the Gypsy family camp on the medical staff at Auschwitz-Birkenau from May 1943 until January 1945. Most, if not all, of the doctors under his command were Jewish. Having been wounded and highly decorated on the eastern front in 1942, Mengele was deemed medically unfit for combat and reassigned to duty in the German camp system. He was assigned to Auschwitz as a replacement for another physician who appears to have died of typhus. Mengele himself also contracted the disease but he was able to recover from it. After the war, he lived on a farm in Austria, with occasional trips back to Germany, from 1945 until 1949, when he fled to South America. He lived there until his accidental death in 1979, apparently of drowning. It is ironic that he should have died in the very same year when the release of the Allied aerial photos of Auschwitz showed not the slightest evidence to support the claim of an extermination of Jews in gas chambers.196


	In Dr. Mengele’s Vestibule: Wiesel’s Silence about His Sisters Bea and Hilda

Wiesel begins the narrative of his entry into the Birkenau Camp by describing, very quickly, his separation from his mother and his three sisters. In fact, just prior to what appears to be his imagined encounter with Dr. Mengele, the arriving men and women are separated into two separate groups. The men are ordered to march to the left, and the women to the right. This division foreshadows the coming meeting with Dr. Mengele, who will also send people to the left and the right. Wiesel writes:

In a fraction of a second, I could see my mother and my sisters go off to the right. (En une fraction de seconde, je pus voir ma mère, mes sœurs, partir vers la droite. Nuit, 53)

Wiesel, seeking to confuse and mislead his reader, mentions neither the names (Bea and Hilda) nor the ages of these sisters here. In treating them in such a manner in a book that is supposed to be his autobiography, Wiesel arouses suspicion as he attempts to sneak them by us in plain sight, so to speak. He probably did not allow these two women to become full-fledged characters in the novel for a very important and specific reason: their survival at Auschwitz (as well as that of Wiesel and his father) raises serious questions about whether or not Auschwitz-Birkenau was in fact a so-called extermination camp in which all Jews were supposedly killed simply because they were Jewish.

Embarrassed and defensive about the fact that these two sisters did not die in Birkenau or anywhere else during their alleged captivity, as they logically should have, if the master narrative of the Holocaust were true, Wiesel in effect kills his two sisters in the novel by denying them their personhood as survivors. This glaring contradiction at the heart of the novel has been deliberately ignored by Wiesel’s conformist critics and commentators, whether in academe or the Zionist media. From the Holocaust sophisticates at the New York Times all the way down to the high-school teachers who actually do the dirty work of robotizing their students by imposing Holocaust brainwashing on them, none of them has ever shown the slightest interest in this almost-total omission of these older sisters from the narrative.


	Setting the Stage for the Encounter with Mengele

As Wiesel and his father continue to walk toward Dr. Mengele, an unidentified detainee asks Wiesel and his father how old they are. Eliezer replies “not yet fifteen” (“pas encore quinze ans”; La Nuit, 54), which Marion Wiesel translates incorrectly as “fifteen,” and his father replies “fifty.” (“cinquante ans”; Nuit, 54). However, if Wiesel was born on September 30, 1928, as he claims, he would have been “not yet sixteen” in early 1944, so Marion Wiesel’s mistranslation of the text of La Nuit may have been motivated either by her desire to correct Eliezer’s mistake or to make his subsequent claim of being “eighteen” rather than “not yet fifteen” a bit more credible. Wiesel now describes the unidentified inmate as becoming quite angry when he hears the boy and his father state their true ages when asked; he orders them to say “eighteen” and “forty” instead, although he does not say why. The implication is clear, however, that both father and son will be more likely to be “exterminated,” rather than assigned to a work detail, if they state their true ages. Within the context of the master narrative of the Jewish Holocaust story, this is supposedly so because the father would be too old to work and the son too young.

The inmate’s voice, which actually represents the mind-numbing and robotic voice of the master narrative of the Holocaust itself, concludes angrily: “Even more furious, he repeated: ‘No. Not fifty years old. Forty. Do you hear what I’m saying? Eighteen and forty.’” (“Plus furieux encore, l’autre reprit. ‘Non. Pas cinquante ans. Quarante. Vous entendez ? Dix-huit et quarante’”; Nuit, 54) Shortly after receiving this advice, Eliezer continues walking straight ahead and finally encounters the legendary Dr. Mengele:197

We continued to walk until we reached an intersection, and there, in the middle of it, was Dr. Mengele, the notorious Dr. Mengele (typical SS officer, cruel face, although not without intelligence, and a monocle), an orchestra conductor’s baton in his hand, as he stood amidst other officers. The baton kept moving, first to the right and then to the left.

Before discussing the absurdity of this description of Mengele, comment is in order about yet another deliberate mistranslation of this passage by Marion Wiesel, in gratuitously adding a phrase to Wiesel’s text not found in La Nuit. She writes: “Standing in the middle of it was, though I didn’t know it then, Dr. Mengele” (31; italics added). Her addition of this phrase represents an admission by her that Wiesel, the author of an autobiography in which everything is supposedly true, would have had no way of knowing, at the time, who this man actually was. Unethically, and with the apparent (and shameful) support of her publisher, she employs the “I only found out later” trope, discussed above, to place a narrative screen between the reader and her husband’s mendacity. In other words, since her husband’s “autobiography” is actually a novel, Marion Wiesel has resorted to the use of this trope to keep the scam alive, according to which Night is “autobiographical.” Her addition also indicates that, even within the community of Holocaust fundamentalists, Wiesel’s magical ability to immediately identify Mengele is perceived as a problem. Finally, her emendation to the text of the novel is also a concession, and a pathetic one at that, to skeptical revisionist readers of this text.

I now move on from Wiesel’s magical identification of Mengele to his imagined discussion with him. Wiesel would like us to believe that Mengele next asked him how old he was and what he did for a living. He writes:198

Suddenly I was standing there in front of him. “Your age?” he asked in a tone of voice that seemed to be trying to sound paternal. “Eighteen.” My voice was trembling. “In good health?” “Yes.” “Your trade?” Should I tell him I was a student? “Farmer,” I heard myself say.

Wiesel includes these questions and responses because they belong to a literary commonplace, or an “in joke” that Jews often share among themselves about the Germans: that the latter are so stupid that they will believe just about any lie the Jews tell them. In American popular culture, such German fools were embodied in the characters Col. Klink and Sgt. Schultz (both TV roles actually played by Jews) in the 1965–1971 sitcom Hogan’s Heroes. Needless to say, the gullible Mengele not only believes that Wiesel’s father is forty and not fifty, he also believes that this pale-looking and sickly little mama’s boy of “not yet fifteen” is actually eighteen, and an experienced field hand at that! Since Mengele is stupid enough to believe Wiesel and his father, his conductor’s baton points to the left for both the father and the son.
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Illustration 4: Richard Baer (left), Auschwitz camp commandant since late 1943; Dr. Josef Mengele (center), head physician of the Gypsy family camp at Birkenau, and Rudolf Höss (right), Auschwitz camp commandant until late 1943.


		

	

There are several elements in this scene that raise once again the question of whether Wiesel actually lived this experience, plagiarized it, or simply made it up as he wrote his novel. To begin with, the man depicted by Wiesel bears no physical resemblance whatsoever to the real Dr. Mengele. As Illustration 4 shows, Mengele did not have a “cruel face,” nor is there any evidence to support Wiesel’s claim that he wore a monocle. In addition, the conversation between him and Wiesel is so implausible as to be ridiculous. Mengele could have determined Wiesel’s age with a cursory glance at him. He was clearly not eighteen. As for Wiesel’s trade, Mengele could have answered that question by simply looking at Wiesel’s hands. After all, the likelihood that any of the Hasidic Jews getting off the train were farmers would have been very slim indeed. As for Wiesel’s possible sources of inspiration for his faulty description of Mengele’s physiognomy, he seems to be recycling the image of Erich von Stroheim, widely circulated during the interwar years, as the quintessential villainous Prussian officer. That image had been created for him by the Jewish-dominated silent-film industry in the years following World War I, and reached its high point when he played the cold and detached German camp commander, von Rauffenstein, in Jean Renoir’s 1937 film classic, La Grande Illusion [The Grand Illusion]. Wiesel might very well have seen that film as a young man in Paris. Von Stroheim fulfilled to perfection the stereotype of the monocle-wearing German officer who carries either a riding crop or a swagger stick. Wiesel, dismally ignorant of things military, puts that ignorance on display when he calls Mengele’s alleged swagger stick an orchestra conductor’s baton.


	Mengele Is the Major Satan Figure of the Holocaust Narrative

Perhaps the best way to understand the Jewish Holocaust narrative is as a pop culture phenomenon. Since it is a cultural product made to be consumed primarily either by children or by adults who think like children, it features stock characters. Human psychology is kept to a bare minimum, and the typical Holocaust narrative draws a sharp and simple line between good and evil. Heroes and villains are easily recognizable, and their acts are always consistent with their identities, as with an earlier pop-cult manifestation, the stage melodrama. Jews, of course, are always depicted as virtuous. They also enjoy an exclusive right to victimhood. Germans are always evil, with some described as truly diabolical. In the latter category, Mengele plays the role of a major Satan figure. It can even be argued that he is more important to the Jewish Holocaust narrative than Hitler or any other top Nazi. Why? Because, in that narrative, these characters give orders from remote locations, while Mengele directly interacts with Jews, allegedly sending them to their deaths. Since he is also accused of torturing Jews and engaging in sadistic surgeries on them, his role is an essential part of what Gary Weissman calls the “fantasy” dimension of the Jewish Holocaust narrative.199 In telling of their supposed experiences through the stock character of Mengele, who works in the “hell” of Auschwitz, some Jews are able to actually encounter Satan in an up-close-and-personal way.


	Mengele in the Pages of the New York Times

It is for this reason that, over time, an encounter with Mengele has become de rigueur for any Jewish “survivor” who wants to boast about his or her experiences at Auschwitz. In fact, the repeated appearance of such encounters with Mengele in New York Times obituaries and articles over the years is an enduring sign of the fact that, among Jews, there are degrees of Holocaust celebrity, ranging from that of mere “survivors” to those who actually confronted Satan, in the person of Mengele, at Auschwitz. To be a true Holocaust celebrity, a “somebody,” it has become almost mandatory that one have interacted with the man. Two examples of this particular form of Jewish narcissism and self-referentialism, each from the pages of the New York Times, typify the genre. An excerpt from a family folktale concerning one Pepi Deutsch comes from her New York Times obituary:200

The notorious Dr. Josef Mengele assigned the youthful-looking Mrs. Deutsch, then in her 40’s, to a work group of younger women. […]

So you see, implies the obit, she was special: she looked so much younger than her actual age that even the devil himself, Mengele, unable to figure out how old she was, assigned her to work and not for “extermination.”

Then there is the irrepressible Dr. Gisella Perl, who one-ups Pepi Deutsch by claiming to have actually been a member of Mengele’s staff! When the New York Times reported on her alleged experiences at Auschwitz, it remained faithful, as ever, to the fundamentally lowbrow pop-culture essence of the Holocaust narrative, writing:201

But all of medicine was her province in the camp. As one of five doctors and four nurses chosen by Dr. Mengele to operate a hospital ward that had no beds, no bandages, no drugs and no instruments, she tended to every disease wrought by torture, starvation, filth, lice and rats, to every broken bone or head cracked open by beating. She performed surgery, without anesthesia, on women whose breasts had been lacerated by whips and become infected.

But that is not all! Working in accordance with the rhetorical commonplace, or Jewish “in joke,” mentioned above, according to which a German like Mengele can always be tricked by a clever Jew, the wily Dr. Perl was up to the task. Since, according to Perl, “the greatest crime in Auschwitz was to be pregnant,” she supposedly saved the lives of pregnant women by performing abortions on them “in the night, on a dirty floor, using only my dirty hands.” Although the Labor Assignment Office at Birkenau listed over seven hundred children living in the Children’s Block on the eve of the camp’s liberation, where they were being raised as a matter of routine,202 Perl’s sick and lowbrow narrative is intended to show that Mengele was so stupid that neither he nor any other German ever heard the screams of the “hundreds” of women allegedly aborted by Perl, nor did he ever see a trace of the blood that these abortions must have left on the floor each morning as he entered his dispensary. For people like Deutsch and Perl, the addition of Mengele’s name is a trope that adds a sense of authenticity to the survivor’s tale, and insures the bizarre kind of prestige and celebrity that such people crave as they raise themselves up above the masses of rather ordinary Jews who were mere “survivors.” In reality, however, the use of this or similar tropes has turned out to be a cancer for Jews. In deforming and hyping their alleged experiences in such a transparent manner, such Jewish “eyewitnesses” have devalued their legitimate wartime sufferings.


	Problem #4: Burning of Victims in Huge Trenches

Wiesel claims to have seen two massive, flaming trenches at Birkenau. He writes in Night that he saw a truckload of live Jewish babies dumped into one of them. The other trench was for burning the live adults, according to Wiesel. Wiesel’s description of the nature of these pits and, even more critically, their very location, is extremely vague. His lack of specificity with regard to the emplacement of the novel’s major atrocity is very troubling indeed, for it raises once again the question of whether he actually saw, plagiarized, or invented what he claims to have seen. In fact, when his description is read in terms of the Allied aerial photos of Birkenau, taken between May and August 1944, some of which were declassified and published by the CIA in 1979, the only thing that can be determined is that his flaming pits would have been located near or adjacent to the ramp, that is, the railroad-train debarkation area located between the front gate and the crematoria. Jean-François Forges, the well-known French Holocaustian, situates Wiesel’s pits in precisely this area, and I agree with him on this point. Needless to say, Wiesel’s imagined pits do not appear in the Allied aerial photographs of this area.

In the mid-1950s, Wiesel had no way of knowing that the Allies had taken extensive aerial photographs of Birkenau on selected dates in 1944. If the Allied prosecutors at Nuremberg knew about them, they suppressed these pictures for good reason: they would have helped the accused Germans to prove their innocence by raising embarrassing questions. But even if Wiesel had heard about these photographs, he could not have seen them, since they remained classified until 1979. Selected photos did not become available to the public until two CIA analysts published them for the first time.203 If ten to twenty thousand people were being killed at Birkenau each day, an industrial undertaking of incredibly extensive magnitude and scale, it would have been impossible for the Allied aerial photography experts to have missed the unfolding of this project. The fact that this alleged program does not show up on the film is proof that it did not exist beyond the level of rumor. These photos demolish both the massive open-pit-burning and gas-chamber allegations, whose victims are said to have been largely burned in those pits, if we follow the orthodox narrative.204

For Wiesel, the declassification and publication of these photos was a disaster, for they showed that his testimony was false. It was especially devastating coming as it did just a year or so after the NBC docudrama Holocaust. Since that made-for-TV series posited the gas chambers as the exclusive means of mass killing at Auschwitz, Wiesel’s claim about the huge pits as the main murder weapons he had allegedly seen, one for babies and one for adults, lost in the popular imagination its already tenuous validity as a historically credible event. While the two CIA analysts, Brugioni and Poirier, mention “external burning pits” (Holocaust Revisited, 10) at Birkenau, they are unable to identify even one such pit among the photographs. With regard to the smoke and flame that allegedly came from Wiesel’s mythical pits and the crematoria, the authors are a bit more honest with their reader:

Although survivors recalled that smoke and flame emanated continually from the crematoria [and the pits] and was visible for miles, the photography we examined gave no proof of this. (25)


	Huge Trenches within View of the Gate at Birkenau

In Night, during the trip from Sighet to Auschwitz, a middle-aged woman, Madame Schächter, lapses into a state of delirium each evening. She imagines seeing huge fires in which Jews are presumably being burned. Wiesel writes:205

In front of us were the flames. In the air, that smell of burning flesh. It must have been midnight. We had arrived – at Birkenau.

It is important to note here that Wiesel’s insistence that mass murder could be witnessed from outside the main gate at Birkenau contradicts the master narrative of the Jewish Holocaust story on its most fundamental point. From Nuremberg on, the legend of the flames and the belching chimneys has been played down in favor of the gas-chamber story. The Holocaustians have done this in order to maintain the fiction that the victims did not know they were going to die until the very last minute. For if flames and smoke could be seen for miles around, then there would have been no secrecy. And without secrecy, there would have been no surprise. And without the element of surprise, there would be no explanation for why tens of thousands of Jews waited patiently in line for many hours each day, day and night, without causing any disturbances, to go into the legendary gas chambers. Since there seem to have been tens of thousands (if not hundreds of thousands) of Jewish survivors of Auschwitz, it is astonishing indeed that not one of them has ever explained the mechanism by which this alleged surprise was able to occur within the confines of such a narrow and cramped space. This problem of the silence of the survivors is dealt with at length in Chapters VII and VIII.
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Illustration 5: Auschwitz I, Overview of Main Camp, August 25, 1944, as published by G. Rudolf.


		

	

U.S.-born Jews, as well as the main Jewish organizations, who generally shunned the survivors when they started to move to the U.S. after the war, were of course onto their game, but remained silent out of feelings of Jewish group solidarity. These Jewish people knew better than anyone else that the idea of Jews waiting in line patiently for their turn to go into the gas chambers, ten thousand or more per day, no less, was a scam from beginning to end. Thus, Wiesel’s supposed autobiography, in positing the existence of smoke and flame visible from the outside, stands in utter contradiction to the master narrative of the Holocaust tale. In fact, only oil-refinery and gas-flare stacks give off flame and smoke as a matter of course; otherwise, flaming chimneys, including those from crematoria, are a sign of a severe emergency and must be extinguished immediately. It is impossible to profess belief in Wiesel’s version of events without raising questions about the validity of that master narrative, with its emphasis on secrecy and surprise. In summary, the evidence provided by the Allied aerial photography shows that both Wiesel’s tall story and the master narrative are rather crude lies.

Yet according to Night, Wiesel walks on with his fellow Jews toward an unknown destination following their selection by Mengele. Suddenly he sees before him a large ditch in which people are being burned alive:206

Not far from us, flames were leaping up from a ditch, gigantic flames. They were burning something. A truck drove up to the ditch and dumped its load – little children. Babies! Yes, I saw it – saw it with my own eyes […] children in the flames.
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Illustration 6: Aerial photograph of the Birkenau Camp, taken on May 31, 1944 (NA, 60PRS/462, D 1508, Exp. 3056). The circles mark the crematoria: (left to right) II, III, IV, V. The building in the shape of a “T,” marked “ZS,” is the Central Sauna. “EG” is the entrance building (Eingangsgebäude). The arrow (at bottom) marks the railway spur.


		

	

“Kitschman of genius” that he is, Wiesel now asks a rhetorical question: “So is it any wonder that I have not been able to sleep since that time?”207 But now, suddenly, the narrative voice realizes that “a little further along, there was a larger ditch, for adults.”208 Here, he employs another common Holocaust narrative trope, the one of not believing what one is supposedly seeing as an eyewitness to the Holocaust. In so doing, Wiesel is able to rhetorically distance himself from the absurd claim that he is about to make:209

I pinched my face: was I still alive? Was I awake? I just could not believe it. How could it be possible that they were burning men and children, and that the world remained silent? No, all this could not be true. A nightmare. […] Soon I was going to wake up with a jerk, my heart pounding, and find myself in my childhood bedroom surrounded by my books. […]

Through the use of this trope, with its reference to a rhetorical dream state, Wiesel is able to claim simultaneously that he saw something that exists in the real, concrete world, yet actually saw nothing.

Another solid indication of the fact that Wiesel avoids direct descriptions that would call his veracity into question is the manner in which he treats the location of the crematoria chimneys. As groups of people are being lined up five abreast, an unnamed detainee tells them that they will soon be taken to the crematorium and burned alive:210

Do you see that chimney over there? Do you see those flames? (Yes, we did see the flames.) Over there – that’s where you’re going to be taken. That’s your grave over there. Haven’t you realized it yet? You dumb bastards, don’t you understand anything? You’re going to be burned. Burned to a crisp. Reduced to ashes.

Wiesel has already indicated his ignorance of Birkenau’s topography by placing his huge baby-and-adult-burning trenches adjacent to the ramp about seventy-five to a hundred meters inside the front gate. In reality, barracks were located there, as the aerial photos make clear. Now, since he apparently does not have the slightest idea as to where the crematoria buildings, with their tall smokestacks, were actually situated, he must mask his ignorance. But the best he can do for indicating where these chimneys were actually located is to say “over there” (là-bas), which displays once again his general ignorance of Birkenau’s layout.

Now the narrative voice of his novel takes over once again and describes both the man who has just pointed to the flames and the Jewish detainees who have listened to his message. Wiesel writes:211

His rage became hysterical. We stood there motionless, petrified. Wasn’t it all a nightmare? An unimaginable nightmare?

Wiesel uses the dream-state trope here once again (wasn’t it all a nightmare?) to get around the fact that his novel’s Jewish detainees, when they see the flames, do not make any attempt to resist. On the contrary, they go forward like so many sheep to the slaughter, which is not a credible behavioral response for Jewish (or any) characters in this situation. But how can the reader have any sympathy for people who are so passive and so stupid that they make no attempt to resist? Wiesel’s solution to this problem is to resort once again to the same device he used to describe his reaction to seeing the burning babies in the trench. Thus, the Jewish detainees’ passivity is excused because they thought it was a nightmare, or a bad dream. In other words, Wiesel’s first-person narrator engages in double talk by saying simultaneously that what he saw was really happening, while also conceding that what he saw was actually just a bad dream. Wiesel invokes the “delirium” trope throughout his novel, and his conformist academic commentators have gone along with it for decades without questioning it.


	Release of Aerial Photography Forces Wiesel to Change His Story

Since the release in 1979 of the aerial photography of Auschwitz, which represented yet another nail in the coffin of the orthodox Holocaust narrative as history, attacks on Wiesel have multiplied. These pictures did not offer any evidence to support his claims in Night as to open-pit burning at Birkenau. At the same time, the pictures also failed to confirm the existence of gas chambers there with their alleged lines of 10,000 to 20,000 people per day waiting to enter them in May and June 1944.212 Nonetheless, despite the declassification and publication of these pictures, the Zionist media and their collaborationist allies in academe not only continued to endorse the narrative of mass murder in the gas chambers of Auschwitz, they also made it into the central metaphor of the Western world’s secular religion of “the six million.” Since then, as the need to believe in the gas chambers has soared in youth-indoctrination classes worldwide, complete with pilgrimages to the camp under the close supervision of teachers, Wiesel’s silence about these alleged killing machines in Night has become the Achilles heel of his status as a credible eyewitness among fellow Holocaustian Jews. As a result, he has attempted to confuse his reader as much as possible about what he actually saw. The following examples highlight this personal disinformation campaign.

Wiesel long claimed that he did not believe what he had seen until years later, when he read unnamed “documents” asserting that the pits containing the bodies of burning babies had actually been there. In 1976, for instance, he told Harry Cargas:213

When I saw it, I was convinced it wasn’t true and I recorded it almost as a nightmare. Then I found the documents, the corroboration, and it was true. They had so many killings to do in those days – the Hungarian Jews, my Jews – that they did burn them alive. You imagine one million children […]

Since Wiesel did not specify in Night whether or not the Jewish children were dead or alive when allegedly thrown into the flaming pits, I now deal with that issue. On April 19, 1985, as he was in the process of becoming the High Priest of our state religion, he insisted that they were alive. On that day, when he addressed President Reagan at the White House, he stated:214

You spoke of Jewish children, Mr. President; one million Jewish children perished. If I spent my entire life reciting their names, I would die before finishing the task. Mr. President, I have seen children – I have seen them being thrown in the flames alive. Words – they die on my lips.

Five years later, in From the Kingdom of Memory (1990), he invented a new location for the pits, since the aerial photography had rendered the location stipulated in La Nuit untenable. He still insisted, however, that the Jewish babies were burned alive. It came out like this:

What I saw is enough for me. In a small wood somewhere in Birkenau I saw children being thrown into the flames alive by the S. S. Sometimes I curse my ability to see. It should have left me without ever returning. I should have remained with those little charred bodies. (Kingdom, 174)

By the mid-1990s, Wiesel brought the pits back out of the wood in which he had placed them in 1990 and also invented a new myth about “specially tended furnaces.” It came out like this:215

It took me a long time to convince myself that I was not somehow mistaken. I have checked with others who arrived that same night, consulted documents of the Sonderkommandos, and yes, a thousand times yes. Unable to ‘handle’ such large numbers of Hungarian Jews in the crematoria, the killers were not content merely to incinerate children’s dead bodies. In their barbarous madness, they cast living Jewish children into specially tended furnaces.

When Wiesel made this bizarre claim in the mid-1990s, he once again raised serious questions about his credibility as an eyewitness when he invented this special machine for killing Jewish babies that had never appeared before in the Holocaust master narrative. Finally, in apparent anticipation of reader skepticism about this new claim, about five decades late, which he repeated in the introduction to his wife’s new translation of La Nuit, he made use of the “it must have been a nightmare” / “I could not believe my eyes” trope in doing so:

Have I used the right words? The infants thrown into fiery ditches. […] I did not say that they were alive, but that was what I thought. But then I convinced myself: no, they were dead; otherwise I surely would have lost my mind. And yet fellow inmates also saw them: they were alive when they were thrown into the flames. (Night, xiii-xiv)

Now the unidentified “documents” that he cited twenty-five to thirty-five years ago are replaced by confirmations received from “fellow inmates” who, of course, also remain unidentified. At the same time, by focusing on the issue of whether or not these children were dead or alive when burned, he seeks to distract us from the fact that the whole scene is purely imaginary and never happened.


	Mauriac’s Friend Léon Poliakov: A Possible Source for Wiesel

One book Wiesel almost certainly read before writing his novel was Léon Poliakov’s Bréviaire de la haine.216 The reader will recall that François Mauriac had provided the foreword for this volume, so Wiesel could have discovered both Mauriac’s style and political commitments at the same time as he read Poliakov’s book. In this work, Poliakov simply repeated the many nonsensical – and clearly invented – elements that he found in much of the “evidence” contained in his Nuremberg sources. He accepted without question the self-serving atrocity and propaganda charges that the Allies made against the Germans. Poliakov’s claims with regard to the open-air burning of human bodies, which is precisely the claim that Wiesel would later make in Night (and which is in fact the basis of the word “Holocaust”), are of particular importance here. Poliakov asserts in his book that 12,000 to 15,000 Jews were killed each day in the gas chambers during May and June 1944, the period during which Wiesel allegedly arrived at Birkenau. Thus, for Poliakov, the imagined gas chambers were the primary weapon of destruction. He wrote:

The maximum of 12,000 to 15,000 a day was reached in May–June 1944 during the deportation of the Hungarian Jews. […] the four crematories were no longer adequate, and besides, the ovens were deteriorating, so enormous funeral pyres in the open made up the deficiency. (Harvest, 202)

What Poliakov seems to be saying is that the people burned on these imagined pyres were already dead, not living.

Poliakov does not identify the location of these enormous pyres other than to state that they were in the open. However, there was actually no large open space near the crematoria (where these alleged pyres would have had to be located for logistical reasons), as the aerial photography makes clear. Such fires, if they had existed, would have generated flames, smoke and very foul odors for miles around. They also would have required the use of a fleet of trucks to haul in the thousands of tons of timber required to construct the pyres, and then to haul out the hundreds of tons of ash left behind afterwards.217 Such timber would have theoretically come from the pristine forests that surrounded the camp, but that were never touched and are still intact. These telltale signs would then have attracted the attention of the Allied intelligence agencies, since the Allies were conducting routine overflights of the camp at this time while on their way to the Monowitz industrial area. Yet Poliakov maintains the official line put forward by the Allied prosecutors at Nuremberg to the effect that all these crimes were committed in secret. He writes:

A veil of absolute secrecy, however, hung over the actual work of extermination action, and the participants were sworn to silence on pain of execution. (212)
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Illustration 7: This Google Earth photo of Birkenau shows the path thousands of inmates arriving at the railway ramp had to walk to reach the “Zentralsauna” for their obligatory shower and haircut. The path led them right by the two large Crematoria II & III, the alleged “epicenters” of the Holocaust.


		

	

Poliakov is forgetting that these crimes allegedly took place in the real world, and not just in the minds of those who imagined them. The claims of both Poliakov and Raul Hilberg, discussed below, about the secrecy surrounding these alleged mass murders are especially unconvincing in view of the fact that the purported killing area in the Birkenau Camp was so small. Poliakov’s error is understandable, though, when we recall that he had not visited the place before writing his book. Since he had never walked the terrain, as I have, he could not grasp that it would have been physically impossible for the Germans to hide such huge fires (not to mention the long lines of 10,000 to 20,000 people each day waiting quietly to go into the gas chambers) from newcomers arriving by the entrance building through which the railroad tracks passed.

Poliakov was also apparently unaware that all inmates arriving at the Birkenau railway ramp had to undergo disinfestation procedures at the “Zentralsauna” (see Illustration 7). To get there, they first walked west for some 2000 ft (measured roughly from the middle of the ramp). On their way they would not only pass several inmate barracks, but also the two large Crematoria II & III, which are said to have housed the largest gas chambers.218 These inmates would have been able to see those buildings in all their glory just a couple hundred feet away. The procedure the inmates had to undergo was documented by the SS when they took numerous photographs of Hungarian Jews being processed at Birkenau in 1944, from their unloading at the ramp, via their way west, through their getting a haircut, getting showered and receiving inmate clothes. These photographs were published in the so-called Auschwitz Album (edited by S. Klarsfeld). Hence, tens of thousands of inmates who were properly admitted into the camp, many of which survived the war, could observe closely what was going on.

Incredibly, Poliakov and later Hilberg, as I show below, want us to believe that the flaming pits remained a secret! They also neglect to mention the problem of outsiders looking in, for both historians also seem unaware that there was no visual barrier around the Birkenau Camp, just barbed wire. Thus, anyone could observe from the outside what was happening on the inside. Also, there were hundreds of consultants, suppliers, technicians and other skilled tradesmen representing various German and Polish firms coming through the camp each day to conduct business before returning to their civilian lives outside the camp system.219 Finally, how did the Germans manage to keep the amounts of smoke and flame secret? This claim is implausible since the prevailing winds blowing across the plain on which Auschwitz is located would have blown the smoke far afield.


	Birkenau Is also Located in a Flood Plain

Poliakov, like the other ersatz Holocaust historians who were to follow in his tracks, was ignorant of the fact that the Birkenau Camp is located in what is called a “floodplain.” This term designates a flat, low-lying area near a river or stream that tends to flood in heavy rains. The Auschwitz Complex, located near the confluence of the Vistula and Sola Rivers, and, in particular, the Birkenau Camp, is prone to flooding. Also, as in virtually all floodplains, Birkenau is characterized by a high water table.220 For this reason, even outside the usual annual flood times of late winter and spring, one can usually find water just a few feet below ground level. This pre-existing high water table in turn helps contribute to flooding when the rains come.

Poliakov’s tall tale about the burning of bodies on enormous pyres in the open, an event which would have had to take place near the crematoria, even if a bit less absurd than Wiesel’s claim of burning of Jewish babies in trenches, is still ridiculous. Both alleged operations would have required the digging of deep pits, but the deeper the pit, the higher the water would have been stood in it. When the heavy rains of May 18–19, 2010 hit the camp, they caused such a flood that “officials closed the Auschwitz-Birkenau Memorial site Tuesday [May 18] to protect its Holocaust archives and artifacts”221 (see Illustration 8). In fact, the flooding was so severe that the Museum’s artifacts had to be moved from the first to the second floor. Two days later, it was reported that “the Birkenau section of the memorial to Holocaust victims was reopened from the main gate to the ruins of the crematoria, which remain partly submerged by rising ground water.222
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Illustration 8a, b: Flooding at the Birkenau Camp, May 19, 2010


		

	

This is precisely the area in which, according to both my reading of La Nuit and that of Jean-François Forges, the French Holocaust scholar charged with training teachers to indoctrinate French youngsters about the Holocaust, Wiesel’s pits would have had to be located. The pre-existing water table there is quite high indeed, and that is why the floodwaters remained in place for several days. Not surprisingly, the New York Times, in its self-designated role as the U.S. media custodian of the Jewish Holocaust narrative, perhaps sensing how threatening this important story was to their carefully crafted image of Auschwitz, passed over it in silence and failed to report it.


	Poliakov’s Pyres Become Hilberg’s Massive Trenches

Raul Hilberg (1926-2007), the dean of the so-called Holocaust historians, published his book The Destruction of the European Jews in 1961, three years after the appearance of La Nuit. During his lifetime he was the reigning authority on the official historiography of the Holocaust, and thus merits being quoted here on the subject of the importance of secrecy at Auschwitz. Here is Hilberg on this subject:223

The success of the killing operations depended, in the first instance, upon the maintenance of secrecy. Unlike any other administrative task confronting the bureaucracy, secrecy was a continuous problem. Precautionary measures had to be taken before the victims arrived, while they went through the processing, and after they were dead. At no point could any disclosure be permitted; at no time could the camp management afford to be caught off guard. The killers had to conceal their work from every outsider, they had to mislead and fool the victims, and they had to erase all traces of the operation.

With Hilberg’s emphasis on secrecy in mind, let us now situate Wiesel’s novel in relation to Holocaust historiography. When Wiesel wrote Night, he opted to carve out a rather unique victimhood space for himself by emphasizing the alleged burning of victims in flaming pits. In doing so, he was straying from the principal claim of the Holocaust master narrative, according to which Jewish victims at Birkenau were killed mostly, indeed overwhelmingly, in gas chambers.

In Hilberg’s book, Poliakov’s “enormous pyres” are replaced with massive pits. He writes:

During May and June the Hungarian Jews alone were being gassed at a rate of almost 10,000 a day, and higher numbers may have been reached when the Lodz transports arrived in the second half of August. Anticipating these developments, the Auschwitz specialist in charge of body disposal, Hauptscharführer Moll, a man described as a sadist with indefatigable energy, directed the digging of eight or nine pits more than forty yards in length, eight yards wide, and six feet deep. On the bottom of the pits the human fat was collected and poured back into the fire with buckets to hasten the cremations. Survivors report that children were sometimes tossed alive into the inferno. The rotten remains were sometimes cleaned up with flamethrowers. Although the corpses burned slowly during rain or misty weather, the pits were found to be the cheapest and most efficient method of body disposal. In August 1944, when 20,000 corpses had to be burned on some days, the open pits broke the bottleneck. (Destruction, 978)

Hilberg’s description is utter nonsense, for the distance from the main gate to the buildings that are said to have contained the gas chambers, as mentioned above, is only 1466 feet, or 451 meters. The Google Earth photography shows conclusively that there was simply no room to accommodate nine pits forty yards long and eight yards wide. There were already too many barracks buildings in the way, and those buildings are still standing today. In addition, no Holocaustian researcher is known to have ever looked for, much less found, evidence in the ground of such a huge industrial undertaking.

 



		
				
Illustration 9a-d: No matter which air photo we study: there are no huge smoking pits anywhere, in particular nowhere near the infamous Birkenau railway ramp, nor can victims be seen lining up in front of any crematorium/gas chamber.[203]
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Auschwitz-Birkenau, May 31, 1944


		

		
				
[image: June26Birkenau]


		

		
				
Auschwitz-Birkenau, June 26, 1944
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Auschwitz-Birkenau, July 8, 1944
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Auschwitz-Birkenau, August 20, 1944


		

	

clouded, and his will driven by his commitment to Zionist Jewish ideology, made no attempt whatsoever to bring his narrative into line with what the laws Poor Hilberg was also apparently unaware that the Birkenau Camp was located in a floodplain. As a result, groundwater would have not only impeded the burning process, it would have also diluted the alleged collection and recycling of human fats. Thus, the exact measurements that are provided by the Google Earth photos, when added to the Allied aerial photography of 1944, constitute yet another nail in the coffin of the Holocaust. Hilberg, his mind clouded, and his will driven by his commitment to Zionist Jewish ideology, made no attempt whatsoever to bring his narrative into line with what the laws of physics that govern the natural world will permit, recycling instead the testimonies of his unidentified eyewitnesses. He, like Poliakov, also apparently never gave any thought to the fact that, if there had been fires in these huge trenches, they would have required the consumption of hundreds of tons of timber, and that the personnel assigned to scooping the “human fat” out of the bottom of the pits would have had to wear protective gear (that did not exist in those days) just to approach fires that burned at hundreds of degrees centigrade! Finally, the aerial photography of Birkenau shows clearly that such a statement is totally mendacious, and that there were no fires, no smoke, and no lines of victims “at a rate of almost 10,000 a day” waiting patiently to go into either the mythical gas chambers or Wiesel’s massive pits.[212]
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Illustration 10: Wiesel claims that he was ordered to go with the men, who would have looked like these Hasids as they walked along a barbed-wire fence through which anyone on the outside could see. There was no secrecy, no smoke and no fire. The picture offers eloquent proof that there was no extermination program going on. Auschwitz Album photo with mendacious caption by USHMM, photo #77335.


		

	

Hilberg’s historically faulty and deliberately mendacious (but politically correct) depiction of what happened at Birkenau in 1944 has not kept Yale University Press from issuing and promoting the Third Edition (2003) of The Destruction of the European Jews. Nor did it keep the American Library Association from recognizing his book as an “Outstanding Academic Title” in 2005. In Imperial America, in which the Holocaust is the state religion, all official educational and cultural entities are expected to follow closely the official imperial political line as laid down by the Holocaust fundamentalists and their allies. Thus, academic and professional groups line up behind their media counterparts in giving blind and unquestioning support to our state-sponsored religion, the Holocaust. No lie is too big.


	Flash Forward to 2001: Jacques Mandelbaum of Le Monde

The historical and moral bankruptcy of both the open-pit and gas-chamber theses would later be revealed quite succinctly in January 2001 at an exhibit organized by French Holocaustians at the Hôtel de Sully Museum in Paris. Entitled Mémoire des camps (Memory of the Camps), it was reviewed for Le Monde by staffer Jacques Mandelbaum. In his review, he noted that one of the unintended effects of the exhibit was to highlight the fact that there is no evidence that the gas chambers ever existed. He wrote:224
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Illustration 11: A convoy of Hungarian Jews on the “Jewish Ramp” at Birkenau at the end of June 1944. The added arrows point to the chimneys of Crematoria II and III, without flames or smoke. 
Source: Auschwitz Album (USHMM, photo #77221)


		

	

On the photography of the camp taken from an altitude of 7,000 meters on April 4, 1944, by American reconnaissance aircraft, the photo interpreters were able to see everything that was there, except the presence of the gas chambers.

His statement contradicted the Jewish Holocaust narrative, which is based solely on the problematical testimony of supposed eyewitnesses. Mandelbaum might have added that Wiesel’s flaming pits and belching smokestacks were also nowhere to be seen.


	French-Government-Endorsed Brainwashing Manual Admits the Burning Pits Are “Symbolic”

It is important to note how Jean-François Forges, the author of the French brainwashing manual for teachers, handles this claim by Wiesel. Not surprisingly, he falls back on the excuse that Wiesel is actually speaking in allegorical terms, not literal ones. First, completely ignoring the aerial photographs which clearly show that Wiesel’s vision is a pure invention, Forges tries to validate Wiesel’s vision by stating that other eyewitnesses also saw flames and smoke. This, of course, was an amazing achievement, especially since the cremation facilities at Auschwitz were fired by coke, which burns with hardly any flames and little smoke, if any. Then, almost as if to admit that this is all a sad hoax, Forges adds:225

We of course have to understand such stories as a symbolic description of the hell in which the deportees find themselves as expressed through traditional images of the world of suffering and damnation.

In passing off Wiesel’s description as merely symbolic, Forges is deliberately ignoring the fact that Wiesel’s claim to have actually witnessed this burning scene lies at the very core of his identity as the U.S. public figure most-closely associated with the Holocaust. This alleged experience is the basis for both the narrative strategy and the title of his novel, La Nuit, as well as the underlying justification for his financially successful brand, the Holocaust, under which he did business. Without the literal truth of this supposed vision, he had no right to tell Mauriac he had seen Jewish children who had suffered more than Christ, or to inform the president of the United States he had seen Jewish babies thrown into the flames, or to level the accusation of “silence” against Pope Pius XII, who correctly never believed in the Holocaust, a deliberately contrived exaggeration of the actual wartime sufferings endured by the Jews.

But the problem still remains for Forges. Since the aerial photographs speak clearly to the fact that Wiesel’s open pits belching fire and smoke never existed, how does he reply? He bites the bullet and admits that Wiesel is a liar. Forges writes:226

The presence of such a pit on the ramp, within full view of the arriving deportees, is impossible. Blueprints of the area where the ramp was located, the American aerial photography, other [eyewitness] testimonies, the Germans’ intention to keep the deportees in a state of calm and illusion as long as possible, all these elements invalidate this scene.

Forges ends his attempt to justify Wiesel’s mendacity by falling back once again on an allegorical explanation:227

Even if the act of burning children on the ramp is not a historical fact, the imagined scene, if the reader is carefully prepared for it in advance, represents the massacre of innocence at Birkenau, children burned elsewhere, and beyond this the massacre of all the Jewish children in the Shoah.

In the final analysis, Forges’s book is essentially a manual for the brainwashing and mind control of French children. His use of the phrase, “if the reader is carefully prepared for it in advance,” makes this fact quite clear.

In summary, the aerial photographs of Auschwitz prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that Wiesel’s eyewitness account of open-pit burning of victims is false. In fact, this account is not something that Wiesel actually saw, but is merely a repetition of mendacious testimony given at Nuremberg. People with fertile imaginations invented this technical impossibility, and neither the Zionist media nor conformist academics have ever dared to question it.


	Problem #5: The Deaths of Wiesel’s Mother and Sister

The Sparknotes guide to Night treats Wiesel’s mother and three sisters in a fashion rather typical of the scholastic brainwashing guides provided by other, similar, sources. Since these works are written for the same captive audience, the junior-high and high-school students who are forced to read Night as part of the state-mandated brainwashing program about the Holocaust, they all follow the same formula. In this case, little is said about Wiesel’s mother and three sisters despite the fact that two of them, Wiesel’s mother and little sister, probably died during the typhus epidemic of 1944, while his two older sisters, like Wiesel and his father, survived. With regard to these two deaths it would be a rather simple matter for the USHMM to allow scholars to have free access to their personal and medical files. But this has never happened.

As for the four who did not die at Auschwitz, their very survival offers important information, and it goes a long way toward supporting the revisionist argument that there were no gas chambers at Auschwitz. I say this because the master narrative of the Holocaust stipulates that all Jews were targeted for death, and that they were killed for the simple reason that they were Jewish. If we suppose for a moment that this master narrative is true, it would be illogical and self-defeating for the Germans to put Wiesel’s mother and younger sister into the mythical gas chamber, while sparing the four other members of the family, who were also Jewish. It makes no sense. Another internal contradiction in the standard narrative is that the Germans, desperately in need of labor to support the war effort, went to the trouble of bringing in the Hungarian Jews at Armaments Minister Albert Speer’s request and on Hitler’s order in 1944, only to allegedly kill 90% of them as unfit for labor.
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Illustration 12: La Nuit is silent about what happened to Wiesel’s mother and three sisters at Birkenau. They would have looked something like this, though more prosperous. Conspicuous by their absence are smoke, flame, or lines of up to 20,000 victims waiting to be gassed in the crematorium visible in the background, where one of the gas chambers was allegedly located. (Auschwitz Album, with mendacious caption from the USHMM, photo #77346)


		

	

That is why the brainwashing guides simply suppress discussion of these people. Here is the excuse provided by the authors of Sparknotes on Night for a gross omission like this:228

Whatever events lie outside the narrator’s direct observation vanish from the work’s perspective. After Eliezer is separated from his mother and sister [sic], for example, he never speaks about them again, and we never learn their fate.

The editors thus claim that Wiesel’s failure to speak of what became of his mother and three sisters (they seem to think he had only one sister) shows that the book is a memoir, or autobiography, and not a novel. But if it were actually a memoir, it ought to have chronicled the outcome of the Auschwitz experience for all the members of the family. At the very least, he should have told his reader whether or not they were put on a dump truck and dropped into one of the flaming pits. It should also be recalled that Wiesel says nothing in La Nuit about the gas chambers or the long lines of people allegedly waiting to go into them.

Wiesel is very cagey in the way he speaks of his mother’s death in Tous les fleuves. He does so while speaking of the photo of the Rabbi of Wizhnitz (the man who had predicted in 1936 that he would become a “great man in Israel”) that he had nailed to the wall above his bed in his home in Sighet. Wiesel writes:229

I had hung it there on the day he died, on the 2nd Day of the Month of Sivan. […] As I write these words I suddenly remember that my mother died on exactly the same day, along with my little sister and my grandmother Nissel, but eight years later [in 1944]. I cried as I placed the Rabbi’s photo above my bed.

Wiesel dates his mother’s and sister’s deaths according to the Hebrew calendar. This date corresponds to May 24, 1944 in the Gregorian calendar. In this text, Wiesel makes no mention of the gas chambers in relation to his mother’s death. However, two pages later, he hints that she had died in a gas chamber, but does so only in a very oblique manner:230

In the Jewish tradition, a person’s death is his own personal business. As for the gas chambers, it’s better that they should remain closed to prying eyes. As well as to the imagination. We’ll never know what went on behind those steel doors.

Before 1995, Wiesel had never given any specific date for his mother’s death. However, we recall that, according to the internal chronology of La Nuit which I provided in my close reading above, Wiesel’s family did not leave Sighet until June 3. With this as their departure date, they would not have arrived at Auschwitz until June 6 or 7.

Thus, when Marion Wiesel deliberately mistranslated all the relevant indications of time contained in the opening pages of the novel in order to move up the family’s departure date from June 3 to May 21, she not only violated the basic presumption of trust that must exist between translator and reader, she also did so brazenly and with the deliberate intention to deceive. Her purpose was to have the Wiesel family arrive on the 2nd of Sivan, which fell on May 24 in that year, thus bringing the chronology of the 1958 novel into conformity with what Wiesel had written about his mother’s death in his 1995 autobiography. This date, May 24, 1944, also dovetails with the arrival date at Birkenau of Lazar Wiesel, born in 1913, the man whose identity Wiesel appears to have stolen. In providing this deliberately deceptive and mendacious translation, Marion Wiesel, along with her editors and her publishing house, Farrar, Straus & Giroux, have simply trampled upon expected professional standards of trust and accuracy in the name of the Holocaust. Sales over the years of millions of copies of Wiesel’s Night to the captive audience of students in both the original translation and the new, utterly dishonest one,231 are said to be FSG’s principal revenue source. The firm’s willingness to deliberately deceive their readers for financial gain speaks volumes about the corruption associated with Holocaust profiteering, and perhaps the publishing industry.


	More Holocaustian Silence: Suppression of Bad Arolsen Documents in the U.S.
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Illustration 13: Arolsen: The personnel and medical records of Wiesel’s mother and sister are contained in these suppressed archives.


		

	

In 2007, the documents held by the International Tracing Service in Bad Arolsen, Germany, were finally opened to select institutions in the eleven member states of its governing commission. Thereafter, tens of millions of pages of personal documents concerning some nineteen million concentration-camp-era people were sent to the USHMM in Washington. The practical effect of this huge international operation was to place these records in Jewish custody despite the fact that over 75 percent of them concern the lives of non-Jews. Since the USHMM continues to limit access to the records, despite their general historical interest, their intent seems to be to suppress the kind of evidence that would contradict Holocaust claims, including, quite probably, documented facts bearing on Wiesel’s experiences in 1944 and 1945.232

As a result of this decision, gatekeepers at the museum have complete control over what can be seen and by whom. In practical terms, it means that there is no free access for all researchers. In fact, access to the archives is difficult even for those who make the effort to travel to the museum. But this reality is part of a larger policy, for the museum authorities will not even allow archival access through the open Internet or through terminals at libraries and universities around the country. This latter development is a shocking policy of censorship in a day and age when university researchers routinely have access to esoteric databases of all kinds. In this sense, the Bad Arolsen documents from the International Tracing Service have never really been released to the public. Thus, one of two things must happen:


	
		either another copy of these files be provided to the National Archives; or

		the copy in the possession of the USHMM be transferred to the National Archives, where free access would be guaranteed.



	Problem #6: Wiesel’s Medical Treatment at Auschwitz

	Possible Plagiarism in This Section of Night

Wiesel claims that he stayed at the Auschwitz main camp for three weeks before being sent to Monowitz, the adjoining industrial complex, which is also sometimes called Auschwitz III. He states that “our group included a number of children between the ages of ten and twelve. The officer took an interest in them and ordered that food be brought to them.”233 This statement sends up a red flag, for it raises questions about the master narrative of the Jewish Holocaust story, according to which 1.5 to 2 million Jewish children were killed. If this is so, why then would German soldiers be going out of their way to feed these youngsters? This contradiction between what Wiesel wrote and the master narrative of the Holocaust story shows once again that Wiesel did not succeed in giving internal coherence to his narrative, despite his alleged ten-year vow of silence. It also hints at the possibility that the novel is a cut-and-paste job in which different sections were plagiarized from the testimonies of other survivors, but not properly edited and incorporated into the book. This problem of incoherency is salient in the section of the novel that deals with the medical care he claims to have received.


	Wiesel Goes to the Hospital in La Nuit

In January 1945, Wiesel’s right foot begins to swell, for he seems to have a case of frostbite, which is caused by freezing of the skin and underlying tissues. He has been living at the Monowitz Camp near the Monowitz industrial complex since the previous spring, and now decides to visit the clinic and have a doctor look at his foot:234

It was toward the middle of January, and my right foot began to swell up because of the cold. I could no longer stand on it, so I went to sick call. The doctor, an eminent Jew, a prisoner like myself, made no bones about it: “You need to be operated on. If we wait, I’ll have to take off your toes and maybe even your leg.”

Working backward from the date on which, according to the historical record, the entire Auschwitz Camp complex began to be evacuated, which was at 6:00 AM on January 18, 1945, this reference to mid-January can be taken to have occurred on January 14, 1945. Wiesel then describes the comforts offered by the hospital, which would have been a complete waste of resources, if the Germans were planning to actually exterminate the Jews, which they clearly did not do. Next, he mentions the patient in the bed next to him, who is “a Hungarian Jew suffering from dysentery.”235 Once again, the reader sees that the diabolical Germans actually offered a wide range of care, and not just surgery. If the master narrative of the Holocaust folk tale were true, this man would have been a likely candidate for an execution before even getting to the hospital. But now Wiesel pushes even further beyond the bounds of credibility when he has this character state:236

They also have selections here, more often actually than on the outside.

In claiming, as he does here, that selections for the mythical gas chambers also took place at the hospital, Wiesel is making an utterly absurd statement. For if such an assertion were true, it would mean that the Germans deliberately planned to spend scarce medical resources on sick Jews, even though the latter were scheduled to be gassed immediately afterwards!

Wiesel’s Jewish doctor comes back into the room and tells him that the operation will take place the next morning at 10 AM. This “next day” is January 15.237 He is completely anesthetized, and the procedure lasts one hour. After he awakens, the doctor tells him:238

Everything went fine. You’ve got guts, kiddo. Now you’re going to stay here for two weeks, get some bed rest, and then your treatment will be completed. You’ll eat well and relax both your body and your nerves…

If Wiesel had in fact spent the medically recommended two weeks resting his body and healing his foot, his hospital stay would have lasted until January 29. However, Wiesel now tells us that, “beginning two days after my operation,”239 rumors began to spread that the camp would soon be abandoned. He now spends his “last night,”240 that is, the night of January 17-18, at Monowitz. Thus, instead of getting the two weeks of bed rest in the SS hospital that his surgeon had prescribed, Wiesel leaves the camp voluntarily to join in on the forced march to Gleiwitz, some fifty-five kilometers distant from Auschwitz, in the middle of winter. In asserting that he was able to participate in this march just three days after his operation, Wiesel once again severely tests his readers’ credulity. That march will be discussed in detail below.


	Wiesel’s Foot Injury Becomes a Knee Injury in Tous les fleuves

Wiesel returned to this subject in Tous les fleuves:241

January 1945. Every January brings me back to that one. I see myself sick. My knee is swollen. [My emphasis] I’m in pain and I’m walking with a limp. It’s wintertime, and winters in Upper Silesia are severe, in fact merciless. The snow is burying us. My body is half frozen. It’s difficult to walk while dragging a body that’s exhausted. Impossible to go out on a work detail with the fever I’ve got, which is wearing me out and grinding me down. I’m at the end of my rope.

Wiesel now seems to have forgotten that in his “autobiographical” Night he had suffered from a case of frostbite, and that it was his foot that was swollen, not his knee! Liars have a way of forgetting their previous tall tales, and Wiesel certainly fits that pattern. He then discusses with his father the possibility of going on sick call, claiming illogically, however, that to do so is “dangerous, few patients ever walk out of there, except to be taken to [the gas chamber] of Birkenau.”242 After he reports for sick call, he is screened by an orderly, and then led into a doctor’s office. After the latter checks out Wiesel’s knee, he tells him that it has to be operated on right away, and that is exactly what the camp doctors do! In La Nuit, Wiesel has to wait twenty-four hours for the operation on his foot, but in Tous les fleuves the Germans operate on his knee right away! Wiesel writes:243

Finally, my turn comes. A doctor takes a quick look at my knee, palpates it, and somehow I hold back my cry of pain.

Not only is Wiesel spared a trip to the mythical gas chamber, but he actually receives top-quality emergency medical care. Then, the icing on the cake comes when his surgeon reassures him before his knee operation (not after it, as in La Nuit):244

It won’t hurt, or not much anyway. Don’t worry, kiddo, you’ll be okay!

Wiesel’s change of the story about his operation from his foot to his knee offers further proof that the original version of this tale in La Nuit had probably been plagiarized. After all, that operation, if it had actually taken place, would have left one or several scars on his foot and toes. These scars in turn would have served as a reminder, as Wiesel wrote Tous les fleuves, that he had undergone a foot operation, not a knee operation! In summary, Wiesel received excellent hospital care at Auschwitz, seems to have plagiarized the tale about the operation for frostbite, and offers more proof that there was no extermination program in place at Auschwitz.


	Problem #7: Wiesel’s Alleged Loss of Religious Faith at Auschwitz

Wiesel’s references to his alleged loss of religious faith at Auschwitz are too numerous to mention. He began this deception in La Nuit:245

Never will I forget the flames that consumed my faith, once and for all.

This deception continued when he met Mauriac. In fact, Mauriac’s impression of Wiesel’s loss of his Jewish faith was so strong that he later came to believe that he could convert Wiesel to Catholicism. This bizarre wish, in addition to the old man’s physical attraction to Wiesel, remains hidden for now in the letters that the two men exchanged and that Wiesel never released. His desire to convert Wiesel helps to explain why Mauriac dedicated his 1958 version of the life of Christ, Le fils de l’homme (The Son of Man, 1960) to Wiesel, calling him “a crucified Jewish child” (un enfant juif crucifié).

If Wiesel milked his alleged loss of faith in order to deepen his bonds with Mauriac, he exploited it later as a part of his effort to market the Holocaust. To cite but two examples, Lawrence L. Langer reflected the approved interpretation of this issue when he referred to the “apostate narrator” of La Nuit,246 and Irving Halperin offered a further orthodox Holocaustian opinion when he wrote that Wiesel allegedly lost his faith because he had supposedly seen children being burned alive in the trenches, and spoke of “his turning away from God on witnessing the mass burning of children at Auschwitz.”247

Yet Wiesel never ceased to practice his “faith,” whatever that word meant for him. In the camps, he actually devoted time each day to study the Talmud, not to be confused with the Jewish Pentateuch. His Talmud study continued uninterrupted in 1945:248

In the camps, I worked with a Rosh-yeshiva, a tutor; as we carried stones, we would recite the Talmud by heart. And the first thing that I asked the children’s camp director when I got to France was to be able to study the Talmud.

Despite the “God is dead” tone of La Nuit, which is a theme that Wiesel latched onto after he had gotten a taste of life in Paris in the early 1950s, he admitted to Brigitte-Fanny Cohen not only that he had remained a believer while in the camps, but that he had prayed every day there:249

In the camps, I prayed almost every day […and] the real questioning began after the camps.
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Illustration 14: German medical staffers in 1944 at the SS Hospital at Birkenau. Clearly, there is no Holocaust going on in the background.250


		

	

In other words, despite his hagiographers’ claims about Wiesel’s loss of faith, he remained an observant Jew without interruption. Thus it should come as no surprise that once he reached France and was free to do what he wanted, he returned immediately to the formal life of Orthodox Jewry:251

Strangely, when I got to France in 1945, I took up my religious life once again. And I took it up with a great deal of fervor, as if I had wanted to see in the war a kind of hiatus. I wanted to close that hiatus, return to 1944 and open up the Talmud on the page where I had left it.

Wiesel was able to wear his phylacteries, an outward sign of his identity as an Orthodox Jew, every day of his life in the camps, and continued to do so for years afterward. This is an astonishing admission for a man who supposedly lost his faith there! In the “interview book” on the subject of memory that he did with French President François Mitterrand, Wiesel stated:252

Me, I remember the first time I didn’t put on my phylacteries. It was in Israel in 1949. I was with a journalist. I was so busy that day that I completely forgot to put them on. And for me that was terrible because I’m very pious. But the world didn’t fall apart. Yet, I was convinced that if I ever did such a thing I would die right away from a heart attack!

Finally, despite his considerable pains to seem open to the “God is dead” academic critics who, in the 1970s and 1980s, explicated his novel as an existential cry of anguish, he came clean in Tous les fleuves when he wrote that in Auschwitz “I needed God.”253

In summary, Wiesel’s claim of a loss of faith in the camps was a deliberate fabrication. He later used this misrepresentation as bait to lure Mauriac, who was strangely attracted by this particular aspect of Wiesel’s persona. Imputing a facile, and false, religious crisis to Wiesel during the war years has become a staple of the contemporary scholastic guidebooks that U.S. youngsters consult in conjunction with their reading of Night.


	Problem #8: The Famous Hanging Episode

	The Boy on the Rope Represents the Six Million and Replaces Christ

The so-called “hanging scene” is the most famous one in Night. Wiesel invokes Christian imagery in this scene, specifically the crucifixion of Christ, by depicting a boy being hanged between two grown men. (The three had hidden weapons and attempted to sabotage electrical equipment.) Since the boy is not heavy enough to pull the noose tight, he does not die within a few minutes, as the two men do. Instead, he dangles for half an hour between them, reminding us of Christ hanging on the cross between two thieves for three hours. The prisoners are then forced to walk past the three victims. Wiesel wrote:254

Then we began to walk by. The two adults were already dead, their swollen, bluish tongues hanging out of their mouths. But the third rope was still moving; the child being so light he was still alive. […] He stayed like that for more than half an hour, struggling between life and death, as we witnessed his agony. And we had to look directly at his face. He was still alive when I walked by. His tongue was still red, and the light had not yet gone out of his eyes.

This scene is dramatically heightened by Wiesel’s expropriation of two Gospel texts from Christianity. In the first, the unidentified kapo who is ordered to remove the chairs on which the three condemned stand awaiting hanging refuses to do so:255

This time, the Lagerkapo refused to obey the hangman’s order, and was replaced by three SS men.

Let us first ponder the absurdity of such a gesture: the public refusal – in front of hundreds of other prisoners – by a man assigned to lead other prisoners, to obey a direct order from a superior. Here, as so often in Night, Wiesel expects his reader to believe the unbelievable. But he is forced to create this implausible scene in order to serve a higher purpose, for he wants the unnamed Lagerkapo to remind us of Pontius Pilate in the Gospels (Matthew 27:24). In refusing to remove the three chairs, he is in effect saying, like Pontius Pilate: “I do not want to be involved in this injustice.” Similarly, Pilate had refused to take part directly in the condemnation of Christ. He did so by publicly, in front of a large crowd, “washing his hands of the blood of this just man.” The second thing that Wiesel does to subvert the Christian crucifixion story in order to use it for his own ends is to have someone in the crowd cry out: “Where is God?” The answer comes back: “Where is he? He is right here hanging in the gallows.”256 Here Wiesel is adapting and subverting Matthew 27:46, in which Christ cries out to heaven: “Why hast thou forsaken me?” Or, in Wiesel’s words, “Where is God?” The answer to this question is that darkness covered the earth, and the veil of the Temple was split in two (Matthew 27:45; 51-54). These apparent miracles are traditionally interpreted in Christian theology as the reply from heaven that Christ has not died in vain, for his death serves a redemptive purpose for all mankind. Wiesel adapted this response, somewhat didactically, in the reply found in his novel: “Where is he? He is right here hanging in the gallows.”

In this scene, the boy in the middle, presumably an Orthodox Jewish boy like Wiesel, becomes a Christ figure, and the novel’s narrative voice works hard to drive this message home. It is thanks in large part to this scene that the absurdist (at first glance, there is no apparent meaning to the scene) and existential (but it has paved the way for the creation of Israel) sacrifice of the Six Million has been able to replace the completely spiritual Christian notion of the sacrifice of Christ. In Holocaust indoctrination classes, this replacement of Christ by the Six Million is intended to affect those youngsters who come from a Christian background. As it artfully subverts what they have been taught, it posits the Six Million as the modern-day equivalent of, and replacement for, Christ. For youngsters from a non-Christian background, the Zionist message, although purely political and not feeding off a prior cultural subtext, is no less clear: the boy in the gallows stands for the Six Million who, in turn, stand for Israel.


	Mauriac and the Hanging Scene

Mauriac was so struck by the hanging scene (which of course he had also helped to shape into its final form) that he referred specifically to it in his foreword to the novel. His statement is not at all vague, and hints at one of the main points I have sought to make throughout this study about his troubled relationship with Wiesel: that the aging writer sensed (naively and wrongly) that Wiesel was interested in converting to Catholicism. Thus, Mauriac claims that he saw in Wiesel’s eyes the “angelic sadness which had appeared one day upon the face of the hanged child.”257 In other words, Mauriac sensed that Wiesel was still carrying with him a remnant of some sort from the experience of this boy, the novel’s Christ figure. Is this why Wiesel had presented the hanging scene in Christian terms in the first place? Did he do this in order to attract people like Mauriac to his book? Confronted by this glimpse of Christ in Wiesel’s “angelic sadness,” Mauriac then asks himself two rhetorical questions. First:

What did I say to him? Did I speak of that other Jew, his brother, who may have resembled him, the crucified one, whose cross has conquered the world?

Of course, the very fact that Mauriac frames the issue in the form of a rhetorical question is his way of revealing that he had in fact talked with Wiesel about his interest – or at least professed interest – in converting to Catholicism. Mauriac, after all, wrote this text in 1958, just before the publication of La Nuit. Three years had passed since he had first met and become attached to Wiesel. As we have seen, in all likelihood he had offered to rewrite the young man’s Yiddish book and prepare it for publication. By so doing, he had offered Wiesel an example of Christian humility by hiding his own major role in the transformation of the Yiddish polemic into a more finely crafted French novel. Doubtless he had hoped by his generosity to encourage in some way Wiesel’s religious conversion.

Now we come to the second rhetorical question:258

Did I tell him that the stumbling block to his faith was the cornerstone of mine? And that the relationship between the Cross and human suffering was, in my eyes, the key to the impenetrable mystery on which the faith of his childhood had foundered?

Here Mauriac is stating that he had discussed with his young Jewish friend an even more difficult subject: the fact that, for Christians, suffering has a meaning in so far as it can help to procure their eternal salvation, whereas the Jewish religion in which Wiesel had been raised has no such dimension.

Ruth R. Wisse, a specialist in Yiddish literature at Harvard, has provided an English translation of part of the Yiddish version of the hanging scene. For her, the book is a novel, not a memoir, and this particular scene is clearly a literary creation. First, regarding the fictional nature of Night, she writes:259

Although he [Wiesel] resists the description of his work as fiction, readers have no trouble distinguishing the book’s principal tropes – night and father-son – its recurrent imagery and coherent plot.

She also situates Un di velt in the Yiddish series in which it appeared. In doing so, she mentions that, not only is Wiesel the youngest author to have published in it, his approach is also quite different from those of the one hundred and sixteen others who came before him. While they, in keeping with the genre, try to name and document the fates of as many dead relatives, friends and acquaintances as possible, the cautious Wiesel, who talks only about his father, “creates a highly selective and isolating literary narrative” (Canon, 212). In other words, Wiesel’s failure to provide supporting details about his experiences has caused Wisse to suspect that he might be hiding something. She also points out that, in the transformation of the Yiddish text into French, the hanging scene was compressed to “half its length” (214). Yet despite this overall compression, the four most important and “literary” sentences in the French version are not present in the Yiddish original. Rather, they have been added to the original. They are:

He stayed like that for more than half an hour, struggling between life and death, as we witnessed his agony. And we had to look directly at his face. He was still alive when I walked by. His tongue was still red, and the light had not yet gone out of his eyes.

These sentences, which utilize a detached, authoritative, third-person narrative voice to sum up what has just happened, describe in an objective manner the effect of the event on the onlookers. To me, Mauriac’s fingerprints are all over this emendation, yet Wisse – lamely and illogically – attributes it to Wiesel, despite what she concedes is “the thinness of his artistic heritage” (216).

Finally, in the last two sentences of the hanging scene, Wiesel once again shows his ignorance of what life was really like at Auschwitz. This time, however, Wisse does not play along with him. Wisse translates Wiesel’s Yiddish as follows:

That evening the soup had no taste. We hid it away for the next day.

Wisse then observes wryly (214):

The closure of this passage was also rendered more credible [in French]. The French text reads: “Ce soir-là, la soupe avait un goût de cadavre.” [That night, the soup tasted of corpses.] By all accounts, no one at Auschwitz could have left his soup for the next day.

Wisse, in making it clear that Wiesel’s claim about hiding soup at Auschwitz is utterly absurd and stands in contradiction to the master narrative of the Jewish Holocaust story, wryly raises the question of the authenticity of Wiesel’s alleged wartime experiences. At the same time, she validates the superiority of the French version of the text, which I attribute to Mauriac.


	Alfred Kazin Questions the Historical Validity of the Hanging Scene

Alfred Kazin (1915–1998), a well-known “New York intellectual” in his day, was the first mainstream media literary critic to question Wiesel’s credibility in Night. To him, the hanging scene was sheer fiction. In 1989, he wrote about Wiesel:260

The more I learned about him, the more I pursued the vast literature about Auschwitz, the less surprised I would have been to learn that the episode of the boy struggling on the rope had never happened.

Kazin also wrote a letter to a friend in which he called Wiesel a “mystifier.” Alexander Cockburn, in his by-now-famous article on Wiesel as a “fibber” in Night, referred to that letter when he wrote:261

In a letter to David Hirsch dated October 6, 1994, Alfred Kazin writes that at the beginning of their friendship, “I liked him [Wiesel] enormously, and I was in awe of him because of his suffering in Auschwitz.” But at the same time “[…] when he expanded at length about his experiences under the Nazis, it was impossible to miss the fact that he was a mystifier.”

In 1989, when Kazin expressed his suspicion that Night was not a memoir but a novel, the two men were supposedly friends. However, as a result of Kazin’s comment, Wiesel severed the relationship. For Wiesel, Kazin had not only dared to question his integrity, he had also violated a powerful Jewish taboo: Jews, especially those who are not survivors, must never question any aspect of the Holocaust. Even worse, Kazin, like Alan Greenspan, Abe Rosenthal, Saul Bellow, and so many other Jews of that era, had been able to successfully avoid direct military service during World War II.

Wiesel attacked Kazin in two different sections of Tous les fleuves. In the first he addresses directly Kazin’s declaration of disbelief of the hanging scene in Night, while in the second he deals in generalities with their former personal relationship. In the first instance, he doesn’t mention Kazin by name, referring to him only as a “Jewish American literary critic.” Wiesel, the supreme false Holocaust witness, was obviously quite sensitive about being called out by a fellow Jew on a specific – and rather flagrant – act of mendacity. Here is what he wrote of Kazin, without mentioning his name:262

I reported precisely the hanging of three prisoners. I described the agony of the youngest among them. Forty years later, a Jewish American literary critic would say that, if he learned that this scene had been invented, he would not be surprised. Unhealthy skepticism? Mentally disturbed? Contagious Holocaust denial? This critic must be a lowlife to attribute such an underhanded act to me.

The unidentified “translators” of Tous les fleuves into English deleted this whole passage. The avowal by Wiesel that a New York Jewish intellectual had doubts about the authenticity of the hanging scene was apparently deemed too explosive to publish. In another section of Tous les fleuves, he attacked Kazin again, but mentioned him by name this time:263

The witness has nothing but his memory. If people reject that, what does he have left? In the final analysis, a man like Kazin gives support to those who deny the Holocaust. If he refuses to believe someone like me, why would Holocaust deniers believe other survivors?

Good question.


	Raul Hilberg on the Hanging Scene

In his 2006 article on Wiesel as a “fibber,” Alexander Cockburn wrote of La Nuit:

The trouble here is that in its central, most crucial scene, Night isn’t historically true, and at least two other important episodes are almost certainly fiction. Below, I cite views, vigorously expressed to me in recent weeks by a concentration camp survivor, Eli Pfefferkorn, who worked with Wiesel for many years; also by Raul Hilberg.

Due to limitations of space, I shall only deal with the comments made to Cockburn by Hilberg about Night. First, with regard to a translation of the Yiddish original, Hilberg told Cockburn:

From a purely academic viewpoint, it would be interesting to have a scholarly edition, comparing the Yiddish version with subsequent translations and editions, with appropriate footnotes, Wiesel’s comments, etc. He was addressing two entirely different audiences, the first being the Yiddish-speaking Jews, members of the world of his youth whom he addressed in nineteenth-century terms. There’s more detail, more comment. I made that suggestion to Wiesel and he didn’t react favorably.

Second, regarding the historical reality of the hanging scene, Hilberg commented to Cockburn:

I have a version of the hanging from an old survivor with the names of all three adults.

Third, Hilberg apparently expressed his skepticism on this point in a review of Night. He told Cockburn:

I made no secret of our differences. But whereas it [the age of the central figure in the hanging] may seem somewhat small, it makes a very big difference to Christians, particularly Catholics, because it’s very clear that mystics are intensely interested in the scene because it seems to replicate the crucifixion. It made a considerable impact. So the fact that this figure may not have been a boy at all is disturbing.

One last comment by Hilberg is also pertinent here:

It would appear, from the record I have, that some witnesses have questioned whether this scene took place at all.

While Hilberg called for a parallel scholarly translation of the Yiddish and French versions of La Nuit in this interview, the Holocaust fundamentalists, with Wiesel in the lead until his death, continue to oppose such a project. They have too much to lose, so here, as so often elsewhere, the revisionists will have to take the initiative. Second, like Alfred Kazin before him, Hilberg believes that the scene did not actually happen as it is described in Night. Finally, Hilberg correctly observes that this scene is an element in the book that clearly appeals to Catholics and other Christians. But that does not mean the tale has no appeal to Holocaustians, especially since Christians who see the boy as a Christ figure must overlook the fact that Jesus was not a child when he was executed.

Whether Wiesel actually wrote this scene or borrowed it from another text, the dying-child image actually fits in quite well with Wiesel’s conception of himself as a child-victim representing the six million. The image also dovetails with his oft-repeated claim, now a rather absurd embarrassment, that 1.5 to 2 million Jewish children died in the Holocaust without leaving a trace.


	Jean-François Forges: The Scene Is Pure Invention

Jean-François Forges, whose book guides teachers charged with brainwashing French children about the Holocaust, agrees with Kazin and Hilberg against Wiesel on the hanging scene. He writes:264

This scene of a child tortured and killed in this manner is, as far as I can determine, unique in books about the concentration camps. It seems to me to have been constructed as a kind of parable intended to focus on a metaphysical problem. I see this child as an allegorical icon, and I cannot bring myself to believe that it is based on a historical fact.

In conclusion, the hanging scene raises many questions about the supposed autobiographical element in Night. These difficulties also help us to understand why Hilberg told Cockburn that, when he suggested to Wiesel that a bilingual edition of the two books should be made available, Wiesel “didn’t react favorably.” Hilberg is speaking volumes here about Wiesel’s deceit as an eyewitness, and La Nuit as an “autobiography.”


	Problem #9: Wiesel Shuns Liberation, Leaves Auschwitz with Germans

	Wiesel Joins in Auschwitz Evacuation

On January 17, 1945, two days after his foot surgery, Wiesel tells us in La Nuit that he is hearing a rumor to the effect that the camp is about to be evacuated. As he discusses the rumor with others in the hospital who have just benefited from German medical care, he is told that the very same people who just saved his life will now kill him, and he expects the reader to believe such nonsense. He then has two of his characters mention possible ways in which all the detainees could be killed. One detainee speculates that “all the sick will be finished off at point-blank range,”265 while another states that “the camp is surely mined, and as soon as the evacuation is completed, it will all be blown up.”266 Wiesel goes to his father and asks what he would like to do:267

He was lost in his meditations. The choice was in our hands. For once, we could decide for ourselves what our own fate would be. Both of us could stay at the hospital, where I could have him admitted either as a patient or a nurse, thanks to my doctor. Or we could go with the others.

But when his father remains silent and does not express a preference, it is Wiesel himself who takes the initiative and suggests one to him: “Let’s allow ourselves to be evacuated with the others,”268 he tells his father. Faced with this suggestion from his son, the father, who is supposedly very sick and quite weak, and who has not been able to work at Auschwitz for even one day, looks at the boy’s foot (and not his knee) and asks: “Do you think you can walk?”269 Wiesel responds: “Yes, I think so.”270 It is clear in this exchange that the father, first through his silence, and then by expressing his doubt about his son’s ability to engage in the forced march that would be part of the evacuation plan, does not want to go. He wants to stay, but his son wants to leave.

Without giving any explanation for his decision, and in contradiction to everything that has come before, Wiesel chooses to do just the opposite of what, logically, he should do: escape from the Germans at all cost! How can his act be defended? This decision is simply inexplicable within the context of the “autobiography” – or novel – up to this point, since it simply defies reason and turns our basic notions about cause and effect on their head. Thus, we must once again analyze the factors, mentioned above, that made the decision to remain behind seem like the obvious one. First, with regard to his father’s health, we must conclude that, by leaving with the Germans, Wiesel in fact hastened his father’s death instead of saving his life. Thus, in retrospect, Wiesel’s act was clearly irrational. Secondly, by leaving, he also needlessly risked his own life in the forced march. This was another irrational act that makes no sense in the context of the novel’s narrative to that point.

We now come to the third element that must of necessity be figured into his decision: German atrocities and overall brutality as part of an alleged extermination policy. The problem here is that Wiesel’s freely made decision to go with the Germans explicitly contradicts the anti-German rhetoric that characterizes La Nuit from its opening pages. This decision rocks the whole foundation on which the novel is based. The accusatory Jewish narrative voice, so stridently anti-German throughout, is completely contradicted by this act. In other words, this decision to voluntarily remain in German custody raises suspicions in the reader’s mind that the anti-German diatribes found in the preceding pages might not be true. If they were, Wiesel would have never agreed to go along with the Germans. Alternatively, his decision could be interpreted by a skeptical reader to mean that Wiesel knew that the anti-German rhetoric he had used in the preceding parts of the novel had no basis in fact.


	Wiesel’s Existential Act Speaks Louder Than Words

This decision by Wiesel raises several serious questions about him as both a moral agent and a novelist. First, from a moral point of view, it is he, and not his father, who suggests this course of action. Even worse, he also insists on leaving with the Germans, even though such a choice represents the moral equivalent of signing his father’s death certificate. Given the detailed description of the father’s medical condition that is provided throughout the text of the novel, the son clearly understands that the decision to leave with the Germans involves serious risks for the father’s survival. What kind of a son is this?

Second, Wiesel, as the narrator and protagonist of this novel, seems to have already forgotten that his doctor had ordered two weeks of complete bed rest, that is, until January 29. By taking part of his own free will in a forced march and arduous travel by train when he supposedly could not even stand, Wiesel tests his reader’s ability to believe him. This is especially true when we recall that he was risking his father’s life as well as his own. It was also widely believed that anyone who fell out of the march for any reason was liable to be shot. This episode makes no sense, unless of course Wiesel was much healthier than he claims (if he was there in the first place). On the other hand, if he really was unable to walk, he simply invented, or plagiarized, the whole story.

This basic inconsistency in Wiesel’s narrative offers a further explanation for why his camp medical records have been suppressed (if they exist at all). Sadly, the evidence in the text suggests that Wiesel, as narrator, never even considered such issues, hinting yet again that this episode is pure invention. In fact, Wiesel’s whole novel, up to the point of this pivotal discussion with the father, argues in favor of staying behind to be liberated. In doing so, he and his father would not only be escaping from the satanic Germans, Wiesel himself could have also gotten those two weeks of needed rest, and his father’s life would have been spared.
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Illustration 15: January 27, 1945: Perfectly healthy Jews at Auschwitz greet their Soviet “liberators”.271


		

	

If Wiesel’s book is an autobiography, it must reflect life’s basic realities, including the relationship between cause and effect, as ordinary people understand that link. If not, his story cannot be taken seriously as a lived experience. Alternatively, if Wiesel’s book is a novel, which I believe to be the case, it should nonetheless contain the all-important quality of verisimilitude, that is, the quality of being in conformity, as a work of art, with that same understanding of cause and effect shared by ordinary folk.

In high-school and college literature classes, students hear the expression “willing suspension of disbelief,” which refers to the implicit bargain that any reader of a realistic work (excluded here are science fiction, fantasy literature and the like) strikes with an author. The reader will suspend disbelief, or skepticism, about the veracity and believability of the tale in exchange for entertainment or instruction. But should that reader conclude that the characters’ actions are arbitrary and do not make sense, then the pact is broken. The reader allows his skepticism to get the better of him and might even stop reading. In other words, suspension of disbelief implies a quid pro quo arrangement between author and reader. But skeptical school students who are forced to read this book cannot break the pact out of fear of reprisal from their teachers. After all, they are reading it “for credit,” and sometimes “for extra credit.”

Those who justify Wiesel’s decision to remain in German custody, including of course the teachers who administer Holocaust brainwashing at the grassroots level in the nation’s schools, are forced to justify Wiesel’s decision by citing the rumors mentioned in his discussion with the two other patients at the SS hospital. As shown above, one rumor had it that, if inmates remained behind, the Germans would shoot everyone at point-blank range, while the other predicted that the whole camp would be destroyed. Yet there are at least two reasons why it is difficult, if not impossible, to take these rumors seriously.
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Illustration 16: Auschwitz, January 1945: Soviet photo of healthy Jewish children disproves myth that all Jewish children at Auschwitz were gassed [still shot from Soviet film footage].272


		

	

First, they were being circulated by people whose lives were being saved by fellow Jews working in a thoroughly normal and professional manner for the German government in a German military hospital. It would have made no sense for the Germans to save these patients, if they had intended to kill them the next day. Jewish proponents of the Holocaust faith have never been able to answer this massive contradiction at the heart of the master narrative of the Holocaust story, so they simply ignore it. Unfortunately, the collaborationist historians and literary scholars of academe give them a pass on the issue.

The second reason why these rumors cannot be taken seriously involves the sheer magnitude of the task they describe, killing thousands of people in a few hours!


	Wiesel’s Decision Is Consistent with the Reality of Life in the Camps, Not the Holocaust

While there were no doubt individual instances of German brutality toward Jewish detainees in the camps, there was no German-government-ordered extermination plan at Birkenau. Thus, Wiesel’s decision to remain with the Germans makes sense only if he believed that the German program involved the ethnic relocation of Jews to work camps in Germany and farther to the east in order to force them to work on behalf of the German war effort, and not to kill them. His decision to remain in German custody makes no sense, however, within the context of the Holocaust.

In summary, Wiesel’s decision to evacuate the Auschwitz Camp with the retreating German “war criminals,” instead of remaining behind to be liberated by the Soviets, offers yet another insight into what was actually happening at Auschwitz. Many Jews were in fact deported from Germany and other European countries, spent time in camps, and were then transported farther to the east. In Wiesel’s case, he and his family were imported into the Reich to work in support of the German war effort, and if they were not always treated as humanely as in this episode, they were certainly not subjected to an industrial-scale extermination policy, as the Holocaust myth claims.

Thus, Wiesel’s decision to leave Auschwitz with the Germans is quite consistent with the reality of wartime Jewish suffering, but not with that of Holocaust fantasy. The latter is an exaggeration of the historical facts in order to justify, among other things, 1) German payment of restitution to Jews, 2) Jewish conquest and confiscation of Palestine, and 3) placement of guilt for war crimes solely on Germany. Thus, Wiesel’s decision, made within the horrible context of total war, signals his conviction at the time that the Germans had treated him relatively well. Not only had they provided him with medical care, they also offered the same level of care to his ailing father, even though the latter was never able to work.


	Primo Levi and Lili Jacob Were Also Treated in the SS Hospital

One detainee who stayed behind was Lili Jacob. She later discovered the collection of photos that would come to be called The Auschwitz Album. By her own admission, she appears to have been treated well by the Germans before they left. According to the New York Times:273

On the day Auschwitz was liberated by Allied troops in December 1944 [sic], Lili Jacob was ill with typhus, lying in a camp hospital.

Primo Levi, who had worked as a lab assistant at the Buna synthetic rubber factory in the Monowitz complex, was also in the hospital with scarlet fever when the Germans left. Although sick and unable to work, he had not been sent to a gas chamber or killed by other means by the Germans either!274 Here again, the story peddled by Holocaust fundamentalists to the effect that sick people were routinely put to death in a gas chamber has proved to be false, for both Lili Jacob and Primo Levi, like Wiesel and his father, were well cared for.
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Illustration 17: Register of the inmate hospital at the Monowitz Camp with the entry no. 21669 of April 20, 1944, about Primo Levi, inmate no. 174517 (fifth line from the bottom): “Entlassen” = discharged and sent back to the camp, like thousands of others who were successfully treated and healed at this hospital. (Source: I.G.-Farben Trial, document NI-10186, p. 360)


		

	

 


Chapter VI
Wiesel at Buchenwald

	Problem #10: Travel to and Arrival at Buchenwald

	Wiesel Offers No Coherent Chronology for This Trip

Just as Wiesel had offered his reader a botched chronology at the beginning of his novel, he repeats the same mistakes in recounting 1) the trip to Buchenwald, and 2) the early days after his arrival there, up to and including the death of his father. I shall deal first with the chronology of the trip.

Incredible as it might seem, Wiesel provides neither the departure nor the arrival dates for this momentous experience. Although he neglects to provide the departure date from Auschwitz, he does state that the detainees left at 6:00 AM in the middle of a snowstorm. As mentioned in the previous chapter, the historical record indicates that the Germans abandoned the Auschwitz camp complex during the night of January 17–18, 1945. Since those units most crucial to supporting the war effort left after nightfall on January 17, some historians date the beginning of the exodus as January 17, while others prefer January 18, when the operation was completed. Having already used the date of January 18 for the calculation of the time that Wiesel spent in the hospital, I retain it here as the date a quo, that is, the beginning date for calculating the time involved in the trip to Buchenwald. Although Wiesel offers no specific date for his arrival at Buchenwald, he does provide a date for his father’s death. That date, the night of January 28-29, 1945, must therefore be taken as our date ad quem for establishing the novel’s chronology.

The detainees leave Auschwitz at 6:00 AM on January 18. They march all day and into the evening. At that point “the commander announced that we had already traveled seventy kilometers.”275 Wiesel is exaggerating here, for by this point they had only marched about two-thirds of the way to Gleiwitz. Since the total distance between the two points is 55 kilometers [34 miles], they would have marched about 36-37 kilometers [20 miles], not 70 [43 miles]. Marion Wiesel translates “seventy kilometers” (soixante-dix kilomètres) as “twenty kilometers.” (Night [2006], 87) She deliberately presents this mistranslation to her reader, no doubt in accord with the author, in order to bring Wiesel’s absurd exaggeration more into line with the ascertainable fact that the whole trip could only amount to about fifty-five kilometers.

Wiesel then continues to walk well beyond midnight, but does not indicate how far. Once again, one would think that this experience would have been recalled in more-precise detail. Furthermore, there remains the strange anomaly that he is able to walk these long distances two days after having undergone a serious foot operation for which two weeks of bed rest had been prescribed. Wiesel then sleeps for a very short time. He awakens after sunrise.276 Wiesel then writes:277

We remained at Gleiwitz for three days. Three days without food or drink.

If this assertion about an imposed three-day fast in the middle of winter were true, many of the prisoners would have become terribly weakened, and even died.

On the morning of the third day, they are marched outside the town of Gleiwitz to await a train, which does not come until “quite late in the evening.”278 After they climb aboard, they then travel for ten more days and nights before reaching Buchenwald.279 Thus, according to Wiesel’s chronology, a total of fourteen days (one day of walking, three days of imposed starvation while waiting for the train, and a ten-day train trip) are required for the trip. When Wiesel wrote his novel (or at least this episode), he was apparently unaware that the Auschwitz Camp had been abandoned on January 18, as mentioned above. This ignorance about a basic historical fact, a fact that should have remained firmly embedded in his memory during his alleged ten-year vow of silence, because he had actually lived it, speaks volumes about the in-authenticity of his autobiography.

These fourteen days of travel mean that he must have arrived at Buchenwald on February 2. But such an arrival date is simply impossible, because our date ad quem, the only firm date Wiesel offers after the end of the trip, is the one he provides for the death of his father, the night of January 28-29. In other words, he could not have arrived on February 2 on a train with his father, and have his father die at Buchenwald about a week earlier. For this reason, Marion Wiesel has mistranslated the very specific “ten days and nights of travel” (dix jours, dix nuits de voyage) as “there followed days and nights of traveling.” (Night [2006], 100) Once again, the reader is not informed of this deception, and through the use of retroactive continuity, this mendacious translation serves to justify the date given for the death of Wiesel’s father.


	Absurd Chronology and Narrative Incoherence after the Arrival at Buchenwald

I now turn to the problem of Night’s chronology following Wiesel’s arrival at Buchenwald. The first indication of time that Wiesel gives us comes in his statement that he and the others who had arrived from Auschwitz were obliged to take a shower on the third day after their arrival.280 Thereafter, he writes of “the next day.”281 Then, a day after the trip’s eighteenth day, he writes that “a week went by.”282 This additional week brings the total number of days since Wiesel’s departure from Auschwitz on January 18 to twenty-five.

Thus, according to the novel’s internal chronology, the date for the death of Wiesel’s father would be February 13. Nonetheless, Wiesel tells us in the novel that his father died during the night of January 28-29, 1945. He writes:283

I climbed into my bunk above my father, who was still alive. It was January 28, 1945. I awoke at dawn on January 29. Another patient was lying there in my father’s place.

Working backward twenty-six days from January 29, the morning on which he finds his father missing from his bunk and presumed dead, establishes that Wiesel would have had to leave Auschwitz on January 3, 1945. But such a date would be a complete absurdity, for it would mean that he left Auschwitz even before undergoing foot surgery! This is why Marion Wiesel deliberately mistranslated “ten days and ten nights of travel” as “days and nights of travel.”


	Records of Three Trains from Gleiwitz to Buchenwald in January 1945 Analyzed

The Italian researcher Carlo Mattogno has found evidence that three trains left Gleiwitz and traveled to Buchenwald on January 18, 1945. The time it took each train to travel from Gleiwitz to Buchenwald varied: four days for the first train, five days for the second, eight days for the third. No trip took fourteen days, as Wiesel claims was his experience in La Nuit:
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There is a serious discrepancy between Wiesel’s supposed experiences and the actual historical reality. This basic contradiction suggests that Wiesel either plagiarized this episode, or simply invented it.

Mattogno shows that both the former Jewish detainee Miklós Grüner (Buchenwald ID # 120761), and his friend Lazar Wiesel (Buchenwald ID # 123565), whose identity Grüner accuses Wiesel of having stolen, were given ID numbers at Buchenwald on January 26, the day on which their train arrived, and on which they entered the Buchenwald camp. Mattogno has also studied the lists of Buchenwald detainees, and states that there is no mention of Elie Wiesel being assigned a Buchenwald identification number. Wiesel wrote La Nuit as if unaware of the very existence of these ID numbers, and Mattogno concludes on the basis of this evidence that Wiesel was never a detainee at Buchenwald. He may be right, but more information seems needed before coming to a definitive conclusion.

That said, I must add that Mattogno’s assertion is firmly supported by the evidence provided in the very text of the novel. According to Night’s internal chronology, as I have shown above, the only firm date provided is the one for his father’s death, January 28-29, 1945. If we work back twenty-five days from that date, we arrive at January 3 for his departure date from Auschwitz. But this date is impossible for two reasons: 1) historically, we know the camp was not abandoned until January 17-18; and 2) this date also contradicts Wiesel’s other assertion that the operation on his foot took place “toward the middle of January” (see Chapter V), just before the camp was evacuated.

The contradictions derived from this internal evidence of the novel indicate that, when Wiesel wrote of the trip from Auschwitz to Buchenwald, his version of events could not have been based on personal experience. Thus the novel fully supports Mattogno’s contention that he was never at Buchenwald.


	Mattogno on Mortality aboard Wiesel’s Train to Buchenwald

Finally, with regard to the mortality rate for those who made the trip from Auschwitz to Buchenwald, Wiesel offers testimony only about the railroad car in which he and his father traveled. He writes:284

The last day saw the highest death toll. About a hundred of us had gotten onto this railroad car, and only a dozen of us, including my father and myself, got off.

These numbers indicate a death rate of 88 percent, and Wiesel implies that such a figure is also valid for the other cars in the train. Mattogno, on the other hand, relying on the original manifest for the convoy that reached Buchenwald on January 26, states that, of the 3,987 detainees who began the trip, 3,927 were logged into Buchenwald. Assuming that the missing sixty inmates died en route, these sixty deaths represent a mortality rate of 1.5 percent, which is a far cry from Wiesel’s claimed death rate of 88 percent.285 I might add that Wiesel claims more deaths in his car alone than were recorded for the whole train. This fact not only raises yet another question about Wiesel’s actual presence on this train, it also offers another example of the systemic cancer of exaggerations that afflicts Holocaust computations at all levels.

After recounting the death of his father, Wiesel announces that he will not have anything to say about the period that extends from that event, on January 28-29, to his liberation on April 11. He then offers a lame excuse for this strange silence when he writes:286

I won’t speak about my life during this time period. Living no longer mattered to me. After my father’s death, nothing touched me anymore.

This alibi is not only unconvincing, it also reinforces the impression he has already given to the reader: that he might not have ever been at Buchenwald. If that is the case, his silence about daily life among the other children in the Kinderblock is natural and understandable.

About life with the other children and adolescents, he writes:287

I was transferred to the Children’s Block, where there were six hundred of us.

However, he once again raises our suspicions about whether he actually experienced this event when he fails to mention the important fact that these children were placed in the by-now famous Block 66 which, in turn, was located in a section of Buchenwald called the “Little Camp.” This omission is especially strange in so far as Block 66 has taken on an almost legendary importance in the saga of the Buchenwald Camp’s last days. Here is how the official Holocaust history, as found on the Buchenwald website, puts it:288

At the end of January 1945, Elie Wiesel and his father came to Buchenwald Concentration Camp on an evacuation transport and were housed in the “Small Camp”. Here his father died shortly after arrival. In Barracks 66, an asylum for children and adolescents that political prisoners managed to set up in 1945, Elie Wiesel was liberated on April 11, 1945.

Ironically, the official Holocaust history of the event now places Wiesel there, without any documentation, of course. But Wiesel, writing in the 1950s, referred neither to Barracks 66, nor to the larger space in which it was located, the “Little Camp” (kleines Lager or le petit camp). Once again, Wiesel’s ignorance of basic details speaks volumes about this alleged experience.


	Problem #11: Liberation Day at Buchenwald

	Wiesel’s Nobel Campaign Requires More Falsehoods

On July 4, 2004, Parade magazine featured an article by Wiesel. The piece included what is probably one of the most famous propaganda pictures from World War II. Taken by Private H. Miller of the Civil Affairs Branch of the U.S. Army Signal Corps at Buchenwald Concentration Camp on April 16, 1945, five days after the Americans arrived there on April 11 (see Illustration 19, p. 157), the photo has been altered in the Parade version to include a circle drawn around the face of a man identified as Elie Wiesel. This photo, showing inmates, some emaciated and half-naked, crammed into crude bunks, was not taken on the spur of the moment on April 11, but was one of a larger group of about a dozen photos in which professional montage and mise en scène techniques were used.289 It is also worth noting in passing that there are scores of photos of men in bunks available for viewing on the official Buchenwald website, but somehow none of them manages to show the crowding alleged to have been normal. The shot was then released to the media to be used for the usual propaganda purposes: to project an image of the Germans as war criminals while distracting the American public from the horrible war crimes then being committed by Allied forces. That it was still being exploited almost seventy years after it was taken shows how successful and adaptable it has proved to be.

In La Nuit, Wiesel writes:290

Three days after the liberation of Buchenwald, I fell sick. Food poisoning. I was taken to the hospital and spent two weeks between life and death.

Since this mysterious illness occurred “three days after the liberation of Buchenwald,” the date would be April 14. He was immediately hospitalized and, in his words, “spent two weeks between life and death.” According to this scenario, the first of several that he would provide over the years, Wiesel should have been in the hospital from April 14 to April 28. Since the Signal Corps propaganda picture was taken on April 16, Wiesel could not have been in it.

Wiesel later changed this basic story a number of times. Here is the second version of events, which he invented in 1976:291

After the liberation I became sick, and it’s strange how it happened. I hinted at it in Night, but it’s not the full story. April 11, 1945, when the Americans came, we were some 20,000 left in Buchenwald out of some 60,000 or 80,000, and we hadn’t had food for a week or so. Suddenly the Americans came and brought their food, but they really didn’t know what they were doing; they gave fats. 5,000 people died immediately from food poisoning. […] and my body rebelled; I lost consciousness immediately and was sick for ten days or so – unconscious, in a coma – blood poisoning or something.

In this second version, Wiesel says that he ate the food “an hour or two after the liberation,” which contradicts his original claim in Night that he only got sick three days after liberation. Also, in this new version he is sick, unconscious and in a coma for ten days, or from April 11 until about April 21. In this scenario, once again, he could not have been in a picture that was taken on April 16.

As for Wiesel’s claim of 5,000 deaths from food poisoning, it is not mentioned in La Nuit, nor is it supported by the historical record. The closest he comes in La Nuit to implying large numbers of deaths at the liberation of Buchenwald occurs when he writes:292

Each day, several thousand detainees would go through the camp’s gate and wouldn’t return.

He later provided further information about this subject when, on February 1, 1978, he spoke at Washington University in St. Louis. In answer to a student’s direct question on this issue, he stated:293

On April 5, when they began to evacuate my camp, 80,000 inmates remained. And every day they would select 10,000 and kill them outside the gate. Somehow, I was always among those left behind.

Strangely, but in accordance with the ever-changing Jewish Holocaust narrative, we are now left to wonder why the liberating GIs, upon their arrival at Buchenwald’s gates on April 11, never saw or commented upon the 60,000 dead bodies which, according to Wiesel, must have accumulated there since April 5. Apparently they had all mysteriously disappeared!


	The Mendacious Role of the New York Times in the Barracks Photo Affair

The Buchenwald barracks picture first appeared in the New York Times on May 6, 1945, several weeks after it was taken. The caption read: “Crowded Bunks in the Prison Camp at Buchenwald” (see Illustration 20, p. 157). The caption does not date the photo, but it implies that it was taken on April 11, the day Buchenwald was liberated. The media has always implied that the picture was taken on that date, and it is this basic untruth on which other misinterpretations are based.

The original New York Times story did not identify any of the men in the picture, which did not so much portray the chaotic reality of Buchenwald on April 11, as the carefully staged recreation and repackaging of that reality. The photo appeared in conjunction with an article by correspondent Harold Denny, in which he communicated the official U.S. Government propaganda line. Entitled “The World Must Not Forget: What was done in the German prison camps emphasizes the problem of what to do with a people who are morally sick,”294 his piece was a distraction from the war crimes that the Allies were then committing against the Germans.

As Denny wrote in the pages of the Jewish-owned New York Times, Germany was a smoldering ruin as a result of Allied carpet bombardment of civilians; Dresden, Hamburg and hundreds of other German cities had been bombed to a pulp; the dams on numerous rivers had been destroyed, drowning untold numbers of innocents and destroying their homes; hundreds of thousands of German soldiers were both being starved and caged in the open, without shelter, day and night, by Gen. Eisenhower; countless German civilians whose families had lived in East Prussia and Poland for centuries were being forcibly evicted by the advancing Soviets; the Volga Germans, who had been settled in Russia since the eighteenth century, had been deported to Siberia and elsewhere, where many of them would perish; the valiant men of the Red Army were in the process of raping millions of German women as they advanced through Germany; and, most-dreadful, Hiroshima and Nagasaki were on the drawing board.295 For the New York Times, however, with its scarcely concealed obsession with Jewish suffering, it was the Germans who were “morally sick.” Had the Allies not saved civilization?

The third version of Wiesel’s liberation from Buchenwald is linked to the same photo. In 1983, almost forty years after the barracks picture was taken, the New York Times published it with this caption:

On April 11, 1945, American troops liberated the concentration camp’s survivors, including Elie, who later identified himself as the man circled in the photo.


	
		
				
[image: Image]


		

		
				
Illustration 18: Wiesel as a boy


		

	

It is important to note here that Wiesel had never claimed to be in this famous picture before 1983. Why not? And why did the New York Times suddenly want to associate Wiesel with this picture, especially since the individual circled in it was clearly a grown man, and not a boy of sixteen? In fact, this man does not resemble in any way other pictures said to date from Wiesel’s teenage years (see Illustrations  21f., p. 158). Obviously, the “newspaper of record” had not fact-checked Wiesel’s claim. In retrospect, however, it is clear that this bogus claim was a first step in the New York Times’s campaign to secure a Nobel Prize for Wiesel. The picture was published in the high-circulation Sunday New York Times Magazine, and with the following statement:296

His name has been frequently mentioned as a possible recipient of a Nobel Prize, for either peace or literature.

After the New York Times had manufactured history by mendaciously declaring that Wiesel was pictured, the Times had the nerve a few years later to castigate the administration of the Buchenwald Museum, at that time part of the Communist East German regime, for not repeating the New York Times’s lie as fact! In 1989, a New York Times reporter visiting Buchenwald, wrote:297

A large photograph in the [Buchenwald] museum shows Mr. Wiesel, among others, on the day of liberation. He is not identified in a caption. And the guide who has shown visitors around Buchenwald for 14 years had never heard of the author, who has written eloquently [sic] about that camp.

Nowadays, the USHMM follows in the footsteps of the New York Times by making the same fraudulent claim about this picture on its website.

With regard to this picture, Professor Kenneth Waltzer first became involved in the subject around 2010-11. He had already begun writing a book to be entitled The Rescue of Children and Youths at Buchenwald, and was determined to include his friend Wiesel as one of those children of Buchenwald. In a Michigan State University press release about him and his project, he was quoted as writing the following about Wiesel:298

He [Wiesel] was too weak at liberation on April 11 to leave his barracks (hence he was photographed in a famous picture in the barracks on April 12 or 13), and he came to understand he was free only days later.

In writing such nonsense, Waltzer revealed that he had obviously not even done basic archival research on this picture. A Holocaustian imagination does not get much more inventive than Waltzer’s does here!

In due course, that press release, an embarrassment to all concerned, was removed from the Web. But the damage had already been done. Why? Because by 2011 Wiesel’s absence from this picture had sparked a wider discussion of the fact that there is in fact no pictorial record of any kind of Wiesel at Buchenwald.

When the announced book failed to appear in 2011, the noted U.S. revisionist Bradley Smith devoted several blog entries to the subject. Unfortunately, they have all been rendered inaccessible on the Web. At the same time, Carolyn Yeager, working from her www.eliewieseltattoo.com website, has continued to heap ridicule on Waltzer, and her relentless attacks appear to have had an effect on his book project.299 As of early 2020, it has still not appeared in print.

In addition to Wiesel’s earlier claims that he was sick in the camp hospital when the picture was taken, another major problem with the photograph is the disparity between the facial features said to be Wiesel’s in this picture and those that appear in the boyhood photo.300 This picture has been cropped from a photo that appears in both Tous les fleuves and All Rivers in which he is shown as a boy of about nine to twelve (1937 to 1940) years of age with his mother and little sister. The caption reads:

Elie with his mother and his sister Tziporah, shortly before the Nazis entered Sighet.

Since Wiesel was fifteen and a half in April 1944, the editor of Wiesel’s autobiography is attempting to deceive and confuse the reader when he states that the picture was taken “shortly before the Nazis entered Sighet.” Clearly, this picture had been taken several years before 1944. Likewise, the picture that supposedly shows Wiesel as a boy of about sixteen also bears a misleading caption in All Rivers. It states:

Elie, age fifteen, not long before the deportations.

But how could the boys shown in the two pictures, their ages being at least three years apart, both date from the spring of 1944? Even worse, the second picture not only appears to date from the postwar period, the boy presented in it bears little if any resemblance to the boy in the earlier one. In any case, whether or not this picture of an adolescent actually shows Wiesel, it offers ample proof that this photo, and that of “the man in the bunk,” who appears to be about thirty years old, if not older, do not depict the same person. Thus, the pictures of Wiesel that I show here, coupled with the fact that, prior to 1983, he had always stated that he was sick on April 16, offer solid proof that his claim to be shown in the Buchenwald propaganda picture is merely another example of his mendacity.

As Wiesel’s Nobel campaign went forward, the New York Times usually tried to present him in dramatic terms, even if it meant telling more fibs about him. His image as a Holocaust survivor needed to be enhanced. Thus, for example, when he made a trip to Berlin in January 1986 to attend a Holocaust conference, the New York Times reporter declared solemnly:301

Elie Wiesel returned to Germany this week for the first time since he was released from the Buchenwald concentration camp almost 41 years ago.

Unfortunately, this dramatic statement was nonsense. The Times should have done its homework. When Wiesel was beginning his career as a New York Jewish journalist, he published a hate-filled article in December 1962 appropriately entitled “An Appointment with Hate” in Commentary, the organ of the American Jewish Committee (see Chapter V). Its subject was a recent trip he had made to Germany.
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Illustration 19: Photo taken in the Buchenwald camp on April 16, 1945; filed by the Office of War Information. Overseas Operations Branch; official caption: “These are slave laborers in the Buchenwald concentration camp near Jena; many had died from malnutrition when U.S. troops of the 80th Division entered the camp.” First published in the Los Angeles Times, April 29, 1945. Source: http://commons.wikimedia.org; NARA 535560
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Illustration 20: Interestingly, The New York Times Magazine, published this image on May 6th, 1945 (p. 42) with the naked man removed from the image, perhaps for reasons of “decency.”

Source: Winston Smith, “The Most Famous Holocaust Photo a Fraud,” January 17, 2013; http://winstonsmithministryoftruth.blogspot.com/2013/01/the-most-famous-holocaust-photo-fraud.html


		

	

Likewise, even after the Nobel award was announced on October 14, 1986, the New York Times continued to embroider the facts, always trying to dramatize Wiesel’s life experience. For instance, on November 2 they triumphantly republished a severely cropped version of the barracks photo with the caption:302

Elie Wiesel, the winner of the Nobel Peace Prize (at far right in the top bunk) in the Buchenwald concentration camp in April 1945, when the camp was liberated by American troops.

The New York Times cropped the picture in such a way as to remove parts of the two upper bunks and to make the man who is now supposed to be Wiesel barely visible. At the same time, the newspaper airbrushed the naked man on the right completely out of the picture (see Illustration 20). The New York Times also suggests the picture was taken on April 11, 1945, without, of course, actually saying so. Then, in January 1987, the Times erroneously claimed that Wiesel had been “freed from Auschwitz” during the war.303

A year later, in connection with a Wiesel trip to Auschwitz, the New York Times wrote:304

Mr. Wiesel was a prisoner at Auschwitz and witnessed the killing there of his father and one of his sisters.

Of course, Wiesel has always claimed that his father died in Buchenwald, and information on his mother’s and youngest sister’s fates continues to be effectively withheld by the USHMM and other authorities. But the word “Auschwitz” is one of the three Jewish Holocaust terms that have been pushed as slogans over the years in the pages of the New York Times. These eternally repeated or sloganized terms are designed to set off a “brand recognition” reaction among the New York Jewish readers in the newspaper’s customer base. The terms “Auschwitz,” along with “six million” and “gas chambers,” constitute the essence of this triad, but Buchenwald doesn’t make the cut.
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Illustration 21: Wiesel as an adolescent after the war
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Illustration 22: Allegedly Wiesel’s face in the 1945 Buchenwald photo


		

	

In 1987, after cashing his $270,000 Nobel-prize check, Wiesel testified at the trial of Klaus Barbie in Lyon, France.305 On the fringes of the trial, the well-known (in France) Jewish Holocaust profiteer and publicity seeker Marek Halter announced his intention to stage a parallel trial of France’s World War II Vichy regime. However, the Jewish lawyers who were staging the Barbie show trial correctly saw this plan as a publicity stunt, and rejected it as a “political show.”306 Undeterred, Halter and his followers set up a large tent in Lyon’s main square about a mile from where the Barbie show trial was taking place. There, they presented an exhibit called “The Children of Memory.” It was in Halter’s bizarre tent that the Signal Corps photo was exhibited for exploitation once again by the Zionist media.307 It is not clear, however, to what extent Wiesel was involved in this particular display of what was by now a Holocaust icon.

On June 3, 1987, the Chicago Tribune published an AP photo containing a cropped version of the men in the bunks at Buchenwald. What was completely new in this fourth tall tale about his liberation was that Wiesel, accompanied by two unidentified people, was shown standing in front of a blown-up version of the picture and pointing to himself in it (Illustration 23). The caption read:

Nobel Prize winner Elie Wiesel points to a picture of himself, taken by a German at the Auschwitz death camp in 1945. The photograph is part of the Holocaust Memorial in Lyon, France.

In this instance, the Zionist media was probably guilty not so much of deliberate disinformation as of slovenly reporting, a recurring problem in articles dealing with the Holocaust. Since the Barbie show trial focused on deportations to Auschwitz, not Buchenwald, and since Auschwitz, not Buchenwald, was being trumpeted in the Zionist media every day, the mendacious caption made the picture more relevant. In fact, the only problem we have with it is in determining who created this example of Holocaust-related media deception: Shoah-businessman Halter, someone in the employ of the media, or Wiesel. When one recalls that he stated early in his career, and has repeated many times since then, that “some events do take place but are not true; others are true although they never occurred,”308 Wiesel’s possible involvement in this media caper in the opening stages of the Barbie trial cannot be ruled out.

In retrospect, there can be no doubt that this heavily-trafficked picture was an important ingredient in the overall package designed to bolster Wiesel’s Nobel candidacy. In this regard, Carolyn Yeager makes a good point when she states that Wiesel recognized the picture’s importance in the Nobel campaign when he flew to Jerusalem in the month following reception of the prize to have his picture taken in front of it.309 Thankfully, that picture encapsulates perfectly Wiesel’s mendacity and, as long as the USHMM keeps on claiming that Wiesel is seen in it, their mendacity as well.


	Wiesel Claims the Men in the Bunks Are Children from the Kinderblock
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Illustration 23: Ludicrously false caption published in the Chicago Tribune,
June 3, 1987


		

	

In 1995, Wiesel offered a fifth version of his liberation experience in an interview published in the German weekly Die Zeit. It contained two new pieces of information. The first was the claim that the picture had been taken the day after the liberation, that is, on April 12, 1945, not on April 11, as the media had always implied. This new date not only contradicted the date of April 16 given by the U.S. Army, but it also made it impossible for Wiesel to be in it, if we believed his second claim, mentioned above, according to which he had been put in the hospital for ten days immediately upon gorging on American food on April 11. The second new assertion to emerge from this interview was that the picture had been taken in the children’s barracks, or Kinderblock, at Buchenwald, where Wiesel was allegedly lodged. The following statement to this effect appears twice in the article, once in the text and once again as the caption to the picture (in which the person alleged to be Wiesel is circled, as in the New York Times photo in 1983):310

On the day after the liberation the picture was taken in the Children’s Block at Buchenwald by an American soldier. It shows old men. But these old faces are the faces of men who, in truth, were 15 or 16 years of age as I was.

Since 1945, when the New York Times first made propaganda use of this picture, no one had ever claimed that it depicts children. In fact, it does not depict children. It depicts adults. Yet Wiesel actually expects us to believe that these men, some of whom are heavily bearded or partially bald, were mere boys. Finally, when Wiesel states that the picture was taken “by an American soldier,” he gives the impression that it was a spur-of-the-moment event and not one that was carefully orchestrated for propaganda purposes.


	Wiesel Claims He Saw Black Soldiers at Buchenwald on Liberation Day

A sixth version of events at the liberation of Buchenwald was concocted by Wiesel in 1989, when he claimed to have seen Black soldiers on liberation day, April 11, at Buchenwald. He told a New York Times interviewer:311

I will always remember with love a big black soldier. He was crying like a child – tears of all the pain in the world and all the rage. Everyone who was there that day will forever feel a sentiment of gratitude to the American soldiers who liberated us.

As will be amply demonstrated below, Wiesel simply made up this ridiculous claim, like so much of what he claims to remember about the Holocaust, out of whole cloth. Nonetheless, this claim seems to have provided the spark that would lead to the creation of a 90-minute documentary film telling the story of this completely imagined event. A Black filmmaker and a Jewish producer launched this new Holocaust myth, according to which a Black unit, the 761st Tank Battalion, had actually liberated the Jews at Buchenwald! Their announced intention in doing so was to increase Black and Jewish mutual “understanding” in Brooklyn through a movie to be shown on PBS called Liberators: Fighting on Two Fronts in World War II.

The reality, however, was that they also wanted to produce a film that could later be shown in predominantly Black schools as a means of sucking innocent and unsuspecting Black children into the Holocaust vortex. Wiesel’s 1989 lie had given birth to this film, and one can imagine the Holocaust fundamentalists quietly rejoicing in the background as they added yet another layer of disinformation to the Holocaust. It is important to remember here that, just as the Holocaust myth had been initially created, under the brand name of “genocide,” for very specific political reasons as mentioned above, so also this new story was being invented to fulfill a very specific political need for the New York Jewish elite: restoration of Jewish political control over the city’s Black mayor and its other Black politicians.

Sadly, Black politicians, from Mayor David Dinkins on down, allowed themselves to be manipulated by the Holocaust fundamentalists who were behind the film. It was premiered on November 9, 1992, at a gala event staged at New York’s Lincoln Center. Some seven hundred mostly Black and Jewish dignitaries were in attendance. Then, on November 11, the film was broadcast on WNET, the local PBS station.312

A month later, Jesse Jackson, who from the beginning had given full support to this absurd film in order to ingratiate himself with New York’s wealthy Jews, most of whom had been shunning him since he had referred to New York City as “Hymietown” in 1984,313 introduced the film at the Apollo Theater in Harlem.314 At the beginning of 1993, the Holocaust fundamentalists of Hollywood, pulling their oar in the overall Jewish effort, made sure that the film was one of five documentaries nominated for an Oscar.315

Yes, there seemed to be something in this crude hoax for everybody. Indeed, since this event was yet another true and authentic exercise in mendacity, but on a colossal scale, Wiesel’s involvement is perfectly understandable. Yet the historical scam could not go on forever. Jeffrey Goldberg, breaking the Jewish code of silence, spoke for many New York Jews and others, when he denounced this media fabrication, so strongly supported by the New York Times.316 Within a week after his article appeared, the film had to be withdrawn.317 Disgraced, it failed to win an Oscar, finishing fourth out of five. Liberators: Fighting on Two Fronts in World War II has now disappeared down the Orwellian memory hole. In accordance with the use of the narrative technique of retroactive continuity in the telling of the Holocaust story, this exercise in dishonesty, brainwashing and propaganda, after being added, however briefly, to the master narrative of the Jewish Holocaust story, has now been erased from it, as if it had never existed.


	Wiesel Weasels on Having Seen Blacks at Buchenwald

In 1995, Wiesel repeated this particular tall tale in the first volume of his autobiography, but he did so in such a way as to suggest that his memory had been faulty. By this time it was clear that Jeffrey Goldberg and the other New York Jews who had denounced this film as a fraud were also, by extension, and of course in petto, rejecting Wiesel’s bogus and suddenly “recovered” Holocaust memory in support of it. After all, it is these fellow Jews who know better than anyone else what a faker he actually is. Thus, realizing that he needed to backtrack in order to preserve some semblance of credibility with these people, his core supporters, he wrote his seventh version of what happened that day. He offered:318

I remember the American soldiers and the horror that could be read in their faces. I will never forget that Black sergeant – was he in fact a sergeant? Someone must have told me later on that he was. Was he Black? I think that’s the way I remember him. A muscle-bound giant and full of humanity, he wept tears of impotent rage and shame, shame for the whole human race, to which we all belonged. He spewed curses and insults that, coming from his lips, became holy words. We tried to lift him onto our shoulders to show our gratitude, but we didn’t have the strength. We were too weak to even applaud him.

Sadly, Wiesel’s portrayal of Black people as inarticulate, muscle-bound bozos offers a fair description of his prejudices. In addition, his use of the shopworn Holocaust trope, “I only found out later,” as a screen for his mendacity and deception is a further insult to all of his readers.


	Two More Pictures: The Boys from the Kinderblock

Another utterly absurd statement in Wiesel’s seventh version of the story is that the boys in the Kinderblock had been too weak to even applaud the Black American soldier, let alone lift him up. Yet the two photos (Illustrations 24f.) of the boys marching out of the “Little Camp,” in which the Kinderblock was located, tell a completely different story. These boys, even under the arduous circumstances occasioned by total war, had clearly been well fed by the Germans. In fact, these pictures, taken by AP photographer Byron H. Rollins on April 21, 1945, or ten days after their liberation, give the lie to the existence of a German plan to eradicate all Jewish children. It also reminds us of how mendacious Wiesel’s oft-repeated claim is that 1.5 million Jewish children died in the Holocaust. Amazingly, even though Wiesel’s story was known to be false, he was nonetheless able to incorporate it into his stand-up routine on the lecture circuit.

One example of the use of such deliberate deception in the telling of the Jewish Holocaust story occurred in an appearance he made before a largely student audience at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst in 1995. At that time, he told African-American poet and Nobel laureate Maya Angelou the same tall tale about having seen Black soldiers on liberation day at Buchenwald.319 The man had no shame, and is not worthy of belief.
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Illustration 24: As the boys from the “Little Camp” emerge, they appear to have been well fed by the German “war criminals.” (USHMM photo #69158)
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Illustration 25: Another view of the boys from the Kinderblock marching out of Buchenwald.


		

	

Two pictures of boys marching out of Block 66, where they had been lodged in the final days of the camp’s existence, further erode claims by both Wiesel and the USHMM that he is one of the men in the barracks picture.

I deal first with the picture shown above, the one taken from above and from a distance, and which shows how lengthy the column was. It is important to note that neither Wiesel nor the USHMM claims that he is pictured therein. The USHMM apparently refrains from doing so for two reasons. The first is that, just as they do not identify Wiesel in the picture of the Jewish refugee boys in France, they also fail to identify him here for the simple reason that he is not in the picture. The other reason is because the museum continues to give support on their website to Wiesel’s false claim that he is shown in the Buchenwald barracks picture. Yet Professor Kenneth Waltzer claimed in the Internet article that has now been taken down that Wiesel is seen in both this picture and another one, shown below (Illustration 25). He wrote:320

But another picture [than the one of the men in the bunks] taken after liberation, on April 17, when the boys were led to the former SS barracks outside the camp, shows Wiesel marching out, fourth on the left, among a phalanx of youth moving together, heads held high, a group together guided by prisoners who had helped save them.

There are two quite erroneous assertions made here by Waltzer. The first concerns the date on which the picture was taken. Although the Buchenwald Museum clearly provides the date as April 21, Waltzer displays once again his sloppy scholarship by stating that it was taken on April 17. Another thing that is troubling about Waltzer’s claim is that he does not specify who is actually “fourth on the left” in this picture. Is it the tall boy wearing the beret or the boy in front of him? In the final analysis, however, there is no resemblance between either of these boys and the man in the bunk.321


	Problem #12: After Liberation: Interaction with the Germans

As mentioned in Chapter V, Naomi Seidman pointed out in her 1996 article that the two versions of Wiesel’s novel were written for two different audiences, the first being Yiddish-speaking Jews from Eastern Europe and the second for more sophisticated non-Jewish readers in Western Europe. She also argued that François Mauriac played an important role in helping Wiesel to “transition” his book from one audience to the other, although she seems not to fully appreciate the extent to which Mauriac rewrote Wiesel’s Yiddish book. Even before Seidman’s article appeared, Eve Kessler, an editor with the New York Jewish newspaper Forward, published her own commentary about it. Concerned that Seidman’s article transgressed the limits of orthodox Holocaust fundamentalist discourse, Kessler wrote:322

The article, “Elie Wiesel and the Scandal of Jewish Rage,” charges that Mr. Wiesel sanitized his reminiscences, purging them of uncomfortable references to Jewish vengeance when they later appeared in French, in order to position himself not as a Yiddish memorialist but as a writer in the European existentialist tradition.

In using the accusatory word “charges” to describe what she took to be Seidman’s attack on Wiesel, Kessler obviously read Seidman’s article as an act of aggression against him. In fact, she also anticipated that the article, “which will appear in November, seems likely to ignite a major intellectual controversy.” She was right, for Seidman’s article has turned out to be a solid contribution to Holocaust revisionism.

When the essay appeared a month later, it did not disappoint. In La Nuit, the young Jews, after their liberation from Buchenwald, go to the nearby town of Weimar. Wiesel, presenting his fellow Jews as quasi-angelic creatures, insists that they did not exact vengeance on the defeated Germans:323

Our first act as free men was to throw ourselves on the food supply. That’s all we thought about. Neither about vengeance, nor about our parents. Only about bread. And even after we had had our fill, not one person thought about vengeance. The next day [after liberation], several young men ran off to Weimar to gather up potatoes and clothing, and to sleep with girls. But there was not a trace of vengeance.

Seidman offers the following translation of the equivalent passage in Yiddish:324

The first gesture of freedom: the starved men made an effort to get something to eat. They only thought about food. Not about revenge. Not about their parents. Only about bread. And even when they had satisfied their hunger, they still did not think about revenge.

Until this point, the final version of La Nuit coincides quite closely with the Yiddish text. From this point on, however, we clearly see the extent to which Mauriac toned down Wiesel’s text. It is important to recall that, as he did so, Wiesel remained in New York, supposedly bed-ridden, killing time while his lawyer worked out a maximum settlement on his insurance claim. But Mauriac not only toned down Wiesel’s Yiddish text, he radically changed it, as Seidman points out in her article. Here is the continuation of Seidman’s translation of the Yiddish text:

Early the next day, Jewish boys ran off to Weimar to steal clothing and potatoes. And to rape German girls. The historical commandment of revenge was not fulfilled. (“Elie Wiesel,” 5)

As we see, Mauriac made three huge changes in Wiesel’s original Yiddish text, which was presumably faithfully translated by Wiesel in the “bridge text” that he provided to his benefactor. Seidman, seemingly oblivious to the fact that her article was helping to demolish the image of Wiesel as a reliable eyewitness to the Holocaust, makes the following observation about Mauriac’s transformation of Un di velt:

In the Yiddish version, the survivors are explicitly described as Jews and their victims (or intended victims) as German.

But this is not all:

The implication in the Yiddish text is that rape is a frivolous dereliction of the obligation to fulfill ‘the historical commandment of revenge’; presumably fulfillment of this obligation would involve a public and concerted act of retribution with a clearly defined target. Un di velt does not spell out what form this retribution might take, only that it is sanctioned – even commanded – by Jewish history and tradition. (“Elie Wiesel,” 5)

Is it any wonder that Eve Kessler was upset when she read this article prior to its publication? With regard to what Seidman calls “lawless retribution,” one cannot help but think of the “lawless retribution” that the Jews of Israel have been exacting from the Palestinians ever since the creation of Israel for the simple crime of being non-Jews.

Mauriac obviously could not let this passage remain in La Nuit. Thus, he rewrote it and, in doing so, introduced three major changes. The first was to delete Wiesel’s insistence that these young men were Jews. The second change he made was to delete any reference to Jewish racism. Thus the phrase “the historical commandment for revenge was not fulfilled” was completely deleted. The third thing that Mauriac did was to delete the verb “rape” and replace it with “sleep.”

Yes, Kessler was right, for Wiesel had indeed “sanitized his reminiscences, purging them of uncomfortable references to Jewish vengeance.” But it was Mauriac who did that for him. Why? There is one major and obvious reason why Mauriac had to do this. He knew that “lawless retribution” is a war crime. Although Wiesel saw no problem with this particular war crime as long as Jews were committing it and Germans were its victims, Mauriac knew that such crimes can never be condoned under any circumstances. As a philo-Semite, he would also have wanted to avoid giving any scandal to non-Jewish readers. His implementation of these emendations is quite possibly mentioned in his correspondence with Wiesel, a correspondence much of which has unfortunately disappeared from view, analogously to the use of retroactive continuity in the telling of the Jewish Holocaust story.


	Problem #13: Mauriac and the Face in the Mirror

The closing scene of La Nuit is drastically different from the corresponding scene in Un di velt. It offers convincing proof of the fact that, without Mauriac’s rewrite, Wiesel’s book would have had little or no chance to be successful. After the liberation of the camp, Wiesel falls sick and spends two weeks in the hospital. Mauriac then closes Wiesel’s novel with the following sentences:325

One day I was able to get up, gathering all my strength. I wanted to see myself in the mirror that was hanging on the wall across the room. I hadn’t seen myself since the ghetto. From deep inside the mirror, a cadaver was staring back at me, and I have not been able to rid myself of his gaze.

Mauriac liked to bring his novels to a clear ending, to have his characters’ probable future clearly delineated rather than leaving them up in the air. He was a great writer, and his hand is quite visible here, especially when we compare the ending that he gave to La Nuit with the ending found in the Yiddish text. Naomi Seidman has translated that ending for us, and the contrast between the two texts speaks volumes:

One fine day I got up – with the last of my energy – and went over to the mirror that was hanging on the wall.

I wanted to see myself. I had not seen myself since the ghetto.

From the mirror a skeleton gazed out.

Skin and bones.

I saw the image of myself after my death. It was at that instant that the will to live was awakened.

Without knowing why, I raised my balled-up fist and smashed the mirror, breaking the image that lived within it.

And then – I fainted.

From that moment on my health began to improve.

I stayed in bed for a few more days, in the course of which I wrote the outline of the book you are holding in your hand, dear reader.

But –

Now, ten years after Buchenwald, I see that the world is forgetting. Germany is a sovereign state, the German army has been reborn. The bestial sadist of Buchenwald, Ilse Koch, is happily raising her children. War criminals stroll in the streets of Hamburg and Munich. The past has been erased. Forgotten.

Germans and anti-Semites persuaded the world that the story of the six million Jewish martyrs is a fantasy, and the naïve world will probably believe them, if not today, then tomorrow or the next day.

So I thought it would be a good idea to write a book based on the notes I wrote in Buchenwald.

I am not so naïve to believe that this book will change history or shake people’s beliefs. Books no longer have the power they once had. Those who were silent yesterday will also be silent tomorrow. I often ask myself now, ten years after Buchenwald:

Was it worth breaking that mirror? Was it worth it?

The differences between the two endings are striking. First, Mauriac brings a clean sense of closure to the book, while Wiesel’s version wanders and sputters. What is Wiesel getting at? He is dealing with too many subjects at the end of his book, and the reader can easily become confused.

Second, Mauriac uses the silent image in the mirror to encapsulate the true and unjust wartime suffering of innocent Jews. He understands that, despite its silence, this image speaks more loudly than the disorganized flood of words that constitute Wiesel’s anti-German rant.

Wiesel, on the other hand, goes off on a pseudo-existentialist tangent. I say this because, in the 1950s, when existentialism was the opium of many Paris intellectuals, the “Sartrean gaze” (le regard sartrien) was much discussed. This expression reflected Sartre’s contention that people all too often allow their own perceptions of themselves to be unduly influenced by the way in which others “gaze” upon them. In so doing, they lose their own freedom and allow “the other” to impose an unwanted identity on them. As a Communist, Sartre also saw the gaze as one of the ways in which those in power look at those whom they dominate and, in doing so, impose this subservient identity.

In addition, the sentence “The bestial sadist of Buchenwald, Ilse Koch, is happily raising her children” is a deliberate lie, which he repeats even in the foreword to Marion’s latest version of Night. The fact is that “The Bitch of Buchenwald” was sentenced to life in prison and committed suicide in 1967. The editors at FSG were aware of this lie but refused to correct it or speak to Wiesel about it, because “he is our best-selling author.”

It is also interesting that the former camp commandant of Buchenwald Karl-Otto Koch, Ilse’s husband, was executed by the SS at Buchenwald a week before it was liberated by the Americans, while Wiesel was allegedly there. (Perhaps he heard the firing squad.) The charges were mistreatment of prisoners and embezzlement. Not surprisingly, Wiesel does not mention this.

It is for this reason, a philosophical and political one, that Wiesel’s narrator must break the mirror. In this way, he symbolized his break with the past. Although Wiesel acted in a manner consistent with Sartrean existentialism, his didactic strategy as a writer still ends in failure, just as the existentialist novels that Sartre wrote in the 1940s and 1950s are quite unreadable today. Those works are pitifully boring because didacticism and good intentions do not necessarily make art. Mauriac, who had been crossing swords with Sartre over a number of issues since 1939, surely saw Wiesel’s bungling of this scene for what it was and thus drastically modified it.

Wiesel’s Yiddish version ends with a philosophical question: was it worth it for me to try to break the image in the mirror, the image that my enemies, the Germans, had imposed on me? Or was it a futile gesture because “Holocaust denial” was already on the rise? These questions emphasize Wiesel’s obsession with himself as both a victim and alleged eyewitness. As such, he is isolated from the many Jewish deportees who underwent similar experiences. In contrast to Wiesel, Mauriac universalizes this closing strategy through the use of the image staring back at the young man. In this way, Mauriac emphasizes the memories that all Jews retained of their wartime sufferings (but not of the exaggerated form of that suffering as found in the orthodox Holocaust narrative), and the young man’s link to them.

 


Chapter VII
The 1960s: Wiesel in New York
while Mauriac Rewrites Night

	Wiesel Launches His Career

Just as François Mauriac had “discovered” Wiesel in France, it was also Catholic intellectuals who first publicized his work in the U.S. As Wiesel told Harry Cargas in 1976, Jews rejected him at first:326

I was received beforehand by the non-Jewish world which is rather sad to say for a Jew. Once the non-Jewish world listened to me and read me, the Jews began reading my work. In fact, I practically owe François Mauriac my career. He was a Christian, and we were very close friends. Had it not been for Mauriac, I would have become or remained an obscure writer, a journalist.

One of the themes of the present study is that many Jews were onto Wiesel’s game from the very beginning. American-born New York Jews, in particular, knew instinctively that it was highly unlikely that Jews would stand in line patiently as they waited their turn to go meekly into the mythical gas chambers because the Germans had tricked them into doing so! Many of them knew that the genocide charge was a deliberate exaggeration, if not an outright fabrication, told with the good intention of fighting anti-Semitism.

It was also implicitly understood that there were not supposed to be any “stars” playing roles in the genocide story, much less basing their careers on it. That is why, as Wiesel candidly admits here, fellow Jews suspected him, at the very least, of being a profiteer and a grandstander, if not an outright fraud. He was just too syrupy, too much over-the-top in his delivery. But when Catholic liberals, attacking Pius XII as the symbol of the “old Church” that they wanted to sweep away and replace with a “new Church,” started expressing feelings of guilt over what would soon come to be called the Holocaust, it became more and more difficult for self-proclaimed survivors and other Jews who looked askance at Wiesel not to take advantage of what the Catholic liberals were giving them. Thus, to the extent that Wiesel incarnates the Holocaust, it must be understood that the seeds for this cultural phenomenon first blossomed in the fertile soil of the anti-papal, guilt-ridden imagination of liberal Catholic intellectuals. Little did they realize that, half a century later, popes like John Paul II, Benedict XVI and Francis would feel compelled to make ritualized and highly public visits to the sites of former German concentration camps in order to worship at the altar of the Six Million.
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Illustration 26: Measured with Google Earth: 220.5 ft from Forty-Fifth to Forty-Fourth Street along Seventh Avenue. To fly such a distance when hit by a cab requires a vehicle impact so strong that it kills anyone instantly.
Hence, Wiesel is at least exaggerating.


		

	

During the Suez Crisis in the summer of 1956, Wiesel was hit by a taxi in the Times Square area of New York City:327

As we crossed Times Square at Seventh Avenue and Forty-Fifth Street, I was hit by a taxi. The impact hurled me through the air like a figure in a Chagall painting, all the way to Forty-Fourth Street. Twenty minutes later, an ambulance came to pick me up and take me to the hospital. (See Illustration 26.)

This accident allegedly left Wiesel so badly injured that he wound up in a full body cast, then a wheelchair. He told Harry Cargas in 1976:

I came here as a journalist on a stateless document, a French travel document. I had the accident, and for almost a year I was an invalid. I had to prolong my American visa. (Conversation, 63)

Twenty years later, in Tous les fleuves, he put it this way:328

The entire left side of my body was shattered. It took a ten-hour operation to put me back together, leaving me in a cast from head to foot. All I could move was my head.

Yet, miraculously, Wiesel supposedly finished writing Night while in this state, and he never walked with a limp nor required the use of a cane to move around for over fifty years after his brief recuperation. In any case, according to Wiesel, after a number of complications occasioned by the requirement of the US administration that he return to France to have his US visa renewed, he was simply granted U.S. citizenship. In other words, he was already politically connected and did not have to adhere to immigration rules that applied to others. He later stated:329

For years and years I remained stateless. Do Americans, the American-born, know what it means to be stateless? It means to feel unwanted everywhere. It means to arouse suspicion at every border. […] That is why I also remember the day – January 1963 – when I stopped being stateless. I became a citizen of this country.

It is ironic indeed that such words could be written by a man who has remained untouched over the course of more than five decades in public life by the tragic statelessness of the Palestinian people in their own country. But since it is fellow Jews who are imposing this outrageous injustice on the Palestinians, their plight doesn’t count.

Why did Wiesel decide to live in New York, instead of in France or Israel? After all, he was a French novelist. Would it not have made more sense for him to reside in Paris, where the action was for a man who writes in French? Harry Cargas asked Wiesel this question and was told that he lived in New York for “very practical reasons” – in other words, mostly for money. Wiesel hastened to add that he hoped someday to get out of New York, and live in a “small village” where he could write full time without distraction. (Conversation, 64) This, of course, was utter nonsense, for Wiesel had already come to understand how, as a Jew with powerful Jewish backers, being in New York could work to his advantage. He was already aware that, as a professional survivor, he would be well provided for by his wealthy and influential New York Jewish friends.

The insurance settlement his Jewish attorney had arranged for him after his accident was proof of that. When the insurance company offered him $250,000, he was ready to accept, but then his lawyer told him he could get a million if he hired a really big-time attorney. That is what he did, and on his counsel’s advice waited out the insurance company for two more years while Mauriac worked on his novel in Paris. He settled his claim in 1958. Wiesel tells us only that he gave his attorney 30 percent of the take – while concealing the amount of the settlement (Tous les fleuves, 377). Whatever it was, it must have been more than the $250,000 he had been offered two years earlier, which works out to about $2.4 million in today’s dollars. Not a bad deal. Is it any wonder that he wanted to stay in New York?

As for Wiesel’s claim that he longed to live in a “small village” away from New York City, only a naïve Catholic liberal like Harry Cargas could possibly believe such nonsense. When Wiesel made this absurd assertion, it was probably with the model of the Russian intellectual Alexander Solzhenitsyn in mind. On February 13, 1974, the latter had left the Soviet Union, flying from Moscow to Frankfurt. Shortly after that flight, he announced plans to come to the U.S. and take up residence in the Vermont countryside. But Solzhenitsyn was a real writer, not a self-promoter like Wiesel, and he really did want quiet and solitude in order to develop his œuvre. Around this time, Wiesel did indeed acquire a second home. To be sure, it was on Long Island, but it was an investment property that his agent rented out for him, not a refuge for serious writing.

At the end of 1960, Wiesel made the pages of the New York Times, perhaps for the first time, when Night was reviewed in that paper. The task was given not to an established author or critic, but to Gertrude Samuels, “a member of the Times Sunday staff [who had] reported from many displaced-persons camps after World War II.” The book was presented not so much as a work of literature, but rather as a human testimony in the face of hardship and adversity, which is precisely how Mauriac had seen it. Samuels tells us that the novel chronicles the struggle of a young Orthodox Jewish boy to retain his faith in God while “the forces for good and evil fought for supremacy”330 within him. Interestingly, Samuels’s approach to the novel remains the predominant one in today’s Holocaust-indoctrination classes.


	Vatican II and The Deputy

Wiesel’s first years in New York dovetailed with the period leading up to the Second Vatican Council (1962-65). From early 1959, when Pope John XXIII announced that he intended to convoke a Council, until the fall of 1962, when the first of four sessions convened, there was a great feeling of optimism, even euphoria, among Catholic liberals. In New York, the Catholic liberals at the journal Commonweal and the Jesuits at the journal America led the way in proclaiming that the Church was about to “enter the modern world.” These liberals would emerge from the Council with a string of victories that they never could have anticipated a decade earlier. Their intention was quite simply to replace the so-called Tridentine Church, that is, the one that Catholics had known since the Council of Trent in the Sixteenth Century, with a new, secularized one. They wanted to replace the “old Church,” with its code of spirituality, its intellectual links to Thomism,331 and its devotion to Mary.

They especially wanted to end the Church’s justified policy of skepticism and suspicion toward Jews and Jewish organizations because of the negative ways in which the latter had used their economic and media power over the centuries against both the Church and its adherents. These liberals wanted to rebrand the Church to make it more acceptable to the anti-Catholic secularists, among whom Jews played a disproportionate role, now firmly in control of all the Western societies of Europe and North America. The Catholic Church had remained the last holdout against the secularist drive to posit protection and advancement of Jewish interests as the prime responsibility of all non-Jewish Americans. As the various traditional Christian sects declined in importance, the Zionist media subtly reminded people that they must never even allow Jewish people to feel “uncomfortable,” much less entertain critical attitudes towards them.

Thus, one of the main purposes of media coverage of the Council became to make Catholics revere Jewish people. This press coverage was epitomized by the detailed “Letters from Vatican City” written by a Catholic priest from the Redemptorist order, Francis X. Murphy, which appeared in The New Yorker over the course of the Council’s four sessions.332 His access to inside information and his obsession with the need for the Church to make a “statement on the Jews” that would absolve them of the historic responsibility for killing Christ, which is clearly specified in various New Testament texts, echoed throughout the rest of the Zionist media, including the many Catholic publications that were now being taken over by the liberals. His articles were so unfaithful to traditional Church teachings on the Jews – as well as to the Church that he served as a priest – that he wrote under the pseudonym of Xavier Rynne.

But Murphy, later showered with awards from the various Jewish organizations, was not alone. Between the third and fourth sessions, in early 1965, another priest, Edward H. Flannery, became an even noisier tool of the Jewish organizations when he published an absurdly biased and contrived book entitled The Anguish of the Jews: Twenty-Three Centuries of Anti-Semitism (N.Y.: Macmillan, 1965). In 1967, the American bishops put this man in charge of “dialogue” with the leaders of the same Jewish organizations that had been pulling his strings for years; he would render them faithful service for the next nine years.

Wiesel, ever the opportunist, could not help but observe that these U.S. Catholics were behaving like so many little Mauriacs, forever proclaiming their philo-Semitism and their love of Israel. He seems to have determined then and there to put their fervor to good use in fueling his career. Meanwhile, the ascendant Catholic liberals took their cue from their newfound Jewish “friends,” and labeled Pope Pius XII the principal symbol of the pre-Vatican II Church that they were determined to denigrate, overhaul and replace. They attacked him relentlessly – and with neither charity nor justice.

It was in the midst of this period of crisis for the Church that The Deputy made its international debut in Berlin on February 20, 1963, just after the close of the Council’s first session. The importance of this theatrical event, both for the U.S. Jewish community and world Jewry, cannot be overemphasized: it was a huge propaganda victory against the Catholic Church in general and the papacy/Pius XII in particular. In fact, in terms of its use of the preferred Zionist tactic of surprise, it can be compared to Israel’s military attack on the Arabs in 1967, resulting in the conquest of the West Bank and Gaza. In large part because of the impact of this dramatic presentation (one hesitates to call The Deputy a play) on the Council fathers, the Zionist media in the U.S. were able to present the anticipated “statement on the Jews” as the only topic of interest at the Council.

In tandem with the Jewish media campaign, the American Jewish Committee hired a Catholic priest, the Jesuit Malachi Martin, to serve as a mole within Cardinal Bea’s staff at the Council. According to Edward D. Kaplan, who was later given access to private and other internal AJC documents, Martin used that position to spy shamelessly on his superior, betraying his Church as he “provided logistical intelligence and copies of restricted documents” to his AJC spymasters.333 Martin’s handler at the AJC was one Zachariah Schuster, to whom he routinely sent copies of internal documents from Bea’s office, in exchange for payments that were sent to Martin’s secret Swiss bank account. Thus, every time Bea’s office was ready to make a move of any kind with regard to “the statement on the Jews” or any other pertinent issue, the AJC knew about it in advance and had a response ready to send over to their cohorts at the New York Times. Incredibly, during the Council Martin also wrote a book at the behest of this same Zionist organization, a task for which he was paid by the perfidious Schuster. Entitled The Pilgrim (N.Y.: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1964), the book appeared – again – under a pseudonym: Michael Sarafian. After the Council ended, this sad story of Catholic betrayal and Jewish subterfuge was summarized quite well in one of the best articles ever published on the Council’s “statement on the Jews.” Written by Joseph Roddy, Look magazine’s senior editor at the time, it offered a penetrating contemporary insight into the colossal scope of the betrayal that had taken place. Roddy wrote:334

There are Catholics close to what went on in Rome who think that Jewish energy did harm.

Then, referring to the fact that the much stronger declaration that the Jewish groups had lobbied for was eventually voted down at the Council and replaced with one that was very much watered down (something that has rarely been mentioned since), Roddy cited Cardinal Cushing’s expression of disgust with what the Jews had done at the Council: writing that “in his usual gruff way Cardinal Cushing said that the only people who could beat the Jewish declaration were the Jewish lobbyists.” (Roddy, 23)


	Mauriac Blindsided by Hochhuth

Hochhuth’s The Deputy was based on the alleged testimony of the enigmatic Kurt Gerstein, who claimed to have seen the gas chambers in operation at the alleged extermination camps Belzec and Treblinka.335 Its political message was clear: that Pope Pius XII had been a silent accomplice of the Nazis in the alleged extermination of the Jews during World War II. The play was in fact a transparent propaganda work in the style of Bertolt Brecht. Complete with one-dimensional characters, a simple-minded plot unredeemed by the slightest amount of subtlety, mind-numbing dialogue and constant repetition of the play’s message, the production owed more to Soviet Realism than to the Western dramatic tradition. It is also a faithful reflection of the overall mediocrity of Hochhuth’s work as a dramatist. In fact, the rest of his career, if one can call it that, is characterized by a long series of theatrical failures. However, thanks to the strong and unquestioned support that the play received from the Zionist media worldwide, it succeeded in placing the issue of the supposed World War II “silence” of Pius XII about what would soon come to be called the Holocaust squarely before the public’s consciousness.

Wiesel, still unknown in 1963, watched and waited as he observed the media completely reverse what had been, until that time, the prevailing – and correct – media image of Pius XII as an enemy of Hitler and an ally of Roosevelt.

Ironically, the reprimand that Mauriac had directed at Pius XII in his 1951 foreword to Poliakov’s ersatz work of history, Bréviaire de la haine [Harvest of Hate], now turned up again in 1963 in the theater program for Hochhuth’s play in truncated form (see Chapter I), and has been reprinted at the beginning of every printed edition of the play since then:

We have never had the consolation of hearing the successor of the Galilean, Simon-Peter, condemn clearly, openly and not by diplomatic allusions, the crucifixion of innumerable “brothers of the Lord.” […] the guilt for a crime of this size falls to a certain extent upon those who did not cry out, whatever might have been the reasons for their silence.

It is not difficult to imagine the intensity of Mauriac’s dismay as he suddenly found the words he had published in 1951 now being used against the papacy, and the Church as a whole, by Hochhuth.

Mauriac understood, of course, that there was foul play involved here. He had not been provided with any advance warning that he would be quoted in the playbill in support of Hochhuth’s thesis; he only learned of it from the Paris newspapers, after the Berlin opening. What made things worse was that Hochhuth, clearly acting in bad faith, had also deleted the whole middle section from Mauriac’s original text, including these words:

there can be no doubt the occupiers [Vatican City lay squarely in the center of German-occupied Rome] had irresistible means of bringing pressure to bear, and that the silence of the Pope and the hierarchy was in fact a horrible duty; they wanted to avoid even worse misfortunes.

The words Mauriac had written to boost sales of Poliakov’s book, and thus, in part, to placate his Jewish friends about a decade earlier, in a completely different context, were now being used by them in a way to which he never would have given his approval. Printed at the head of the playbill given to spectators, his words seemed to give his blessing to the whole sordid enterprise. In a word, Mauriac had been stabbed in the back by his Jewish “friends.”

But how did he react to this betrayal? Paradoxically, the man who had criticized Pius XII for his supposed silence now answered his betrayers by a silence of his own. From 1963 until the end of his life in 1970, Mauriac never made any attempt to explain away – or to complain about – this obvious betrayal. He neither demanded that this quotation be stricken, which would have angered his Jewish friends, nor stated outright that he had not given his blessing to this use of his work; nor did he endorse Hochhuth’s play. In a word, Mauriac remained silent.

Yet on one occasion, in May 1963, about halfway between the play’s German debut in February and its subsequent opening on the Paris stage in December 1963, Mauriac did seem to refer to the appropriation of his words, but only indirectly, when he wrote:336

Whether I was right or wrong, during the last war, to have expected a statement or a gesture of some kind from the Holy Father, and whether I was right or wrong to have been disappointed [at not receiving it], my expectations were high only because my love [for the Church] was so great.

The word “silence” as an accusation against Pius XII disappears completely here, for how could Mauriac dare to use that word when he himself was in the process of remaining silent and not protesting the use to which Hochhuth had put his words?

Since the Holocaust fundamentalists apparently preferred that the lead attacker against Pius XII be a Jew and not a Protestant, the media dismissed Hochhuth, and gradually replaced him with Wiesel. As a result, the former slowly disappeared back into the deserved obscurity from which he had been briefly lifted. The world has been no worse off for his absence. After all, he had served his purpose and could now be replaced by Wiesel in the role of the accuser who constantly laments the alleged silence of Pius XII. Wiesel later expressed his awareness of the fact that Mauriac had served as a link between him and Hochhuth:337

François Mauriac returned again and again to such themes. And we became very close because of this recognition. He understood the part Christianity had played, and he was the first to come out against Pius XII. It wasn’t Rolf Hochhuth, it was Mauriac who did it.

Like a Trojan horse, Wiesel was wheeled into the very bosom of the Catholic Church, first by Mauriac and then, in the U.S., by the Catholic liberals. Once inside, there was no way to get him out. In fact, if the number of awards, including honorary doctorates, given to him by Catholic institutions is any measure of support, Holocaust con man Wiesel was and probably still is deeply respected by such people.


	Wiesel Starts His Career at Commentary

As the 1960s progressed, the various Zionist-dominated media entities were busy pumping out concentration-camp-related writing. Israel, as Pius XII had feared and predicted, was rapidly becoming an apartheid state, even before 1967, and World War II horror stories served as both an alibi for, and a distraction from, this process. As just one example of such absurd journalism intended to justify Israeli barbarism, the British Jew A. Alvarez wrote with a straight face, in one of the major organs of the controlled media, that “altogether 4,500,000 million people died” at Auschwitz, and that “the gas chambers at Auschwitz-Birkenau were designed for 2,000 at a time; in theory, they could ‘process’ 40,000 victims a day.”338

Wiesel, always ready to exploit an opening, could not help but notice that “Auschwitz” was becoming the new symbol of Hell to an increasingly secular society, and that he, as a “survivor,” could possibly profit from this development. Crass Zionist Jewish propaganda articles like this one are an embarrassment to the Holocaust fundamentalists today when the official death toll at Auschwitz has been officially downsized from 4 million to roughly 1 million, and when the gas chamber shown to Holocaust tourists at the Auschwitz main camp is admitted to be a fake339 – although the Auschwitz Musum calls it a “reconstruction,” albeit one not based on any solid evidence.340 But it was against the background of such propaganda that Wiesel began to emerge and to start on his way to becoming the Saint of the Holocaust.

From November 1947 to January 1949, Wiesel had worked for Zion in Kanf, the newspaper published by the Israeli terrorist faction headed by Menachem Begin, the Irgun. That group’s extermination of innocent Arabs at the village of Deir Yassin took place on April 9, 1948, while Wiesel was on the payroll. This background as a Jewish journalist who did not bat an eyelash at terrorism, as long as Jews were committing it, must have stood him in good stead as he used his growing connections among influential Jews in New York to launch his journalistic career in this country.

Wiesel’s earliest important articles were published in the Zionist monthly Commentary, edited at the time by Norman Podhoretz, and financed by the American Jewish Committee. It is at Commentary that an important percentage of the racist “blood and soil” (Blut und Boden) segment of American Jewry congregates. Wiesel’s first article in Commentary was entitled “Eichmann’s Victims and the Unheard Testimony”; it appeared in December 1961. Night had only been in print for about a year in the U.S. market, and was going nowhere. There was no interest in it. It was perhaps for this reason that Wiesel decided to adopt a more strident tone, one to which Mauriac would have never given his approval. His article pursued a very strong line of hatred against Gentiles, while at the same time twisting the facts of the Eichmann case. Wiesel had covered the trial as a journalist and, as we recall, had wanted Mauriac to attend it with him. The trial came at a perfect time for Wiesel’s career, and he knew how to take advantage of it. In fact, Samuel G. Freedman of the New York Times later noted:341

[…] circumstances and timing also helped Wiesel. When the trial of Adolf Eichmann and the Six Day War in 1967 spurred interest in the Holocaust, Wiesel was already an established author on the subject.

One of the first things that the trial did for Wiesel was to enable him to reach the Commentary audience of like-minded Jews. They were very much on his wavelength, and shared basic convictions about Israeli policies in Palestine. Today, these same “blood-and-soil” Jews strongly support the racist Jewish “settlers,” who currently spearhead Israel’s insatiable expansionist policy.

The Eichmann trial also played an important role in helping Wiesel to define for himself exactly how he would exploit his putative experience of the camps. After all, he had little, if any, formal education, as he would later admit in 1973 when he wrote:342

Shushani was probably the decisive teacher in my postwar years. He taught me Talmud again and he taught me philosophy. He taught me secular sciences and prepared me for the Sorbonne. Whatever I knew, I got from him.

Despite this handicap, he still needed to think about earning a living. What was he going to do with his life? Exactly how was he going to be a “witness”? Here, in the case of Eichmann, lay a possible solution to his problem. Already gaining a reputation as a “survivor,” Wiesel realized that he would be able to channel his personal hatreds and carve out a niche as a journalist and commentator by inserting confrontational language against Pius XII and non-Jews in general when writing about what the media still called the “genocide” of the Jews. Here was an opportunity to become a media personality who could upbraid the Gentiles for insufficient philo-Semitism. His first Commentary article was a good start in this direction.

Wiesel’s second Commentary article, “An Appointment with Hate,” appeared in December 1962, and developed the same themes. In relating a visit he had made to Germany the previous summer, he tells his reader that the only decent Germans are the ones who feel guilty about World War II. But the granting of such a dispensation didn’t mean that he personally could not hate all Germans, even those wracked by guilt feelings. It was the intransigence, indeed the blatant Jewish racism, expressed in this article that must have caught the eye of like-minded Jews at the New York Times. In fact, the recruitment of Wiesel by the New York Times as a contributor of note was, and is, part of an ongoing process of importing Jewish extremists from the racist fringe of Jewish small-magazine writing into the “mainstream.” The addition of columnist David Brooks as a regular contributor several years ago to the Times op-ed page is just one more example of this policy.

In “Appointment with Hate,” Wiesel laid bare his hatred of all Germans:

It was, indeed, not until I re-entered Germany that I understood about hate, a hate that was more than desirable, justified. (471)

It is his conclusion to the article, however, that exposes his core racist convictions, to which a man like Mauriac would never have given his blessing, had he known of them. Wiesel wrote:

Every Jew, somewhere in his being, should set apart a zone of hate – healthy, virile hate – for what the German personifies and for what persists in the German. To do otherwise would be a betrayal of the dead. I shall not return to Germany soon again. (476)

If a Palestinian public figure or an American Gentile were to write something like this about Jews, there would be a storm of protest, and the offender would, short of issuing a groveling retraction, be barred for life from access to a public forum. Yet Elie Wiesel not only wrote this over half a century ago, he has been acting on those expressed convictions for at least that long, without arousing the slightest protest from the nation’s elites.

The British Jewish literary critic and intellectual A. Alvarez, mentioned above, reviewed Night in Commentary, writing:343

As a human document, Night is almost unbearably painful, and certainly beyond criticism. But like […] dozens of other equally sincere, equally distressing books, it is a failure as a work of art.

Alvarez simply wrote the plain truth about Wiesel’s book. A few years later, however, as the term “Holocaust” was being developed after 1967 to justify Israel’s latest war crimes and crimes against humanity, the New York Times and the rest of the Zionist media would transform the book that Alvarez had correctly seen as “a failure as a work of art” into a masterful depiction of what would soon be called “the Holocaust.”

In a Commentary article that appeared in March 1965, Wiesel widened his field to express hatred not only for Germans, but for all Christians. The subject of “The Last Return” is his native town of Sighet, in Romania, to which he had recently made a short visit.344 As Wiesel recounts the days in 1944 before the deportation of the Jews in the ghetto, he superciliously asserts that, “although a minority in a town of twenty-five thousand, Sighet’s ten thousand Jews had set the tone in everything.” (“Last Return,” 46) Jews, he seems to be saying, were culturally and economically superior to the largely Catholic and Orthodox Romanians among whom they lived. Such talk, as we have seen, is typical of Wiesel. Since, for him, the Jews are always the best people, when the Germans arrived, “the Christian population dropped its mask – and declared its thirst for Jewish blood” (“Last Return,” 48). Again, a non-Jew writing such words about Jews would be roundly condemned by the Jewish thought police.

During the 1960s, the term “survivor” began to escape the confines of the Jewish community and enter other strata and enclaves of society. It originally designated people who had survived the Nazi camps, and rapidly expanded to include any Jew who had lived in Europe during the war years. Wiesel immediately became the spokesman both to and for such people, and was presented as such in the pages of the New York Times.

The “survivors” had previously kept a rather low profile since the war, generally keeping their claimed experiences to themselves. This was a prudent tactic on their part, for they sometimes encountered difficult questions from other Jews if they declared themselves “survivors.” To paraphrase Hannah Arendt in Eichmann in Jerusalem, they asked questions like: Why did you allow yourself to be deported? Why did you work for the German war machine? Why did the Jewish Councils work so efficiently with the Germans by actually organizing the Jews for deportation? Why didn’t you fight back? How could you stand in line so patiently for two to three hours, even days at a time, waiting your turn to go into the gas chamber? New York Jews would never behave like that! If there were really gas chambers, why did you go into them so meekly?

And then, of course, there were countless Jews who understood that the whole story of the Holocaust had been nothing but a big Jewish reparations scam from the very beginning. Yes, it was better for such people to keep a low profile and to remain silent.

The situation in which the veterans of the camps found themselves was compounded by the fact that so many wildly different – and contradictory – stories circulated in the immediate postwar years in the various veteran communities around the world. These stories were in essence a faithful reflection of the multitude of rumors of various kinds that had circulated in Europe during the war years, especially if they had been invented and nourished by the Allied propaganda services.

It was not until 1953, when the Israeli government created its Yad Vashem state propaganda museum, and 1954, when the Soviets opened the Auschwitz State Museum at the site of the former concentration camp, that there were any official, state-supported versions of events.

Luckily for us today, the bound volumes of the Nuremberg trials, although seriously flawed in certain respects, still stand as an irreplaceable monument to the lies contained in the various survivor stories presented there as unquestioned fact. Most of these lies were already being erased from the nation’s collective memory in the 1960s, for it was plain that almost all of these horror stories were not true, and that some selection would have to be made.

Would it be death to millions through electrocution in massive vats of water?345 How about those deadly steam chambers?346 Would Justice Jackson’s claim that the Germans had used an atomic bomb on 20,000 Jews a few miles from Auschwitz survive the cut?347 Or how about rapid-assembly portable gas-chamber sheds to gas Jews on the spot wherever they were found?348 Would it be through the burning of millions of living victims in the cremation furnaces used to dispose of dead typhus victims? Would it be the burning of millions of victims in large open pits day and night with smoke and flame seen for miles around? Or would it be slaughter in “gas chambers” that would survive the cut?

Since the Allies had made all these absurd accusations in 1945/46, the veterans were in fact behaving quite prudently in keeping silent about their own personal sufferings. Wiesel, as one of them, would later explain this period of silence dictated by prudence as one that he had deliberately chosen. He called it his “ten-year vow of silence.” But even he eventually fooled himself. When he began writing his novel in earnest in 1954, he opted for the open-pit-burning thesis to the detriment of the gas-chamber thesis. There are no descriptions of the functioning of gas chambers in Night. If such monstrous machines really had existed at Auschwitz-Birkenau, one is entitled to wonder how Wiesel, if he had actually been there, missed seeing them or, at the very least, hearing about them.

As the official history developed after the reopening of Auschwitz in 1954, the open-pit-burning thesis was quietly downplayed (after all, the OSS, forerunner of the CIA, had multitudes of aerial photos, never seen at Nuremberg, that proved that no such thing had ever happened), while the gas-chamber thesis was gaining general acceptance as the principal means of extermination. This fundamental inconsistency at the heart of Wiesel’s superstar status could be glossed over for a while. But once the aerial photographs of Auschwitz were declassified, their failure to confirm the existence of either Wiesel’s flaming pits or the long lines of people going into the gas chambers offered support and comfort to the dreaded revisionists.[212] Henceforth, the media and academic elites would be forced to engage in a particular kind of silence of their own, as they generally played down the very existence of these pictures.


	Wiesel Gradually Becomes the Spokesman for the “Survivors”

Fellow New York Jews generally shunned the veterans, and were skeptical about their tall tales. Abe Foxman, for instance, who arrived on the lower East Side of Manhattan in 1950 at the age of ten after he and his parents had “miraculously” lived through the war years, has offered the following description of this skepticism:349

I think that the survivors felt guilty that they had survived. They were embarrassed about things they had to do to live through those years. But their isolation, or whatever else they felt, was reinforced by our [Jewish] neighbors. They expected us to look like we had come right out of a camp – emaciated, wounded. They hinted that they wanted to know what we had gone through, only they didn’t really. My parents tried to explain at first. But they stopped. It simply wasn’t worth it.

The leaders of the traditional Jewish organizations, who perhaps understood better than anyone else the fraudulent manner in which documentable Jewish wartime persecution had been hyped into “genocide” at Nuremberg, also shunned them. After all, these were the very same people who had proclaimed that the pictures of emaciated typhus victims were typical of all the people who had survived the camps, even though they knew for a fact that the overwhelming majority of them were healthy when the conflict ended.

This general indifference of organized Jewry, an indifference which no one disputes actually occurred, to the supposed plight of the veterans speaks volumes, for these same Jewish leaders knew there had been no Holocaust of millions of people. Likewise, the average American-born Jewish person on the New York City subway, like the Gentiles who lived among them, strongly suspected that the genocide claim was largely a scam intended to generate reparations. In fact, many non-Jewish New Yorkers also suspected that the genocide story was intended in part to drown out and paper over the many rumors circulating about the multitudes of Jewish draft dodgers who had sat out the war years in plain sight in New York City.

In any case, here is the spin that Judith Miller puts on the indifference of Jewish leaders and ordinary New York Jews to the supposed “pain” of these “survivor” Jews:[349]

Outside their homes, there was little support for these victims. Their pain was not recognized by organized American Jewry. Survivors were not exactly excluded as a group; but they were not included either. Neither the Jewish community – nor Gentiles – were interested in their harrowing tales.

Ironically, as the Jewish organizations remained silent in the immediate postwar years with regard to the “harrowing tales” of the camp veterans, their measured behavior reminds us that, during the war years, Pius XII had also empathized with those Jews who truly suffered. However, by remaining silent both during and after the war, and never voicing any support for the clearly exaggerated veterans’ testimonies that would later become part and parcel of the Holocaust narrative, he indicated by that silence his skepticism about the veracity of such claims.

Yet, Pius XII did break this silence on one occasion. It occurred in his long message to the assembled delegates meeting in Rome for the Sixth International Conference on Penal Law from September 27 to October 4, 1953.350 In his message, he specifically addressed a wide range of legal issues that had arisen during the war and had still, in his view, not been settled.351 This message was in essence a rather long critique of the judicial injustices implemented against the German side in the postwar trials conducted by the Allies. At one key point, he made it clear that, in his opinion, the particular group that was still claiming, almost a decade after the end of the war, to have lost “millions” of its people during the conflict did not have his support. He stated:352

In recent decades, we have seen massacres driven by racial hatred; the toll of horror and cruelty associated with the concentration camp system has been revealed to us; we have heard of the “removal” by the hundreds of thousands of “human beings unfit for life.”

The Pope did not of course refer to any particular group by name in these remarks. He was first and foremost a diplomat, but it is rather clear that in this particular case he was referring specifically to the Jews and to the claims their representatives had made and were still making with regard to their wartime sufferings. By 1953, the Zionist propaganda figure of the mythical “six million” was already very well established in the western world, and was routinely cited in the media and official history books. Nonetheless, Pius XII, in a public statement at an international forum, counted Jewish losses in the “hundreds of thousands,” not in “millions.”

Also, to make his thought clear on this subject, he referred to the German resettlement program of the Jews by using the French word suppression and not by the word extermination, which he could have done. By adding suppression to the phrase “d’êtres inadaptés à la vie,” 353 Pius XII made allowances for large numbers of Jewish deaths to be related to the German resettlement program but, once again, he stopped short of using the words “millions” and/or “extermination.” His remarks on this occasion make it clear that, despite the many wartime rumors generated by the Allies, Pius XII never believed – either during or after the war – that the German resettlement program aimed at Europe’s Jews was an extermination program.


	1959: Yad Vashem Policy Privileges “Memory” over History in Witness Testimony

One of the principal reasons why so many truly ridiculous Jewish survivor stories have become the norm rather than the exception over the years is because of a change of regime that took place at Jerusalem’s Yad Vashem Museum and Holocaust Memorial in 1959. As Professor Faurisson has pointed out in one of his most important blog entries,354 the institution was founded in 1953 by Professor Ben Zion Dinur who, at the time (1951-1955), was Minister of both Education and of Culture. Since Dinur was skeptical, as are most historians and legal professionals, of the automatic validity of “eye-witness testimony,” he soon found arrayed against him the forerunner of today’s Holocaust lobby, which was determined to present Jewish wartime suffering through the lens of “memory.”

According to the Israeli historian Arielle Rein, this “memory” lobby was composed mainly of eastern European, mostly Polish Jews, like the ones that Wiesel was now working for in New York. She described them as “survivors of Polish origin, trained in history before the war, and motivated with a sense of mission.”355 These people were afraid that the “memory” of their “experiences” would not survive the process of traditional academic analysis. Rein continues:356

Likewise, these Jews engaged in a lengthy and acrimonious debate with Dinur on the roles to be played respectively by historians and witnesses. For survivor historians, the Shoah was a unique and incomparable event. Thus, it required a special methodology in which survivor testimonies had to take precedence because they had lived it. In their eyes, scientific study and analysis of these testimonies by professional historians could not do justice to such sources. As a result, they demanded of the institution that it adopt a publication policy completely based on witness testimony: newspapers, memoirs and correspondence. In opposition to them, Dinur maintained that research on the Shoah needed to take a rigorously scientific approach. He held that personal testimonies, while essential, are, in the eyes of the professional historian, who alone is trained and capable of evaluating them, nothing more than uncorroborated assertions, and only attain meaning after being vetted by [traditional] historical criticism.

Rein then goes on to explain that with Dinur’s resignation from his leadership post at Yad Vashem in 1959, the dispute over Holocaust historiography was settled: “memory” had won out over history:357

Faced with growing opposition to his policy inside the Yad Vashem Institute as well as in a segment of Israeli popular opinion, which took sides with the survivor historians, Dinur resigned from office in 1959.

This policy has been supported wholeheartedly for decades by the Zionist-controlled media in the western democracies. As a result, testimony from purported veterans is generally never questioned. Only in outrageous instances of counterfeit survivor testimony yoked to a desire for monetary gain is any media or academic questioning allowed. In the 1990s, for example, the Wilkomirski and Defonseca scams had to be exposed in the media in order to control damage to the overall Holocaust enterprise.358


	Wiesel Rises to Fame amidst Concern of Some Jews

Wiesel felt compelled to address the widespread and growing Holocaust skepticism that had existed since 1945 not only among many Gentiles, but also among fellow Jews. The problem was exacerbated by the fact that Hannah Arendt had broken the Zionist media taboo by giving voice to these skeptics’ doubts in her 1963 book on the Eichmann show trial.359 At first Wiesel tried to placate such doubters, in his 1966 book of essays and stories, Le chant des morts. (Legends of Our Time, 1968). Clearly referring to Arendt, although not by name, he wrote:360

In recent times, people just about everywhere are beginning to ask themselves about the problem of the incomprehensible, even enigmatic, behavior of Jews in what was concentration-camp Europe. Why did they march into the night the way cattle go to the slaughterhouse?

In other words, the Jews had behaved throughout the war as if no Holocaust was happening – and of course they did so because there was no Holocaust, as such, happening. But in the post-Nuremberg world, in which every normal, everyday action from those war years had to be re-interpreted, this particular behavior could not be twisted and distorted to mean something else. No, the passivity of the Jews had spoken volumes. Referring to the taboo that Arendt had broken, Wiesel continues:361

Sometimes one has to regret the passing of the good old days when this subject, which still belonged to the domain of sacred memory, was considered taboo.

Wiesel then tells those fellow Jews like Arendt who are asking questions in an attempt to understand the Holocaust narrative, in the same way they would seek to study and comprehend any other historical event, that their efforts are in vain:362

The events that took place in those days obeyed no law, and no law can be derived from them. The subject matter to be studied consists of death and mystery; it slips between our fingers, it runs faster than our perception, it is everywhere and nowhere.

Wiesel’s Shoah-merchant chutzpah, as he peddles these self-serving and defective wares, is simply astounding. He concludes by stating:363

I still don’t understand what happened, or how, or why.

For the last forty-five years, the Zionist media and innumerable conformist academics have accepted such Holocaust mumbo jumbo without question. In doing so, they have not only brought shame to their professions, they have also betrayed their obligation to seek and to disseminate the truth.

As the 1960s went forward, the veterans gradually blended into mainstream Jewry. During this complex historical period characterized by unsettling and largely unforeseen social change, there were many more reasons for Jews to pull together than to stand apart. In the years between the Eichmann trial and the 1967 war, many found common cause in embracing their Jewish identity as they rallied around Israel or gave support to the civil rights movement.

Against this background, the various veteran groups began to organize and were becoming more visible and powerful, each one making more-exaggerated claims than the other. Thus, in 1965, for instance, the Bergen-Belsen veterans met and declared that their camp “was the worst horror story of the war.”364 At this, their very first meeting, they established a “Remembrance Award,” and of course the first prizewinner, to the tune of $2,500, was a young Jewish con man named Elie Wiesel. The veterans were giving Wiesel money, but he was giving them something that was much more valuable: credibility. His in-your-face belligerence and chutzpah with regard to doubters, whether Jewish or not, were worth millions to these people.

A pattern was being established. On the one hand, Wiesel would henceforth show no compunction about exploiting for his own benefit residual Jewish collective memory of Germany’s wartime resettlement program. At the same time, however, he both hyped and transformed that memory into what would soon come to be called “the Holocaust,” and he did so in such a way that the veterans suddenly had credibility, especially among U.S.-born Jews, who could not be conned as easily as the average Gentile. Wiesel obviated the need for these Eastern European Jews, who spoke with an accent, to justify their passivity in the face of the mythical gas chambers. Thus, the money trees that were available to him for the shaking began to multiply at a dizzying pace. By the end of the 1960s, a would-be veteran had only to say that he had been there, and no fellow Jew would dare to snicker, even to himself. Albert H. Friedlander, writing in the 1960s, put it this way:365

Of all the witnesses, Wiesel is the most sensitive one, with the most accurate vision and the clearest recall.

Such a statement was, and remains, utter nonsense, but the creation of an aura of veracity around Wiesel helped him in turn to stipulate over and over again that “silence” was his principal means of communicating. It was a shell game. Instead of trying to explain to skeptical fellow New York Jews what it was like to see that truck dumping its load of little babies into the flames, and to have marched obediently to within a few feet of a flaming pit without attempting to resist in any way, he now boasted that “silence” was his answer. Thanks to Wiesel, the ordinary, run-of-the-mill, non-celebrity Jewish “survivor” who, like Wiesel, spoke English with a heavy accent, but lacked his incredible chutzpah, would now automatically enjoy the same dispensation. If Wiesel could answer skeptics with “silence,” and be proud of doing so, then they could too. There was no longer any need to explain.

Wiesel’s cultivation of the veteran community in turn generated a great deal of support among U.S.-born rabbis, for he quickly revealed himself to be an expert at laying guilt on U.S.-born Jews, that is, Jews who had not “been there.” He shamed them, claiming that they were “killing the dead a second time,” if they were not responding generously to fund-raising efforts. As he did so, he made them dig deeper and deeper into their pockets to compensate for their skepticism, voiced of course behind closed doors, about the passivity of the veterans. As a result, his name quickly became synonymous with fundraising.

From a humble beginning, Wiesel developed his business by playing the Jewish lecture circuit. Like the numerous Jewish vaudeville entertainers Milton Berle, Sid Caesar, and Ed Wynn, among so many others, who had worked for years, even decades, on the stage before finally striking it rich on TV, Wiesel also started out small. The man who ultimately commanded upwards of $25,000 for a mere appearance also started out as a small-time operator. His big break came with the 1967 Israeli sneak attack on the Arabs, which enabled Israel to invade and annex the West Bank. Once Elie Wiesel had appropriated the term Holocaust as a justification for Israeli Jewish war crimes and crimes against humanity, the Zionist-directed media took care of the rest.


	Wiesel’s Career Greased by Abe Rosenthal at the New York Times

Wiesel’s rise was greatly abetted by his close personal relationship with Abe Rosenthal, for a quarter century a key editor at the New York Times. Without Rosenthal’s support, Wiesel’s name would not have become a household word among the U.S. social elites with quite the same speed. But with Rosenthal and the New York Times pro-Zionist propaganda machine solidly behind him, there was no obstacle that he could not surmount.

Ari L. Goldman would later comment that “Wiesel had a life-changing effect on Abe.”366 Goldman seems to be alluding to the fact that Rosenthal, who had successfully avoided military service during World War II, suddenly became a Holocaust fundamentalist after befriending Wiesel.

Rosenthal had gone to work at the New York Times in 1943, after graduation from City College. But if, as Wiesel has claimed in recent years, the whole world allegedly knew as early as 1943 that the Holocaust was happening at Auschwitz, that puts Rosenthal in the same existential situation of silence as Pius XII. While Rosenthal is said to have received a medical deferment, one may still wonder why, in the face of the alleged Holocaust, he was content to remain in his comfortable office in New York.

Sadly, Rosenthal was not the only draft-age Jewish man to sit out the war, yet the New York Times has never shown the slightest interest in this particular form of Jewish silence in the face of the Holocaust. After the war, Rosenthal worked his way up the ladder at the New York Times. In 1963, when Rosenthal became metropolitan editor, through 1970, when he was promoted to managing editor, he perhaps did more than anyone else to shape Wiesel’s career. Then, serving from 1970 to 1977 as managing editor, and from 1977 to 1988 as executive editor, he pulled out all the stops to ordain Wiesel as the undisputed “High Priest” of our secular religion, the Holocaust.


	The Frankfurt Show Trial of 1963 – 65

The Auschwitz show trial that was organized in Germany in the mid-1960s also helped Wiesel, for it kept the subject of German war guilt and the need for reparations in the public’s consciousness. The ostensible purpose of the trial was to prosecute twenty former Auschwitz guards and functionaries, but it was more than a simple coincidence that this trial, which lasted for the better part of two years, from December 1963 to August 1965, happened to coincide with the shakedown of the German government by various Jewish leaders from around the world. The latter, with the tacit support of the Communist regime in East Germany, wanted West Germany to 1) increase the amount of money that it was already paying to Jews who claimed to have suffered during the National-Socialist era; and 2) allow new claims to be made. Since the original indemnification law had stipulated that all those making claims would have to come forward before October 1, 1953, the many Jews who left Communist-controlled countries after that date were refused compensation. Thus, the Frankfurt show trial can be seen, in part, as a means used by Jewry to pressure the West Germans to pay up.

Officially, at least, these trials were not organized by the Bonn government. Nor were they held in response to popular demand. In fact, the average German, who had little or no voice in the Zionist media apparatus that had been imposed on his country since 1945, could not criticize the trials for fear of being fined or imprisoned. Rather, it was supposedly the local law enforcement agencies that took the initiative and went forward with the prosecution under laws that dated back to the Second Reich. Arthur J. Olsen, reporting for the New York Times, made it quite clear that the trial had been brought about through outside pressure, for the Germans themselves had no stomach for it. He wrote:367

Independent observers, relying on impressions obtained from public discussions, letters to newspapers and conversations, tend to agree that the West Germans’ consensus is reluctant support for the distasteful prosecutions. They are accepted as an unavoidable, painful step toward ‘mastering the past.’ But the prospect of five more years of trials is scarcely welcomed by responsible West German leaders.

In retrospect, however, we are fortunate to have at our disposal the sordid record of a trial that took place before the sudden appearance and precipitous rise of international revisionism.368 As one reads today the transcripts and press coverage generated by the trial, it is obvious that, just as at the Nuremberg show trial, most of the defendants would have to be found guilty, but some would be let go. A similar script, designed to give the impression that justice had been served, was used here. In this case, seventeen were condemned, with six of them receiving life sentences, while three were allowed to go free for lack of evidence.369 Each one had been denounced by specially trained and rehearsed eye-witnesses, with an occasional archival document thrown in for good measure.

The resemblance between the Eichmann show trial of a few years earlier and these proceedings is truly eerie. The German government, with the trials going on in the background, and facing the prospect that they would continue for another five years, was easy prey for Jewish shakedown artists. Wanting to maintain good relations with the U.S. and its other allies, West Germany agreed to pay another 600 million marks ($150 million) to the various Jewish claims organizations. But this was not enough. The Jewish claimants wanted more money, demanding three billion marks, and they got it.370

Adolph Schalk, a Catholic intellectual of German-American heritage, covered the trial for the Holocaustian Catholic liberals at Commonweal. Although Catholic soldiers had died out of proportion to their numbers in the U.S. population during World War II, a war that had clearly served Jewish interests, ordinary U.S. Catholics in the pew were nonetheless deemed by such Catholic liberals to be anti-Semitic, and thus in need of re-education.

Schalk was delighted to report on the Frankfurt show trial, for he had attended one session with a “good” German family, the Kohlers. Their supposed goodness consisted in the fact that they were “willing to accept fully the burden of responsibility and atonement for the sins of the Nazi regime against the Jews.”371 In other words, they were willing to pay. But, Schalk lamented, the Kohlers were definitely in the minority because “the lawyers on the small prosecution staff of the Auschwitz trial reportedly believe that as many as 90 percent of the German people are opposed to such trials.”

He illustrated the objections to the trials that were being made by the overwhelming majority of Germans with the following quotes: “Who can believe such statistics?” Or “We suffered too. Millions of Germans were driven from the homeland, and look what the Allies did to Dresden.” Ironically, as the Auschwitz death figures are in freefall, plunging from 4 million to just under a million and still falling as I write, the rejection of the inflated death figures for Auschwitz by the overwhelming majority of Germans seems more than justified.

The transcripts of the 1965 trial make for terrifying reading today, for they demonstrate that, a mere twenty years after the war, a Stalinist official history had already been put in place. The statistics provided by the puppet prosecutors about deaths at Auschwitz were nothing but a rehash of Soviet propaganda, but in Germany it is a crime to question them.

The more-or-less-official version of the trial is found in Bernd Naumann’s Auschwitz.372 Naumann covered the trial for the influential German daily Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung. He was thus in a good position to turn his notes into a book. In this country, Sybille Bedford’s article in The Saturday Evening Post, entitled “The Worst That Ever Happened,” captured the bizarre flavor of the event, as if the trial was one of the last and most absurd examples of the theater of the absurd, then in its death throes.373 Her article, like Naumann’s book, offers several sublime passages of Holocaust kitsch, and unwittingly shows the extent to which the trial took place in a wholly imagined never-never land. We are told, for instance, that “four thousand people could be killed at one time” in “the subterranean gas chambers of Auschwitz,” rooms that had actually served as morgues when the number of dead, as during the several typhus outbreaks, temporarily exceeded the capacity of the crematories. In fact, it would have been difficult to accommodate even a thousand persons in these morgues, let alone four thousand.374

The trial’s Kafkaesque dimension is perhaps best illustrated by the fact that everyone, including the defendants, had been well rehearsed, and everyone was allowed to claim victimhood. Since the existence of the gas chambers was assumed without investigation or context, witnesses and prosecutors jockeyed back and forth as to whether those defendants who had been at the ramp had actually condemned those deemed to have been gassed, and were thus villains, or had saved the others, and were thus heroes!


	An Unintended Result of the Frankfurt Show Trial: The Birth of Holocaust Revisionism

One of the unforeseen consequences of this grotesque exercise in “justice” was the subsequent publication of what can be called the first major Holocaust revisionist book to appear in Germany.375 Its author, Wilhelm Stäglich (1916-2006), had served as an officer in an anti-aircraft unit of the German Luftwaffe at Auschwitz in 1944. By 1965, he was a widely respected judge, but was denounced by judicial colleagues for having privately expressed skepticism about the Frankfurt Trial to some of them. When his wartime experiences during his time at Auschwitz were published by a small German magazine in 1973,376 the German authorities initiated disciplinary measures against him, since his version contradicted the official dogma.377 To avoid punishment, Stäglich decided to retire early with a reduced pension. Yet instead of deterring him from causing more trouble, these persecutorial acts accomplished the exact opposite:378

However, the reaction [my letter] provoked made me realize for the first time what importance is placed on the Auschwitz taboo by the powers that have for decades been determining the destiny of my German nation. That realization awakened in me an irresistible urge to research the historical sources for the allegation that Auschwitz was an “extermination camp,” and come to grips with it. I believe my findings deserve to be brought to the attention of the general public.

Later, after the publication of his book,379 his 1951 Ph.D. degree in law from the University of Göttingen was taken from him. German government leaders simply could not tolerate such a show of independence on the part of an eminent jurist. Stäglich’s book appeared after Butz and Faurisson had made important revisionist breakthroughs in the U.S. and France.

The Auschwitz Trial and a series of subsequent Holocaust prosecutions served Wiesel’s purposes insofar as they kept the subject of Auschwitz before the German and U.S. public for the years to come. Thanks to the Frankfurt show trial, the Jewish playwright Peter Weiss wrote a play entitled The Investigation, which the Holocaust fundamentalists had no problem in bringing to Broadway. Not only did the Zionist Jewish media produce it there in late 1966, they also made sure that it was followed by a 90-minute television production on NBC the following year. In each case, there was a howl of protest from official Jewish individuals and groups because the word “Jew” was not mentioned even once in Weiss’s play.

This wholly contrived controversy was simply a repeat of a tried-and-true Zionist media ploy. Weiss, who was a Marxist, claimed that the alleged millions of dead at Auschwitz should be seen as victims of “capitalism’s bestial nature.”380 He had left out the word “Jew” from the text because, according to Uli Grosbard, the Belgian Jew who directed the TV adaptation of the play, he wanted to give his play universal validity.381 Through the use of maneuvers of this kind, the Holocaustians distract their readers from the utterly ridiculous and contradictory content of the Jewish Holocaust story itself, and implicitly assume that the supposed facts of the narrative are true and beyond dispute, but that there still remain a few disagreements among the cognoscenti, say, over the motives of “the perpetrators” or the meaning that should be ascribed to the event itself. This absurd media-driven controversy about the absence of the word “Jew” in Weiss’s play is best understood in this context. Several more examples of the use of this trope will be noted below.

At the time, in 1965, the broad masses of the U.S. public were undergoing a kind of quick refresher course in Holocaust brainwashing. The people needed to learn once again, as they had in the World War II era, that they must remember to automatically insert the word “Jewish” when prompted by terms like “concentration camp,” “six million,” or “Auschwitz.” In this refresher, we are reminded that François Mauriac had written of the “children on the train” in his Black Notebook in 1943 without mentioning that they were Jewish. But he knew full well that his British and American readers, already subject to intense state-sponsored propaganda, would be able to fill in the blank by automatically inserting the word “Jewish” to complete the phrase.


	Wiesel Searches for a New Issue: Soviet Jewry

In September 1965, Wiesel spent several weeks visiting with various Jewish communities in the Soviet Union. The result of this experience was his book The Jews of Silence (N.Y.: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1966). He returned to Moscow in October 1966 and, not surprisingly, his trip was chronicled in a Commentary article entitled “Will Soviet Jewry Survive?”382 In tandem with Dr. Abraham Heschel of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America in New York, who, we recall, had financed the dishonorable and ethically repugnant spying operations against Cardinal Bea by Malachi Martin at Vatican II, Wiesel seized upon “the plight of Soviet Jewry” as an issue that would enhance his status as a survivor. The New York Times dutifully supported the joint efforts of the American Jewish Committee, Heschel, and Wiesel to suggest that a new Holocaust was about to take place in the USSR. The newspaper reported Wiesel’s preposterous claim that there existed “parallels between what he [Wiesel] regarded as the abandonment of European Jews during the Nazi period and the West’s present attitude toward Soviet Jews.”383 Wiesel would continue to milk this issue for about the next two years, until the Israeli surprise attack on the Arabs in June 1967 opened up newer and more fertile opportunities. Gradually, he and Abe Rosenthal would phase in the term “holocaust,” first in lower case and then capitalized, as the all-purpose distraction from and justification for Israel’s ongoing commission of war crimes and crimes against humanity.


	Wiesel Adapts Pius XII’s Term “Church of Silence” for Zionist Purposes

With regard to Wiesel’s use of the term Jews of Silence for the title of his 1966 book, it is useful to recall that, during the Cold War, Pius XII had repeatedly used the term “Church of Silence,” from 1951 until his death in 1958, to describe the Catholic Church under Communism in Eastern Europe. In countries like Poland, Czechoslovakia, Romania and Hungary, the native Catholic populations had been dominated and brutally persecuted by the Communist secret police and state security apparatus, in which numerous Jewish figures were often seen to play important roles.

Feeling frustrated and disappointed that the human-rights guarantees contained in the Atlantic Charter and in Roosevelt.’s “Four Freedoms” had not been extended to these captive populations, and harboring a personal sense of guilt over the fact that he had indeed been silent during the war about the unscrupulous and immoral Anglo-American alliance with Communism, the Pope first used this term in his Christmas message of 1951, when he stated:384

Hands tied, lips sealed, the ‘Church of Silence’ responds to our invitation. As she beholds the still freshly dug graves of her martyrs, and the chains of her faithful, she is confident that her silent holocaust and her sufferings will be a solid contribution to the cause of peace.

To Pacelli, the silence involved was the one imposed on the hierarchies, clergy, lay groups and the faithful generally, in all the largely Catholic countries that had come under Communist rule after the war. Pius XII was also unequivocal in characterizing the sufferings of the Church of Silence as “a holocaust.” In fact, he used the word repeatedly throughout his pontificate, yet neither the Holocaust fundamentalists nor those Catholics who claim to be “defenders” of Pius XII have ever noticed this fact.

Wiesel unabashedly expropriated and adapted the term “Church of Silence” and used it for the title of his book. He not only replaced the word “Church” with the word “Jews,” he also radically usurped the identity of the group associated with silence. In his usage, the word referred not only to the supposedly persecuted Jews under the Soviet regime, but also to Jews in the U.S. who, in his opinion, were not protesting loudly enough to their congressmen and in the Zionist media about this alleged persecution.


	The New York Times and the Unveiling of the Auschwitz Propaganda Monument

On April 16, 1967, the Soviets and their Polish puppets dedicated a monument at Auschwitz. It declared in eighteen languages that “four million people suffered at the hands of the Nazi murderers between 1940 and 1945.”385 Since no specific mention of the number of Jewish dead was made on this monument, the U.S. ambassador was instructed by his pro-Zionist superiors in Washington not to attend the ceremony. The New York Times, in its article, claimed that “the preponderance” of victims were Jews, but refrained from asserting a specific figure.

 


Chapter VIII
The 1970s: Wiesel Rises to Fame
amidst Concern of Some Jews

	Wiesel Triumphant

In just a few short years, Wiesel emerged as the undisputed spokesman for world Jewry. Virtually unknown in 1960 when the English translation of La Nuit first appeared in New York, his name had become a household word by the early 1970s. Remarkably, he had achieved this recognition not because he was chosen by his fellow Jews, or was admired and respected by them, but because the media, the New York Times in the lead, had simply created Wiesel as a new brand name.

He now began projecting, and assiduously so, the image of a man in a state of perpetual sadness. No picture would henceforth appear unless it conformed to this new image. This look rapidly became, in the hands of the New York Times’s Abe Rosenthal and cohorts, an essential feature of the Wiesel brand and, in retrospect, beautifully encapsulates the essence of what can be termed “Holocaust kitsch.” His outward demeanor denotes Wiesel’s eternal sadness as an unending victim and, by extension, a living symbol of the victimhood of all Jews.

Significantly, during these years, the Holocaust fundamentalists were engaged in the rebranding of Catholics from the status of victims, which had been accorded to them at the Nuremberg show trial and which they had been allowed to keep for some twenty years, to that of bystanders or perpetrators, with Pius XII serving as the icon of this new, demoted status.

It was at this time that Wiesel officially and authoritatively declared that not only Catholicism was dead, but indeed all of Christianity. In 1971 he told Harry Cargas:386

The sincere Christian knows that what died in Auschwitz was not the Jewish people but Christianity.

Parallel to this important media shift in the treatment and perception of Catholics was the solidification of the media image of the Palestinians: despite the ongoing crimes being committed against them by the Jews of Israel, they continued to be portrayed as terrorists rather than victims.

In 1970, as the New York Times was trying to encourage sales of Wiesel’s latest book, A Beggar in Jerusalem, he was interviewed in the New York Times by Israel Shenker, a member of the newspaper’s metropolitan staff from 1968 to 1979. Read today, the interview demonstrates the deep connection that already existed, in the years immediately following the 1967 war, between the Jewish Holocaust story, on the one hand, and the justification for Israeli racism and imperialism on the other. Speaking of Wiesel as if he were a messianic figure, Shenker tells us that “on June 4, 1967, he was giving the commencement address at the Jewish Theological Seminary here – when it occurred to him that it was ridiculous to be talking about philosophy when, as he told his audience, ‘There may be a war tomorrow.” Shenker continues:387

‘If there is a war,’ he said, ‘forget your exams. Go to Israel.’ When war broke out on June 5, [when Israel launched a surprise attack against Egypt], Mr. Wiesel took his own advice and went to Israel.

Shenker unabashedly presented Wiesel as a Jewish intellectual who was steadfast in his support for Israel. The New York Times continued to promote Wiesel’s career, never missing a chance to portray him as the poster boy for Jewish suffering at Auschwitz.

When Germany’s foreign minister Walter Scheel went to Auschwitz in November 1970, “to honor the memory of four million victims of Hitler Germany,” the New York Times covered his visit.388 The embrace of the number four million for the total of dead at Auschwitz is striking today, for it reminds us again of the deep bonds between Zionism and Communism still evident at the time. It should be recalled that it is only since 1990 that the Auschwitz museum authorities (followed by many other Holocaustians) have been using the figure of about one million Jewish dead for Auschwitz, and of course this revised figure was adopted only because the revisionists had effectively demolished the four-million figure. Thus, for some forty-five years, the Holocaust fundamentalists publicly and authoritatively endorsed the mendacious four-million figure, even though they knew there was no credible evidence for it.

The bonds between Zionism and Bolshevism were indeed strong, and the Zionist mythmakers did not want to embarrass their Communist allies. One of the true gems in this 1970 Times article is the author’s comment about the wooden doors to the gas chambers:

The scratch marks on the inside of the heavy wooden doors testified to panic within the chambers as the air slowly ran out.

The New York Times could get away with such irresponsible kitsch some forty years ago – as if “heavy wooden doors” would have been technically possible on any but completely imaginary gas chambers! Before revisionists like Butz and Faurisson began to publish their work and slowly deconstruct the Holocaust as history, Holocaustian insouciance knew no limit. The wooden doors on the gas chambers were accepted for some thirty years as a normal part of the master narrative of the Jewish Holocaust story but, like the four-million death figure, have now been “retconned” out of the tale as a result of revisionist arguments.389 As for the existence of “scratch marks on the inside of the door,” Feron’s fevered imagination might have played a role in their genesis.


	Thomas Lask Questions Wiesel’s Notion of “Causality”

The identification of Wiesel as the embodiment of the link between increased use of the Holocaust as a justification for Israeli imperialism was noted a few months later by Thomas Lask.390 In 1970, as Wiesel was making his media breakthrough with the help of Abe Rosenthal, many important U.S. Jews, outside of the media’s glare of course, were resisting the imposition of the Holocaust on their fellow Americans as a justification for blind support of Israel. In a review of Wiesel’s One Generation After, the poet Thomas Lask, who was also a regular book reviewer and poetry editor at the New York Times, conceded that Wiesel was “a powerful and articulate defender of the new state of Israel.” He went on, however, to voice concerns that many, including numerous Jews, had about Wiesel’s message:

He refuses to establish a causality between the German actions and the founding of the state, except to say that those who survived did not bother with revenge, but devoted their energies to building a new country. But in his books there is a disturbing and confusing shift that somehow lays the guilt of the Germans at the feet of the Arabs, as if what happened in Germany justifies what is happening in the Middle East. It is an attitude that is hard to differentiate from a narrow nationalism.

Lask concluded:

Is the suffering in Auschwitz to be interpreted to mean that Jerusalem must be in Israeli hands? Mr. Wiesel suggests that it does. Has all that learning and all that wisdom been reduced to this?

Of course Lask was on target in analyzing what Wiesel was up to. Ironically, he was making the same point that Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad made repeatedly during his term in office (2005-2013): that the Palestinians have been forced to pay for the alleged German war crimes of World War II. At the same time, Lask was making it clear that, within a larger framework, the Jewish Holocaust narrative was being exploited as a justification for the uprooting and ethnic cleansing of the Palestinian people.


	Wiesel Addresses Jewish Skepticism about the Holocaust

In One Generation After, Wiesel displayed his sensitivity to the fact that some New York Jews remained equivocal about him, his message and his way of delivering it. Either they did not believe his tall tales about the Holocaust or, if they did, they disapproved of his exploitation of Jewish suffering as a justification for what fellow Jews in Israel were doing to the Palestinians. Referring to these Jewish skeptics, Wiesel wrote:391

People [fellow Jews] wanted to know everything, resolve all questions, leave nothing in the dark. What frightened them was the mystery. The survivors were reticent, their answers vague. The subject: taboo. They remained silent. At first out of reserve; there are wounds and sorrows one prefers to conceal. And out of fear as well. Fear above all. Fear of arousing disbelief, of being told: Your imagination is sick, what you describe could not possibly have happened.

Since the Holocaustian power brokers would not allow either media or academic voices to do their jobs properly and to publicly express skepticism about the absurd eyewitness accounts then being put forth by veterans of the camps, no discussion of the Holocaust was permitted in mainstream outlets or academe in the critical years between 1945 and 1970 (nor has there been more than a handful of revisionist articles published in the mainstream since then). Thus, a chance to impede the imposition of the Holocaust as the state religion of the American people was lost. From the beginning, the incessant, retributive vigilance of the Holocaust fundamentalists drove legitimate questions about the historicity of the Holocaust underground. This intolerance and censorship led in turn to the creation of a whole “samisdat,” or underground, culture outside the bounds of the censored and controlled media and academic venues. That is how Holocaust revisionism began. Before long, the reprobate revisionists were circulating the results of their research among themselves and, in doing so, gradually improved the quality of that work. As the 1970s began, the Holocaust fundamentalists remained in complete control of the Holocaust narrative, but within a few years the revisionists would begin to erode their control. As they did so, they would force the Holocaustians to scale back the Holocaust accordingly, but of course the real reason for the various downsizings was never mentioned to the public.


	From the Beginning, Skeptical Jewish Voices Question the Holocaust

Another New York Times interview with a triumphant Wiesel appeared in a 1973 article by Edward B. Fiske, who later served as education editor of the New York Times from 1974 to 1991.

The early 1970s were the high-water mark of Wiesel’s career. The revisionist attacks on his credibility had not yet begun, and the aerial photography of Auschwitz had not yet been declassified and published. By 1979, when it would become possible to compare Wiesel’s description of the atrocities he had claimed to see at Auschwitz with the Allied aerial photos that showed that no such things had ever happened, the dam would begin, albeit slowly, to crack. But for now he was secure. He enjoyed complete and total adulation from the media, with no academic or Jewish person daring – publicly and on the record – to question his credentials. However, there was still reasoned resistance among highly assimilated and influential U.S. Jews to the growth of Holocaust fundamentalism. These Jews did not see the point, in general, of alienating their Christian neighbors by a growing obsession with the Holocaust folktale and, in particular, of poking fingers in the eyes of their Catholic friends over Pius XII’s alleged silence. The New York Times, as a kind of parish bulletin for New York Jews with regard to things Jewish, took note of this discussion, although in coded terms. Fiske wrote:392

Mr. Wiesel tells stories about the Jewish past in his novels, from lecture platforms and in the classroom – and he tells them well. So well, in fact, that the 44 year old survivor of two Nazi concentration camps has become not only a major force in American letters but also something of a spiritual phenomenon among Jews of all ages.

Fiske, seeking to illustrate that there was serious resistance to what would soon become the full-blown social cancer of Holocaust fundamentalism, added that there was a substantial number of Jews who could see through Wiesel and who understood clearly what he was up to. He refers to them as follows:

Some people have accused Mr. Wiesel of “exploiting” his identification with the holocaust for personal gain, yet no one does this publicly. Even his detractors acknowledge that he remains that rarity in Jewish culture, a charismatic figure without a beard.

He goes on:

Some Jewish leaders have accused Mr. Wiesel of going beyond the bounds of good taste in building his career on the interpretation of the holocaust. “He has cheapened the memory of the six million martyrs,” said one prominent rabbi who did not want his name mentioned. “Many survivors would prefer silence to overstatement.”

Whoever this sensitive but unidentified rabbi was, he understood the discrepancy between what Wiesel was claiming to have seen at Auschwitz and what had actually happened there. In other words, he sensed that Wiesel was a living time bomb waiting to go off. The rabbi’s use of the word “overstatement” is a resounding slap in the face to Wiesel, and the distance from “overstatement” to the outright mendacity of which I accuse Wiesel in the present study is not far. In other words, many New York Jews were already onto Wiesel’s game.

Fiske then goes on to tell us that Wiesel’s annual fall lectures at the 92nd Street Young Men’s Hebrew Association “are sold out months in advance,” and that “Wiesel has become a virtual symbol of those who survived the ‘holocaust’ [note the lower case “h” and the quotation marks] – the Nazi extermination of six million Jews – at a time when this tragedy is becoming a major theme of Jewish life and literature.” Fiske then quotes several of Wiesel’s admirers. One rabbi tells him that “No major Jewish organization feels it has arrived until it has had Elie Wiesel address a meeting,” while another assures Fiske:

He [Wiesel] is the closest thing we have in the Jewish community to a superstar. He is the only person who, by his name alone, can produce a crowd of people and an aura of anticipation. People come to him already emotionally charged. He is a tremendous energizer to American Jewry.

In summary, Wiesel’s showmanship made the wealthy Jews to whom he spoke get out their wallets and contribute to Jewish causes, and this ability was what was driving his ascent to the status of superstar in the U.S. Jewish community.

Finally, Fiske tells us that “one of the principal characteristics of what has been termed the ‘Elie Wiesel phenomenon’ is that, with the exception of literary reviews of his writings, virtually all criticism is said privately. ‘He’s the one person in the Jewish community that you can’t knock publicly,’ Rabbi Borowitz said. ‘He’s still beyond public criticism.’” Fiske concludes with a reference to Wiesel’s carefully managed stage presence:

Mr. Wiesel’s soft voice and stark clothing give an air of controlled theatricality to his public lectures. As a result, Mr. Wiesel’s talks become spiritual events for many of his listeners.

Fiske was right, of course, but he did not realize that the Zionist media barons would soon take these Wiesel-inspired feelings of quasi-religious fervor among New York Jews and redirect them toward the American people as a whole in the state religion of the Holocaust.

More and more, it would be wealthy – and loud – “survivor” Jews, that is, people who claimed to know firsthand that there had been a great deal of Jewish suffering during the war years because they had lived it, who would bankroll Wiesel and his movement. But such people were also generally aware that those sufferings, as presented in an exaggerated form through the Jewish Holocaust narrative, had been based largely on rumor and hearsay. For this reason, assimilated U.S. Jews, always liable to the rejoinder of “How can you criticize the survivors? You weren’t even there!,” preferred not to make waves within the Jewish community, and tended to remain silent.

Felix Frankfurter, while hardly an anti-Zionist, remains an emblem of those Jews who, putting reason before emotion, resisted pressure to blindly support the propaganda efforts of the Jewish organizations and their allies during the war. In opposition to his reasoned stance, Wiesel seeks first and foremost to stir Jewish emotions, indeed latent hatred, in his exploitation of the Holocaust. When Jan Karski, who claimed to be an eyewitness to the Holocaust, was brought from wartime Poland to convince Justice Frankfurter and other officials of the truth of the propaganda being spread by the Polish Government in Exile and U.S. Jewish groups, Frankfurter refused to believe him. He told Karski directly:393

Mr. Karski, a man like me talking to a man like you must be totally frank. So I must say: I am unable to believe you.

Rabbi Jacob Neusner, born in 1932, taught Judaism in the religion department at Bard College in Annandale-on-Hudson, New York, from 1994 until his retirement in 2014. In 2006, Bard awarded him with an endowed chair which, since his retirement, is named in his honor. Neusner, watching the Holocaust buildup taking place during the 1970s, had some rather harsh words at the end of that decade, because he felt that the growing cult was doing great harm to traditional Jewish culture. He saw the emerging movement as something that was basically a cultural phenomenon of the late 1960s and 1970s, not something that was essential to Judaism as a religion. To Neusner, the Holocaust story was “corrupted by sentimentality, emotionalism and bathos,” and was infected with “vacuous mysticism on the one side and mindless sloganeering on the other.”394 Quoting Wiesel’s statement that the dead of Auschwitz “must forever […] be wounds, immeasurable pain at the very depth of our being,” Rabbi Neusner rejected it as kitsch. The rabbi then distinguished between the Jewish theological tradition, to which he belonged, and the Holocaust. He wrote:

For those for whom the classic Judaic symbolic structure remains intact, the wisdom of the classic piety remains sound.

He went on:

The currently fashionable “Jewish assertion” draws on the Holocaust, to be sure, as a source of evocative slogans, but it is rooted in America and in the 1970s, not in Poland and in the 1940s. It has come about in response to the evolving conditions of American society, not to the disasters of European civilization. Proof of its shallowness and rootlessness derives from its mindless appropriation of the horrors of another time and place as a rationale for “Jewish assertion,” – that, and its incapacity to say more, in the end, than “Woe, woe.” “Jewish assertion” based on the Holocaust cannot create a constructive, affirmative and rational way of being Jewish for more than ten minutes at a time. Jews find in the Holocaust no new definition of Jewish identity because we need none. Nothing has changed. The tradition endures.

In subsequent decades other Jews have also seen fit to question the Holocaust. But of course the Holocaust fundamentalists will not allow the views of such people to be aired in the tightly controlled “mainstream” media. Such people were never interviewed by Larry King, and do not appear on Fox News and CNN. Within the U.S. Jewish community there are in fact many who are appalled by Wiesel and what he represents. Professor Marc H. Ellis, for instance, has also pointed out how the Holocaustians exploit “Holocaust theology” as a weapon. In 1990, he wrote:395

Then too one instantly saw that the term [the Holocaust] was a part of a polemic and that it sounded more comfortable in certain speakers’ mouths than in others’; the Holocaustians used it like a club to smash back their opponents. […] Sometimes it almost seems that “the Holocaust” is a corporation headed by Elie Wiesel, who defends his patents with articles in the Arts and Leisure section of the Sunday Times.

Ellis taught at Baylor University from 1988 until he was forced into retirement in 2012. The university president, Kenneth W. Starr, who assumed office in 2010, worked together with off-campus Christian fundamentalist stalwarts and the Zionist power structure to oust Ellis because of his criticism of Israel. Ellis’s many books and essays on the topic, culminating in Judaism Does Not Equal Israel: A Call for a Return to Prophetic Jewish Value (N.Y.: New Press, 2009), was probably the last nail in his coffin at Baylor. Once Starr arrived, he went after Ellis because of allegations that the latter had been guilty of “abuse of authority” during his years as a teacher and administrator at the school, whereas the real reason, many suspected, was the content of his scholarship and personal opinions.396 Ellis left the school at the end of the 2011-12 academic year and, on December 11, 2012, published a scathing Internet article on Wiesel entitled “Exile and the Prophetic: Elie Wiesel and the History of the Court Jew.”397

Rabbi Michael Goldberg of Los Angeles has also critiqued the Holocaust, calling it a “cult” within Judaism. In 1996 he wrote:398

As the Holocaust has become many contemporary Jews’ master story, so, too, its perpetual observance has become their paramount Jewish practice, its veneration their religion. And as with any organized church, this Holocaust cult has its own tenets, rites, and shrines.

Rabbi Goldberg has no doubts about Wiesel’s role in this cult, writing that

the Holocaust cult’s High Priest is Elie Wiesel. His blessing is sought for every Holocaust museum and memorial, from the local hamot to the central hechal in Washington. […] Wiesel has found that being High Priest is not without its benefits. […] Lionized by Jews and non-Jews alike, he can command five figure fees for his speaking engagements, to which he has been known to fly by private plane.

Finally, Rabbi Goldberg adds:

Nor has Wiesel ever publicly preached the cult’s core gospel – “No silence ever again in the face of evil!” – to those who need to hear it most: Jews who stood by and said nothing as Palestinians during the intifada were beaten, tortured and worse.

The Jewish writer Norman G. Finkelstein, who is mistakenly considered by some to be a revisionist, has also expressed doubts about Wiesel and his claims in his book The Holocaust Industry, first published in 2000 and expanded in the 2003 edition. There, he wrote about the Holocaust and Wiesel:399

Only a flea’s hop separates the claim of Holocaust uniqueness from the claim that The Holocaust cannot be rationally apprehended. If The Holocaust is unprecedented in history, it must stand above and hence cannot be grasped by history. Indeed, The Holocaust is unique because it is inexplicable, and it is inexplicable because it is unique. Dubbed by [Peter] Novick “the sacralization of the Holocaust,” this mystification’s most practiced purveyor is Elie Wiesel. For Wiesel, Novick rightly observes, The Holocaust is effectively a “mystery” religion. Thus Wiesel intones that The Holocaust “leads into darkness,” “negates all answers,” “lies outside, if not beyond, history,” “defies both knowledge and description,” “cannot be described nor visualized,” is “never to be comprehended or transmitted,” marks a “destruction of history,” and a “mutation on a cosmic scale.” Only the survivor-priest (read: only Wiesel) is qualified to divine its mystery. And yet, The Holocaust’s mystery, Wiesel avows, is “non-communicable,” [for] “we cannot even talk about it.” Thus, for his standard fee of $25,000 (plus chauffeured limousine), Wiesel lectures that the “secret” of Auschwitz’s “truth lies in silence.”

Finally, Tova Reich’s 2004 novel, My Holocaust, directly parodies Wiesel. The character who represents him, Maurice Messer, is both a Holocaust false witness and a director of the USHMM in Washington, D.C. When we recall the fact that Reich is the wife of Walter Reich, the former director of that museum (1995 – 1998), we begin to get an idea of the extent of skepticism about Wiesel and the Holocaust that exists within the U.S. Jewish community. Her book is discussed in detail in Chapter XI.

In summary, one of the main contentions of the present study is that there remains a small group of people within the U.S. Jewish community who, if not skeptical about some aspects of the Jewish Holocaust story, are at least cautious about embracing it fully as something that is “good for the Jews.” While they might not dare to directly question the extent of the Holocaust, their concern does cover its exploitative use by Wiesel and the Zionist media as a justification for Israeli war crimes in occupied Palestine. While I argue that this undercurrent has been present among U.S. Jews since 1945, I would not go so far as to say that it is a large or growing movement. But it does exist. In fact, one could argue that the growth of Holocaust-obsessed groups like the Simon Wiesenthal Center indicates a perceived need by such extremists to squash intramural expressions of such concern, caution, or questioning. In fact, one of the goals of these Jewish extremists might be to push the ADL, AJC and other established groups into even more-strident support of Holocaust doctrine and intransigence, and thereby assure that any skeptical Jewish voices will remain silent.


	New York Jewish Chicanery: Wiesel Becomes a “Distinguished Professor” at CUNY

Thanks to his success as a Holocaust huckster, Wiesel “gave up journalism” (Conversation, 64), that is, the life of a reporter for a small Yiddish-language newspaper, in the mid-1960s. His contacts now included some big fish in the City University of New York (CUNY) system. Thus, despite his lack of higher educational credentials of any kind, he received an appointment as a faculty member at CUNY. After serving for a time as a “visiting professor” in the Jewish Studies Department teaching courses in Hasidism and Jewish literature, he was given a permanent position as a full professor with tenure in the fall of 1972. Wiesel’s ascent as an academic took one step further when he was named shortly thereafter to a chair as a distinguished professor. The typical salary at the time for such appointees was $31,250 plus another $5,000 annual supplement.400 Thus, despite his lack of preparation and training, and without holding a Ph.D., Wiesel seems to have possessed a magical quality that most mere mortals at CUNY did not. His academic career was advancing nicely, although he had no refereed publications in learned journals, the official criterion for advancement. As academic honors came to him more or less automatically, he steadily built his personal wealth on top of the insurance killing he had made a few years earlier.401

Wiesel recounts the details of his professionally questionable appointment at CUNY in …et la mer. However, when the time came to translate that book into English, his Holocaust fundamentalist handlers saw what he had written for a French audience, and simply decided to airbrush part of this information out of that alleged translation. Wiesel’s frank description of the policy of Jewish nepotism from which he benefited is quite startling. As he tells it, fellow Jews gave him a job, even though he lacked the most-elementary qualifications for it. Even worse, when told of his appointment, he didn’t even know that the job existed! He wrote:402

As it has happened each time I’ve been at a crossroads, it was by chance that I was made a Distinguished Professor of Jewish Studies at City University of New York. I didn’t apply for it; in fact, I didn’t even know the job existed.

The editors of the English-language version—not translation—of that book apparently perceived his admission to be a bit too forthright. As a result, they translated only the first two sentences:403

Once again, fate intervenes at the crossroads. I owe my appointment as Distinguished Professor of Jewish Studies at the City College of New York purely to chance.

The sentence “I didn’t apply for it; in fact, I didn’t even know the job existed” was deleted for obvious reasons: the manner in which Wiesel was hired was unethical, and possibly illegal.

Wiesel then goes on to explain that the chairman of the department, a rabbi by the name of Yitz Greenberg, had put the fix in for him, and all Wiesel had to do was to sign the contract. Of course, when Greenberg got around to telling him about the details of this deal, moral ambiguities included, Wiesel accepted it on the spot. Here again is what Wiesel meant when he told Cargas that living in New York had certain “practical advantages.”

Two days after Greenberg told Wiesel that he would soon be a “Distinguished Professor,” Wiesel went to see his dean, Ted Gross, also Jewish, to sign his new contract. He then concluded, in the French version:404

I’m really proud. I don’t deny it. City College isn’t just any university. It’s really one of the best. People compare it to Harvard and Yale. And here I am at the top of the hierarchy without having had to work my way up through the ranks as the rules stipulate.

Significantly the English translation of this statement includes only the first two sentences:405

I am proud, I don’t deny it. City College is not just any college. It is a place of real distinction.

Wiesel’s comparison of that school, with its policy of open admissions, to Harvard and Yale, is an absurd exaggeration designed to deceive his French readers. Thus it is deleted here as an embarrassment. The English-language editors also deleted the rest of the passage, in which Wiesel states that, thanks to Yitz Greenberg and Ted Gross, he had been able to start at the top and did not have to pass through a period of academic probation as spelled out in accordance with the American Association of University Professors (AAUP).406 Nor did he have to produce refereed publications, or demonstrate his ability as a scholar; his renown as a Holocaust survivor was apparently sufficient to get him the job. The clincher for the decision to delete this part of Wiesel’s text was probably his use of the phrase “étapes réglementaires” in French. That phrase, referring to the existence of widely acknowledged stages of professional advancement in both French and U.S. universities, revealed that Wiesel himself knew that something was wrong here.

The following spring, in April 1973, Wiesel gave the commencement address at the City College graduation ceremonies. His career was advancing, and the New York Times continued to profile him as a Jewish folk hero standing up to the fascists in the Vatican. In an article about his Holocaust literature class at City College, Wiesel said that the Jewish students in his class “never cease to astonish me with their thirst to know.” He then went on to state that “they knew in the Vatican that Treblinka meant industrialized murder and that Majdanek was drawing entire communities toward an inferno whose flames touched the sky.”407 From today’s perspective, at a time when the revisionists have completely demolished such myths as Treblinka[346] and Majdanek408 being so-called extermination camps, Wiesel’s statement seems laughable. But he and the New York Times were not really talking about history, but about power and control. The Times was also preparing Wiesel for his future role as High Priest of the Holocaust by having him specifically attack the papacy and the Vatican. Since, in attacking the Pope, he had unilaterally ratcheted himself up to papal level as the high priest of the Holocaust, these attacks did not take place on any genuine merits, but as a career move.

The efforts of the New York Times and other Jewish publications to augment Wiesel’s celebrity status were seconded by the Catholic liberals in their various publications and public pronouncements. By the 1970s, the liberals were firmly in control of the apparatus of Church governance in the U.S., and they continued to be unconcerned about Wiesel’s ritual condemnations of Pope Pius XII for his alleged silence during the war. During the supposed media uproar over Hochhuth’s The Deputy in the early 1960s, no Catholic writer or spokesman ever made a serious attempt to defend Pius XII by asking for proof that the Holocaust had actually occurred as claimed. A decade later, his guilt overwhelmingly assumed and accepted, except by some non-revisionist Catholics who defended him on the basis of having saved Jews, Pius XII had become the official symbol, in the Zionist media, of the “old Church” that the ascendant Catholic liberals were quite properly in the process of dismantling. As these liberals remained silent while Wiesel attacked the memory of Pius XII, that same silence earned them further points in the Zionist-controlled mainstream media, and facilitated, for some of them, a step up into more lucrative levels of mainstream journalism.

In a 1975 interview published in the Christian Century, under questioning from Catholic Holocaustian Harry James Cargas, Wiesel stated correctly that Mauriac had been “the first to come out against Pius XII.”409 Wiesel also took this occasion to attack the Catholic Church as a whole:

Auschwitz would not have been possible without Christianity – and this is something that John XXIII understood: the fact that Hitler was never excommunicated, the fact that more than 20 percent of the S.S. killers were practicing Christians, the fact that Pius XII never spoke up.

A year later, John B. Breslin, S. J., literary editor of the Jesuit weekly America, piled on by repeating such nonsense.410 In retrospect, it was almost as if the editors of Commentary had fed Breslin his lines, and that he was working under cover for the American Jewish Committee, just as Malachi Martin had during Vatican II.

The next step up for Wiesel was his 1976 appointment as Mellon Professor in the Humanities at Boston University. At the same time, Wiesel, enjoying the unearned and unmerited backing of powerful Jewish theater owners and operators, was able to try his hand at writing and staging a Broadway play. He was given this opportunity despite his already well-documented and conspicuous lack of literary talent. Entitled Zalmen, or the Madness of God, his play debuted at the famous Lyceum Theater on West 45th Street in the fall of 1976. Brendan Gill reviewed it for the New Yorker. His comments are valid not only for this play, but for all of Wiesel’s fiction with the exception of Night, which, of course, has Mauriac’s fingerprints all over it. Gill wrote:411

The play is well made, in an old-fashioned and, to me, irritating way; it is literally didactic, and on occasion I felt that I was hearing certain statements for the third and fourth time as well.

Gill’s words sum up quite well why Wiesel has never attracted attention as a serious writer from literary critics in France, the U.S. or anywhere else. The exaggerated and simple-minded didacticism of his work is almost completely bereft of literary qualities.


	Arthur Butz’s Hoax of the Twentieth Century Exorcized at Northwestern University

A particularly difficult time for Wiesel must have been the interval between the publication of Arthur Butz’s revisionist masterpiece, The Hoax of the Twentieth Century, in 1976, and the declassification of the Auschwitz aerial photography in 1979. Butz’s book contradicted the official history of the Holocaust as written by the Holocaust historians, who wrote with the tacit support of both the U.S. Government and Zionist academe. This state-mandated version of history, with its contradictions, gaps and inconsistencies, had remained – and still remains today – uncontested by the cowardly and conformist academic historians. Yet, to date, none of these Holocaust historians, academic or not, has ever been able to respond to Butz’s demolition of the myth of Auschwitz as an extermination camp. Thus, they simply ignore his book, as if it had never been written. By doing so, they have dealt powerful blows to both the integrity and credibility of public discourse and to intellectual life in America. It is in large part because of this betrayal of public trust by the U.S. academic community that the Holocaust fundamentalists have been able to establish the Holocaust as our state religion, and enabled its use in driving the warfare state in its execrable wars of aggression for the benefit of Israel.

In The Hoax Butz raised the possibility that the Allies had made aerial photos of Auschwitz, which, if ever declassified, would prove him right in asserting that the claim that millions had died in gas chambers at Auschwitz was a hoax.412 Three years later, his prediction became historical fact. The photos existed and were published; none gave evidence of mass exterminations at Auschwitz. Yet, academic historians, in the face of such evidence, continue to pretend that the Holocaust really happened at Auschwitz. Unfortunately, the nation’s intellectuals and academics have willingly bowed to self-censorship. Thus, no free, open or public discussion on this subject is permitted, and Israel’s puppets among the nation’s intelligentsia meekly accept it.

The New York Times reported the publication of Butz’s book in early 1977. Arrogantly, the Times did not even bother to check the book’s title, calling the work Fabrication of a Hoax. How could anybody question the Holocaust? It is probable that no one on the staff even bothered to read the book, for the newspaper’s concerns in announcing the existence of Butz’s book lay elsewhere: to reassure its core readership, New York’s Jewish community, which included many survivors, both actual and fake, that a Jewish counterattack was already underway. As was, and is, so often the case at the New York Times, Abe Rosenthal and his acolytes were less interested in conveying news than in stimulating and directing the indignation of their base.

Since Butz was a tenured professor at Northwestern University, he could not be fired outright. Yet the Hillel rabbi there was already leading a signature campaign demanding that Butz be dismissed:413

Petitions were circulated this week and signed by many faculty members and students.

Despite the signature campaign to oust Butz, cooler heads in the administration apparently took the time to actually read the book. Confronted by Butz’s utter demolition of the claim that Auschwitz had been a death camp, they apparently understood that such a step would be inadvisable. Their refusal to take action against Butz offered firm evidence that, in one stroke, he had inflicted serious harm on the Holocaust myth. If Northwestern fired him and he sued, a likely outcome at the time, no matter what happened to Butz, it would be impossible for the legend of the Holocaust to avoid incurring serious damage. Butz was determined to fight and would not back down. In a court test, many self-proclaimed eyewitnesses, starting with Wiesel himself, would have had to testify under oath, and such a scenario would have been disastrous for both the Holocaust fundamentalists and the Holocaust, even with the aerial photography still conveniently suppressed.

Thus, the Holocaustians adopted the policy that Deborah Lipstadt refers to these days as “dynamic silence.” This term, as Lipstadt currently uses it, means no mention whatsoever of the offending book or article in the mainstream media.414 In Butz’s case, direct references to the book’s title were virtually nonexistent, while mentions of his name, very rare, sometimes included mention of his place of employment. The Holocaustians, of course, can impose such a policy for the simple reason that they control the media. Thus, if they give the order that a particular person and his book are “anti-Semitic” and therefore cannot even be mentioned in polite society, they are obeyed. For the great majority of Americans, the author and the work will thereby automatically disappear into a “dynamic silence” just as enveloping as Orwell’s “memory hole.”

The Holocaustians of Northwestern, centered in the school’s local Hillel branch, fearing they might lose a public debate with Butz on the merits of the case, chose instead to organize a ritual ceremony of denunciation. It was decided that Elie Wiesel, the emerging High Priest of the Holocaust, would be flown in to be the lead speaker in this ritual chastising of a faculty member. Since there was no professional historian – at Northwestern or elsewhere – who would dare to engage in debate with Butz on whether Auschwitz had been an extermination camp, and whether four million Jews had died there in the gas chambers and flaming pits, reasoned discourse, the supposed hallmark of a U.S. university, was displaced by an emotional ritual redolent of the tribal ceremonies of primitive societies. Ironically, Zionist-controlled Northwestern, conscious of its office in a Judeocentric nation, willingly sponsored this latter-day exorcism of a “possessed” faculty member. The Holocaust myth had been seriously wounded, and might be in extremis. But Elie Wiesel, the emerging high priest of the Holocaust, would be the shaman who would make it whole again.

There was a great feeling of anticipation among the predominantly Jewish audience as Wiesel rose to speak. What would he say? Oddly, the self-designated “great man in Israel” turned out to be quite cagey. First, he made no mention of Butz by name and, secondly, did not speak about the Holocaust as if it were historical fact. Instead, his speech was entitled “The Holocaust as Literary Imagination,” which hinted that this supposedly indisputable historical event had actually been the product of someone’s imagination. Wiesel was playing dodge ball with his audience; this was not what the Jews of Northwestern and their non-Jewish allies had expected! Wiesel had been brought in as an out-of-town hit man. He represented Big Money and Big Media, and he was expected to use his principal weapon, his status as an eyewitness to the Holocaust, to provide his audience with irrefutable proof of what had really happened at Auschwitz. His assignment was to slay the unknown and insignificant Butz in exactly the same way that Israeli thugs and storm troopers slay Palestinians: without mercy.

Unfortunately for the audience, Wiesel’s boring talk consisted mostly of quotes from other alleged eyewitnesses, most of them obscure. Such quotes were supposed to prove that Butz’s immense scholarly achievement was somehow wrong, but the people in the audience had come to hear about what he, Wiesel, had seen with his own eyes. Finally, at the end of his talk, Wiesel sprang to life and got around to telling his audience what it wanted to hear. The message came in two parts: first the anti-Catholic hate, then the Jewish Holocaust kitsch. Thus, Wiesel asked rhetorically “why all the killers were Christians, bad Christians surely, but Christians. Somebody will have to explain why so many killers were intellectuals, academicians, college professors, lawyers, engineers, physicians, theologians.”415 His historically unsupported accusation is especially ironic today, at a time when the Jewish social and intellectual elites worldwide have been “silent” for decades about the unspeakable crimes that their fellow Jews in Israel have been methodically inflicting on the Palestinians, without penalty and mostly without media coverage, for over half a century. With his anti-Catholic message of hate taken care of, Wiesel, who has never been able to furnish proof that he actually was a detainee at Auschwitz, was now ready to speak about his own supposedly eye-witness experience:

As for myself, I do not know. The boy that began to talk to you tonight, where is he? Did he dream or live his dreams of fear and fire? Did he really witness the agony of mankind, through the death of his community? Did he really see the triumph of brutality, did he hear or imagine the laughter of the executioner? Did he really see killers throwing children, Jewish children, into the flames alive? I rarely speak about this; but in this place we must. For a very long time I resisted accepting the story as mine. For years and years I clung to the belief that it was all a dream, a nightmare. No, I did not see the children. I did not see the flames.

Then, going beyond the all-too-familiar game of playing hide-and-seek with his audience by entertaining the possibility that what he thought he had seen was actually a nightmare, Wiesel effortlessly reached those heights of Holocaust kitsch for which he is famous when he intoned:

It was no dream. It was real. Jewish children, living Jewish children were thrown into the flames in order to save money because the gas was costly.

True to form, and determined not to disappoint his audience, Wiesel, in the end, behaved as the “kitschman of genius” that he really is! Yes, that was why these huge imaginary pits had been dug! What he called “the gas,” presumably Zyklon B, had apparently become very “costly;” this new fact about the steep rise in gas prices in 1944 was one that the Holocaust historians had never mentioned before. Somehow the subject of German concern for cost effectiveness during the Holocaust had been neglected by the Holocaust historians all these years!

Wiesel’s performance, and the support given to this ritualized denunciation of Butz and his book by Northwestern University, offer ample proof of the extent to which prominent research universities have abdicated their responsibility to seek the truth, no matter where it leads. Jewish mega-donors, backed by the Zionist media, do indeed matter, and Northwestern, like other major research universities, did not dare to cross them. Compounding its betrayal of its mission, Northwestern University Press hastily produced a pamphlet entitled Dimensions of the Holocaust, which contained the texts of the speeches made on that occasion. Today that document stands as concrete proof of Northwestern’s betrayal of academic standards for the presentation of evidence in learned discourse. Dimensions was dishonest in its essence, for it provided only one point of view, and did not allow Butz a single word of rebuttal. Even worse, the Holocaustians were so afraid of the truthful message contained in Butz’s book that they did not even permit his name or the name of his book to be printed in Dimensions. Had they been so certain that the Holocaust had happened as mythologized, and that Butz was a “flat earther” or, even worse, a “neo-Nazi,” why did they go to such lengths to suppress any information about the man and his work?

Northwestern University incurred further shame and embarrassment when, just two years later, the declassification and publication of the aerial photography of Auschwitz proved beyond a shadow of a doubt both that Butz had been right and that Wiesel was a liar.

A few years later, in 1983, Wiesel stated why he had gone to Northwestern:416

There are sixty-five books now trying to prove that the Holocaust is nothing but an invention, that Jews did not die, that Jews did not suffer. They are saying these things while we are still alive. What can be more vicious than to deprive the victim of his suffering? I went to Northwestern to protest, and the president of the university told me, “What can we do to Butz? He has tenure.” I said, “Why didn’t the faculty at least sign a declaration of moral condemnation?” They did, and out of twelve hundred members of the faculty only four hundred signed it. This is what hurts me. This is the enemy. Those who let Butz get away with it, they frighten me. I am terribly disturbed by the Butz thing.

Not surprisingly, various Zionist media outlets rushed to the defense of the Holocaust in the wake of the appearance of Butz’s book. Time, in a review of Wiesel’s 1978 book, A Jew Today, intoned:417

Wiesel’s hottest outrage is reserved for the so-called scholarship of revisionists who call the Holocaust a myth, or in the words of Northwestern Professor Arthur Butz, “the hoax of the century.” Replies Wiesel: “Where has a people disappeared? Where are they hiding?” In fury, he asks why academics have not boycotted Butz and why students have not walked out on his classes.

These are very good questions, indeed. As for the silence of the conformist historians, some of them probably know that Butz is right, but they fear Jewish payback if they say so publicly.

As a result of the self-censorship involved in Dimensions of the Holocaust, some thirteen years later, a second edition had to be produced that offered footnotes, including one that indicated who Butz was and what he had done to trigger this anti-intellectual exorcism ritual. But the new edition continued to offer no information about the content of Butz’s book, the nature of his argument, or the fact that no conformist historian, at Northwestern or elsewhere, had dared to rebut rather than condemn him.


	Wiesel, His Credibility in Doubt, Defends the Veterans Again

Wiesel’s less-than-satisfactory performance at Northwestern caused him to be a bit more cautious about what he said publicly. Whereas the New York Times had just a few years earlier boasted about his Holocaust literature course at City College, he by now had apparently stopped talking to students about his own alleged experiences as a part of that course. In 1977, he told one interviewer, for instance, “I rarely talk to them about the war or about myself.”418 This was quite a reversal for the eyewitness to the Holocaust, especially if we recall that he had no formal education to speak of and was clearly not an intellectual. If Wiesel was not going to speak about what he had seen, what was it then that he was going to speak about?

This reticence on his part about what he had supposedly seen at Auschwitz quickly extended to a similar reticence about the Holocaust as a whole. Fellow Holocaustian Michael Berenbaum would later say of him:419

Wiesel virtually rules out any discussion of the Holocaust. He relates to it as an Event, unlike any other event, as a world apart from this world. Any comparison, any invocations of the ordinary categories of history or of art is a sacrilege.

The very word “Event,” which Wiesel had used at his Northwestern performance, and as used here by Berenbaum, would be employed by Wiesel more and more frequently in the future as a distraction from the fact that the word “Holocaust” was now becoming an embarrassment to him. Since the word referred directly to the nonexistent burning pits that he claimed to have seen, he gradually stopped using it, using terms like “event,” “whirlwind,” and “catastrophe” instead.

Another reason that might explain why Wiesel was beginning to pull back a bit was because of his growing concern that, due to his having gone to Northwestern to condemn Butz, fellow Holocaustians might look to him in the future as a kind of SWAT team to defend the Holocaust. As such, they might even, under certain circumstances, call upon him to offer court testimony, presumably under oath, against those who would later come to be called “Holocaust deniers.” Wiesel, knowing that his personal Holocaust narrative was largely fabricated, must have privately shuddered at such a possibility.

On April 1, 1977, just days before Wiesel’s appearance at Northwestern, his essay “A Plea for the Survivors” appeared in France as a chapter in his book Un juif aujourd’hui (A Jew Today, 1978). In it he defended once again the absurd eyewitness testimonies of notional veterans of the camps, as he had done in 1966 in Le chant des morts (Legends of Our Time, 1968), as discussed in the previous chapter, and in 1970, in Entre Deux Soleils (One Generation After, 1970), quoted at the beginning of this chapter. His return to this subject for the third time since 1966 suggests that Hannah Arendt had indeed touched a raw Jewish nerve in 1963. In giving voice to the widespread Jewish skepticism that existed with regard to the difficult-to-believe passivity of Jews as they waited patiently to go into the gas chambers, she had let the cat out of the bag. In fact, why would Wiesel have even broached this subject if he felt that all Jews were safely aboard the Holocaust train that he was driving? Published as the final chapter in Un juif, this piece is probably Wiesel’s most troubled essay, for it acknowledges, once again, the general skepticism with which the testimony of the veterans was generally received by other Jews.

In fact, in comparison with his defense of the veterans in the two previous essays, “A Plea for the Survivors” represents further retrenchment. What? Jews standing patiently for ten to twelve hours at a time while they waited their turn to go into the gas chamber? Who ever heard of Jews, 10,000 to 20,000 of them at a time, being duped by the goyim on that scale? The whole story was totally ridiculous! Wiesel, addressing these skeptical fellow Jews, writes:420

They had hardly come to live among you, when you started berating them in your living rooms and your periodicals. Inquiries, discussions, debates. Why were the Jewish Councils created? Why was there a special Jewish Police Force? Why were there Jewish kapos? Why did the victims walk like cattle into the slaughterhouse? Why this and why that?

This reference by Wiesel to the Jewish Councils (Judenräte) touched a raw nerve among postwar European Jews. In France, the 74,000 mostly stateless Jews who were deported under Germany’s resettlement program were identified, arrested and sent to camps in the East by fellow, mostly native-born French Jews working for the various Jewish Councils in cooperation with the umbrella group, the Union Générale des Israélites de France (UGIF). Yet after the war these collaborators were not arrested or prosecuted for their allegedly lethal “collaboration” with the enemy. The immunity tacitly granted to them by the French Communists who had the dominant role in the épuration, the government-driven policy of vengeance against wartime “collaborators,” offers further eloquent testimony to the fact that, despite all the lies cooked up mostly by the Soviets at Nuremberg about an alleged extermination program, Jews tacitly understood among themselves that no such thing had really happened. These thousands of Jews who had worked with the Germans – of whom many were either anti-Communist and/or pro-German, for whatever reason – got off scot-free and were conveniently overlooked during the épuration. One of the supreme ironies of this situation was that any particular boatload of European “displaced persons” arriving in New York right after the war would have contained not only Jews who had been deported under the resettlement program, but also Jewish agents of the German government who had helped to round them up and send them there. This subject is so explosive that it has been excluded from the Jewish Holocaust narrative from Day One. Needless to say, no conformist historian has ever touched it either.

Yes, the Holocaust story was just too much for critical-minded Jews to believe. New York Jews generally did not behave in such a docile manner nor, as far as they could remember, had their immigrant parents.

If anything, it was, as Wiesel wrote in this essay, the element of passivity and collaboration in the Holocaust narrative that tipped his fellow Jews off to the fact that the gas-chamber story was a hoax made up after the fact. In the face of such whisperings, Wiesel made the argument, clearly addressed to other Jews, that, since the self-qualified “survivors” were the only ones who knew what had really happened, other Jews, who were not there, such as Alfred Kazin and Saul Bellow discussed above in Chapter V, should hold their peace. By this reasoning, the testimonies of self-identified veterans like himself should not be studied or analyzed too closely because anyone who had not been there would never understand anyway. Having demanded Jewish self-censorship, Wiesel resorts to one of his familiar rhetorical devices, denying having said what he just said:421

Let no one misunderstand me: in no way do I suggest that the concentration camp phenomenon must not be studied. On the contrary, I am saying that it must be studied, again and again, every aspect of it, and everything that has been written about it.

Having rebuked fellow Jews for their irreverence toward, and skepticism about, the veterans, Wiesel finally gets around to his real reason for asking these fellow Jews to stop questioning the Holocaust. The rapid growth of revisionism had completely changed the situation, and this new threat could only be confronted if all Jews fell into lockstep against it. So what, Wiesel seemed to be saying in coded terms, if the Holocaust never happened the way the veterans said it did? There was a bigger threat now, Holocaust revisionism, and Jews had to stick together to fight it:422

The days when people held their breath at the mention of the Holocaust are gone. As are the days when the dead elicited meditation rather than disrespect.

In this essay, in an attempt to make the revisionists seem simple-minded, Wiesel distorted what they were actually saying:423

There are dozens and dozens of tracts, published in a dozen languages, which categorically deny that European Jews died in the camps.

The revisionists did not in any way question the fact that Jews had died in the camps, but stipulated that their deaths were part of the total war that afflicted victims of every nationality, and were not the result of a German government-organized extermination plan. He also attacked Professor Robert Faurisson, although not by name. In doing so, he was finally forced to admit how serious the threat actually was, for Faurisson was assaulting the gas chambers, the very foundation of the Holocaustian belief system:424

And a French university professor adds: there exists no proof that there were ever gas chambers at Birkenau.

Wiesel ended his essay by calling upon his fellow Jews once again to close ranks behind the veterans instead of constantly carping at them:425

This, then, is their request: leave them alone; and, for the love of heaven, cut them some slack. If they can’t bring you up to their level, don’t try to bring them down to yours.

Yes, the revisionists were exerting a powerful and immediate influence on the development of the Holocaust narrative. They had mounted a grassroots intellectual insurgency against the forces of Zionist Jewish hegemony, and were winning. But, as in any guerrilla war, the media in government-controlled areas was not permitted to let the people know what was happening.


	1978: Annus Horribilis for the Emerging “Holocaust”

In 1978, the airing of the NBC television series Holocaust marked another major turning point in Wiesel’s career. On one level, it signaled an absolute triumph for him. His subject, the Holocaust, was used as the title of a propaganda series aired on the Jewish-owned and -operated NBC network. Millions of people saw it. The series claimed to be the definitive version of that “Event,” and would notionally fix forever in the minds of the public the use, by the evil Germans, of monstrous gas chambers to kill millions of Jews. Of course, the media reviews were overwhelmingly positive. But Wiesel, alone among the Holocaust fundamentalists, was not pleased. Although he could not say so directly, he refused to go along with the Zionist-media-driven euphoria for one simple reason: the media, in insisting on the primacy of the gas chambers in the Holocaust, were implicitly condemning his flaming pits to oblivion.

For Wiesel, this was very serious business. After all, when he had insisted on the use of the word “Holocaust,” and slowly but surely had seen it capitalized in the pages of the New York Times and, from there, spread to the rest of the controlled media, his goal was to emphasize his personal witness of burning, not of gassing. Thus, it was in part for this reason that Wiesel would not go along with the official euphoria. Since the appearance of Butz’s book, as his pleas in A Jew Today confirm, doubts were spreading about the veracity of his testimony among fellow Jews, including powerful ones whose opinions mattered. This was not what he had had in mind when he and Abe Rosenthal launched the Holocaust as his proprietary brand in the pages of the New York Times in the early 1970s. Things were slipping out of his hands. He was losing control.

The mass media, despite all their good intentions in wanting to emphasize Jewish suffering above and beyond the suffering of any other group, were part of American culture, with its religion of boosterism and its Barnum and Bailey antics. While he could comfort himself with the thought that the media would always give primacy to Jewish suffering, there already seemed to be too many people (other than himself) making money off the Holocaust cash cow. While he had not legally patented the trademark “Holocaust,” he had expected that other Jews would recognize that it was (exclusively) his shtick and back off. What he had pictured in his mind as a story of tragedy in which he, with his long, sad face, would forever have the lead role, was now being vulgarized and infringed.

Various Holocaustians would in fact later refer to this packaging, exploiting and profiting from the Holocaust as the “Americanization of the Holocaust,” but that fact offered little if any comfort to Wiesel.426 Even worse, perhaps, than all the unauthorized profiteers jumping on the bandwagon was the fact that the supposed lessons of the Holocaust were now beginning to be adapted and applied to all sorts of non-Jewish types of suffering, as in terms such as “Cambodian holocaust.” This was a development that Wiesel had not foreseen and, as a Jewish racist, simply could not tolerate.

Thus, unexpectedly, Wiesel decided to attack the NBC television series Holocaust. The blockbuster “docudrama” premiered at 8:00 PM on Sunday evening, April 16, 1978, and continued for three successive Sundays. It chronicled the fictional lives of people in two families, one Jewish and one German, between 1935 and 1945. It was to be the supreme achievement in the realm of Holocaust kitsch but, as mentioned above, the series slighted Wiesel’s burning thesis, encapsulated in his word “Holocaust,” in favor of the gassing thesis. However indirectly, the series undermined his authority as the premier eyewitness to the Holocaust. The fact that this damage came so soon after Butz’s demolition of the myth of Auschwitz as an extermination camp made the series doubly toxic for him.

When Wiesel launched his attack, in the pages of the New York Times of course, his was virtually the only important media voice that dared to criticize that terribly flawed, melodramatic and propagandistic docudrama. Since he could not say outright what I have just stated above, he opted to fault the Jewish media barons, and in particular Gerald Green, the Jewish novelist and propagandist who had written the script of the series, with having turned the Holocaust into a soap opera. He added for good measure the legitimate accusation that the producers had presented as factual certain events that could not have happened as they are portrayed. How ironic that a first-class prevaricator like Wiesel should be taking fellow Jews to task for misrepresenting the Holocaust!

Wiesel was also upset that Green and his staff had conned many groups into supporting his docudrama even before seeing it. Wiesel wrote:427

Many Jewish and non-Jewish organizations supported the project and promoted it among their members. But they did so even before they could view the programs.

Green and his team had also produced a study guide to accompany the series, so that students could undergo further Holocaust brainwashing in their school classrooms. Wiesel also averred that he had been asked to write the introduction to this study guide without having first seen the program, but refused. He wrote:428

I did take Mr. Green’s advice in one respect. I “addressed [my] views about [his] untrue, offensive and cheap” program to Rabbi Irving Greenberg [the same man who a few years earlier had hired Wiesel at City College and then made him a Distinguished Professor], who, interestingly, reminded me that he had asked me long before the first screening to write the introduction to the now much-touted interagency study guide and that I had agreed to do so, if I liked the film. Well, I saw the film; he did not. I wrote no introduction; he did. To his regret.

Here again, there is a wonderful jewel of irony hidden in Wiesel’s statement. After all, such study guides for Night generally offer a very shallow and superficial discussion of the novel and its historical context. Yet Wiesel has never condemned these exercises in Jewish propaganda and brainwashing.

This media controversy, like others that are cooked up by the New York Times, and already alluded to above, was intended to reinforce the idea that, while the Jewish Holocaust narrative was basically true, there still existed honest differences of opinion among Holocaustians as to how to communicate that supposed truth. This game has been replayed in the pages of the New York Times a seemingly infinite number of times for one simple reason: it is needed as a distraction from the essential issues.

As for Wiesel’s behavior when confronted by this TV series, the main issue was whether or not the elimination from the series of his flaming pits, whence had come the current and prevailing use in popular culture of the very word “Holocaust,” was an oversight. In other words, why is the word “Holocaust” used to describe killings in gas chambers?

Wiesel’s violent attack should also be read as an expression of his frustration at being pushed to the side as other, newer people took over the franchise. In a word, he had tangible proof that he was indeed losing control of the business he had launched, and various members of the “board” of what Prof. Norman Finkelstein has called “the Holocaust Industry” were pushing him out. As they were taking over Wiesel’s market, they were also deleting any reference to his original vision of the Holocaust as consisting of vast open pits in which multitudes of Jews were burned!

Like any entrepreneur who comes up with a new idea and a new product, Wiesel had been forced to bring in large capital investors like Abe Rosenthal and the New York Times in order to go public. In the process, he knew that he would surely amass enormous wealth for himself, but he does not seem to have understood that, at the same time, with new investors on board, his version of the Holocaust would be airbrushed out of existence simply because most of the investors did not believe him. And this is exactly what Wiesel saw taking place before his eyes. Although he had indeed developed and then hyped the Holocaust as a product, the corporate marketing men, working for and implementing the agendas of the extremist Jewish billionaires who represent the very summits of Holocaust fundamentalism, were taking over, and Wiesel, along with his vision of the Holocaust, was being pushed aside.


	Alfred Kazin, Self-Professed “New York Jew,” Mocks Wiesel

As we have seen, one of the first people to express disbelief about the hanging episode in Night was the New York intellectual Alfred Kazin. Thirteen years Wiesel’s senior, he had published a positive review of Night in a small intellectual weekly called The Reporter. Wiesel, always seeking to advance his career, contacted Kazin. The son of Yiddish-speaking immigrants, Kazin, like many such people, had successfully avoided military service during the war years. Wiesel appears to have initiated the friendship, but it would eventually end in an acrimonious breakup. As in the earlier breakups with his kabbala teacher in Sighet during the war, his mystical master, “Shushani,” and later Mauriac, Wiesel’s imperious personality and congenital mendacity played pivotal roles. It appears to have happened gradually over time.

In 1978, Kazin wrote of having attended a lecture by Wiesel in which “everything Wiesel said was pitched high, stabbed you and was meant to stab you with the impossibility of finding words for Jewish suffering.” Kazin, who was seated opposite his friend Saul Bellow, whom he described as “bored by the flow of words” coming from Wiesel’s mouth, noted that Wiesel lacked any sense of irony or detachment about the Holocaust. Wiesel’s insistence caused Kazin to conclude, quite rightly, that “the Jews could not state their case without seeming to overstate it. The world was getting tired of our complaint.”429 Kazin, in writing such words, was violating a major taboo among New York and other Jews: he was publicly mocking Elie Wiesel, which no one else had ever dared to do until then. He would later draw more blood from Wiesel, as I have discussed in more detail above, on the issue of the hanging scene in Night, and would be severely rebuked for it in the pages of Tous les fleuves. However, Kazin’s attack on Wiesel in 1978 happened to coincide with the advent of major revisionist criticism of the alleged Auschwitz gas chambers, and was thus especially painful to him.


	1978: Zionist Media Campaign on “Why Auschwitz Was Not Bombed”

Ironically, at the same time as the Zionist media controversy about the NBC Holocaust docudrama was dying down, the Holocaust fundamentalists at the American Jewish Committee came up with a new topic with which to assail the American public about the Holocaust. The subject was a simple one: if 10,000 to 20,000 people a day were being killed in Auschwitz in 1944, the Allies, through their overflights of the camp, must have known about the supposed atrocities occurring there. Thus, why did they not bomb Auschwitz? David S. Wyman, writing in the group’s monthly magazine, called the Auschwitz Camp a “killing installation.” He assured his readers that “gas was a far more efficient means of mass murder than shooting, and it caused much less of a psychological problem to the killers. The operation of the gas chambers, which killed over 2,000 people in less than half an hour, required only a limited number of SS men.”430 The man’s imagination, which could not be bothered with the technical problems that would have been involved with such a huge industrial undertaking, had taken possession of his mind. There was nothing new about this ridiculous assertion, for it was standard Holocaustian boilerplate. Wyman, an excellent example of a Gentile whose academic career benefitted greatly from his unquestioning adherence to Holocaust orthodoxy, would later publish The Abandonment of the Jews: America and the Holocaust, 1941-1945 (N.Y.: Pantheon Books, 1984). He was also rewarded by the Holocaustians when, in 1991, they named the David S. Wyman Institute for Holocaust Studies after him.

About six months later, the Catholic liberals at Commonweal dutifully followed the Jewish myth propagated by Commentary when Roger M. Williams repeated Wyman’s piece. He added a few details not found in Wyman’s article, emphasizing a different set of claims that are also a part of the orthodox Holocaustian version of events. He told his readers, for instance, that in 1944 “the crematoria were renovated, the chimneys strengthened with iron bands, and large pits [for mass cremations] were dug behind the buildings.”431 Two months later, in January 1979, the aerial photography of Auschwitz would reveal that these articles were without merit: simply put, there had been no killing installations at Auschwitz to bomb. Taken when the extermination was supposedly at its height, the photos gave no sign of gas chambers or the burning pits needed to deal with the thousands of corpses allegedly produced each day. The publication of these pictures justified, in one stroke, the suspicion with which Pius XII had greeted anti-German rumors and allegations made by the various U.S. Jewish groups during the war. Ironically, the CIA’s publication of these pictures showed in a strong, forthright and definitive way the fact that the Pontiff’s silence about the purported Holocaust had been more than justified.432

As 1978 came to a close, Professor Robert Faurisson, a chaired professor at the University of Lyon II, whose specialty was close and critical reading of literary texts, published an article in the prestigious Parisian daily Le Monde. Entitled “Le Problème des chambres à gaz, ou la rumeur d’Auschwitz,” [The Problem of the Gas Chambers: or the Auschwitz Rumor] it appeared on November 19, 1978. A second article, with the same title, also appeared in Le Monde on January 16, 1979. It contained Faurisson’s response to a series of articles and editorials in Le Monde denouncing him, and appeared under the French media’s traditional recognition of a “droit de réponse,” a right to respond.433 About five weeks after the publication of Faurisson’s response, Le Monde allowed itself to have the last word on this polemical exchange when it published a public letter from thirty-four historians denouncing Faurisson again (see on p. 289 below).

Also in January 1979, Wilhelm Stäglich published Der Auschwitz Mythos: Legende oder Wirklichkeit?[ 379] Before long, the German judicial authorities, under strictly enforced Zionist occupation, ordered the book to be confiscated and destroyed in Germany, which meant that any copy found by the authorities anywhere had to be burned in waste incinerators under police supervision. Within just a few years, starting with Butz’s book in 1976, a societal doctrine that had been accepted without question since 1945 was suddenly being subjected to very serious scrutiny.

Between the appearance of Butz’s Hoax and Stäglich’s and Faurisson’s publications, Yehuda Bauer, an Israeli professor and, some would say, currently dean of the conformist historians who specialize in the Holocaust, published a book entitled The Holocaust in Historical Perspective. In it, he dismissed both Butz and his predecessor Paul Rassinier as examples of people who engage in “Nazi gutter historiography.”434 Butz was consigned to the gutter because he had violated the rule that one may only consult the official Nuremberg record when studying the Holocaust. In writing his ground-breaking study, Butz had consulted new and different types of available information, thereby violating Holocaustian control over historiography, that is, the evidence that one is allowed to use in dealing with this topic. Bauer had no means of rebutting Butz on the facts of his case, so he had to resort to this ad hominem assault, which has since become the default setting for Holocaust fundamentalists like Bauer. When the revisionists use facts, like the aerial photos of Auschwitz, to make their point, the Holocaustians, who control discourse in both the media and academe, have the choice of either labeling them “Holocaust deniers” or ignoring them altogether. They usually take the latter course.


	Israel Loyalist Stuart Eizenstat Plans a “Holocaust Museum”

Stuart Eizenstat served on Jimmy Carter’s White House staff in various key capacities from 1977 to 1981. These were the years in which the Holocaust, centered in the alleged extermination at Auschwitz, was beginning to succumb to the results of revisionist scholarship. The release of the aerial photography might be called the metaphorical last shovel full of dirt that closed its grave. The Holocaust, including Wiesel’s eyewitness claims, as factual history was dead. The Holocaust fundamentalists, understandably, were not about to allow their myth to be destroyed without a fight, though.

These attacks on the Holocaust from outside the U.S. Jewish community, as noted above, followed upon and complemented the ongoing doubts among American Jews about what the survivors were claiming to have endured. As Hannah Arendt had observed in 1963, their behavior had not only been passive, it had also included collaboration with the Germans. Wiesel’s essays, directed to such Jewish Holocaust skeptics, culminate, as I have shown, in his appeal to such doubters to stop directing pointed questions to the “survivors.” Now that revisionism was growing, he argued, such questioning only helped the revisionists.

It is within this context of challenges from both within and without that we can best understand the strong reaction of powerful Holocaust fundamentalists like Eizenstat. Understandably, they were not about to let their myth be destroyed without a fight. After all, the justification for the very existence of Israel, which had already become an apartheid state in 1967, depended in large part on the Holocaust. But if the Holocaust, centered on the myth of the gas chambers of Auschwitz, were to be proved false, then Israel’s most important raison d’être would be lost. It was for this reason that Eizenstat and his fellow Holocaust fundamentalists hatched the idea of buttressing the Holocaust by building in the nation’s capital a place of veneration for Jewish victimhood. In doing so, they would transform their self-serving myth into the state religion of an increasingly secularized America. Unfortunately, due to the cowardice and collaboration of President Carter, they were able to get their plan off the ground.

According to Wiesel’s biographer Mark Chmiel, discontent with Carter’s views on the Mideast in the U.S. Jewish Community was such that “one aide in particular felt that Carter could begin to make amends for his alleged Middle East miscues by visiting a Holocaust studies center in New York.”435 Carter apparently refused to do this, so more drastic medicine was recommended to bring him into line. According to Judith Miller:436

The idea of a national Holocaust memorial was initially promoted in mid-1977 by three Jewish officials in Jimmy Carter’s Administration: Stuart Eizenstat, Carter’s chief domestic policy adviser; Mark A. Siegel, a liaison with the Jewish community who worked on the White House staff, and Ellen Goldstein, another staff member.

Eizenstat had been concerned, she says, not only about the erosion of memory of the war among people of his generation, but also about the growing incidents of Holocaust revisionism.

According to Miller, Carter was not interested in the idea, so it languished for a year. But as a result of Carter’s having spoken out in favor of a “homeland” for the Palestinians and having approved the sale of F-15 fighter jets to Saudi Arabia (actions that were in the national interest of all citizens of the United States), the leaders of the U.S. Jewish Lobby, driven by their passionate attachment to Israel, went into overdrive. As a symbolic gesture and a slap in the face to Carter, Holocaust fundamentalist Siegel resigned from his job as liaison to these unregistered agents for Israel. Carter then panicked, for American Jews were the main bankrollers of the Democratic Party. Without their financial and media support, he would face grave difficulties in the next election cycle. As a result, as Miller tells us, he caved in and gave them what they wanted:437

In March 1978, Goldstein sent a second memorandum about a national Holocaust memorial, this time to Eizenstat, who in turn discussed the matter with the President. Three months later, Carter surprised a group of rabbis he was meeting in the Rose Garden by saying he had decided to appoint a commission to explore the construction of a Holocaust memorial.

Naively, Carter insisted that, since this project was what Miller calls “specific” to the U.S. Jewish community, “they would have to finance it” (Miller, One by One, 259). Hyman Bookbinder of the American Jewish Committee agreed:

After $3 billion a year for Israel, it would have been unseemly to beg for $100 million for a museum. (Ibid., 258f.)

But the catch is that the Holocaustians did not “beg” for their money; they simply waited a few years and then ordered their puppets in the U.S. Congress to allocate it to them. Under our Judeocentric form of government, in which the members of the U.S. Congress are held hostage by Jewish media and financial power, the U.S. taxpayer must now pay for this absurd “museum” that is “specific” in its service to one ethnic group. Carter’s final concern was to find someone to lead his Commission. He decided on Wiesel, since his advisors had assured him that “his appointment would not be controversial” (Elie Wiesel, 118). Thus, on November 1, 1978, the Commission on Remembering the Holocaust was created with Elie Wiesel as its chairman. He presided over a group of thirty-four people, most of them Jewish.


	Robert F. Drinan’s Unholy Alliance with Wiesel

As these events were taking place, they were supported by yet another betrayal of Catholic tradition and culture by a Catholic priest. For just as priests like Francis X. Murphy (Xavier Rynne), Edward H. Flannery and Malachi Martin (Michael Sarafian) had worked day in and day out on the American Jewish Committee plantation for the greater glory of Israel and “the Holocaust” during Vatican II, a Jesuit priest, Robert F. Drinan, now became their successor as a standard bearer for such causes. Drinan, who had been representing the heavily Jewish 4th Congressional District of Massachusetts since 1970, sold his soul to the Holocaustians when he published Honor the Promise: America’s Commitment to Israel.438 The book can be seen as one that established a new paradigm for Catholic intellectuals willing to compromise core beliefs and ignore the weight of Catholic tradition in order to find a larger and overwhelmingly approving audience in and around the Zionist media and collaborationist academe. The book should also be seen clearly in the context in which it appeared: the Holocaust, the justification for Israel’s very existence, was now under attack by revisionism, and Drinan, beholden to the wealthy Jewish liberals from Brookline and Newton who had financed his campaigns, was most likely catering to their whims, if not following their orders.

In addition, Wiesel, after working at City College for four years, moved to Boston University in the fall of 1976. Once there, although he commuted back and forth to New York by plane, he befriended Drinan, writing the foreword to the Jesuit’s pro-Zionist screed. Finally, it is important to remember that revisionists have vigorously defended Pius XII against his attackers: for instance, Arthur Butz, in his Hoax of the Twentieth Century, devoted an appendix to a vindication of the Pope with regard to the charge that he had been silent during the Holocaust.

Drinan’s book, with Wiesel’s imprimatur, unabashedly defended the indefensible: the imposition of a Zionist state on the native population of Palestine. It was a pure piece of Zionist propaganda that staffers at the American Jewish Committee could have penned. But Drinan, an opportunist who wanted to see his name mentioned approvingly in the Zionist media as someone who had “courage” and who did not fear to “speak out,” had already compromised his integrity as a Catholic priest by supporting abortion.

With regard to Pius XII and his alleged “silence” during “the Holocaust,” Drinan fudged his position, neither strongly defending nor strongly accusing Pius XII. He did, however, accuse that Pontiff – historically correctly I might add – of opposing the creation of Israel. Drinan wrote, without mentioning Pius XII by name:

Whatever one might conclude about the Holy See’s attitude toward the Holocaust, it is unfortunately impossible to conclude that the Holy See gave very much encouragement to the next struggle of the world’s Jews – the establishment of Israel. (Honor, 53)

But what the Zionist stooge Drinan saw as a reason for blame, history has shown to be a reason for praise. Ironically, as time goes by, Pacelli’s ability to see the future apartheid State of Israel for what it was speaks volumes about the man’s wisdom, foresight, courage, integrity and sense of justice.

Drinan’s words are those of a sycophant trying to curry favor with his Jewish bankrollers, and not those of a man possessing a sense of either history or justice.


	January 1979: the Month When the Holocaust Died

In January 1979, out of the blue and for reasons unknown, two CIA staffers published several aerial photographs of Auschwitz, taken on four different dates in 1944. For reasons unknown, the Allied aerial photography as a whole had remained hidden from view for forty-five years. These pictures were taken over a period from spring 1944 through January 1945, including the months from May through July when, according to the conformist historians, the Hungarian Jews were allegedly being slaughtered to the tune of 10,000 to 20,000 per day. The mendacity and cynicism of those who had been making this baseless claim since 1945 was shattered by this revelation.439 When this little book by two former CIA analysts, Dino A. Brugioni and Robert G. Poirier, appeared, several of these pictures became available to the public for the first time. In their general discussion, the authors talk about “external burning pits” (Holocaust Revisited, 10) at Birkenau, but are unable to identify even one such “pit” in their photography. With regard to the alleged smoke and flame that Wiesel has claimed to have seen, they are a bit more honest with their reader:

Although survivors recalled that smoke and flame emanated continually from the crematoria and was visible for miles, the photography we examined gave no proof of this. (25)

These pictures proved beyond a shadow of a doubt that the vast open pits in which Wiesel had supposedly seen truckloads of children and adults being burned alive were completely imaginary. Nor did these pictures show the long lines of 10,000 to 20,000 Jews waiting patiently each day to be taken to the “gas chambers,” or the masses of dead bodies that would have had to be lying about waiting for disposal as successive groups waited to be “gassed.”[212]


	Mendacity of the New York Times and Washington Post about the Aerial Photos

It was one thing for the CIA to allow the publication of these pictures that destroyed, once and for all, the myth of Auschwitz as an “extermination camp” where “four million” people had died. But since we live in a Judeocentric “mediacracy,” in which the owners of the Zionist media, the Holocaust fundamentalists, actually control the everyday political reality of the world in which Americans live, it would be another thing to see what meaning the Zionist media would assign to this revelation. The answer did not take long in coming, for both the Washington Post and the New York Times, both owned by wealthy Jewish families who set the “mainstream” media parameters of what right-thinking and respectable people will be allowed to say about “the Holocaust,” published their official interpretations within days of each other. In each case, no mention was made of the glaring fact that the pictures revealed that the “eyewitnesses” who had spoken of 10,000 to 20,000 people a day being killed there and, like Wiesel, of massive open pits in which truckloads of Jewish babies were burned alive, were revealed to have been outrageous liars.

Also, in each case, the silent testimony of the pictures against the Holocaust was avoided by orienting the reports around the subject of the “failure to bomb” theme that the Zionists had introduced during 1978. In addition, both newspapers employed this theme in exactly the same way the “failure to mention the word Jew” trope is used when needed as a distraction. This was done even though the pictures showed clearly that there was in fact no reason to bomb!

On February 23, 1979, the Washington Post reported440 that the pictures

clearly show the camp’s gas chambers and crematoria where victims’ bodies were burned. Several photos show prisoners undergoing disinfection and standing in line to be tattooed. One photo shows a line of 1500 prisoners being led into the camp from 85 railroad boxcars parked at the end of the rail line just outside the camp.

Of course, the pictures showed no such thing. What they did show, however, was that the allegation that up to 20,000 Jews a day were waiting in line, stolidly and without incident, to go into the “gas chamber” was a myth. There were no lines of people waiting to go into the “gas chambers,” nor was there any evidence of the huge industrial apparatus that would have been necessary to kill and dispose of thousands of people at a time. As for the massive pits that Wiesel claims to have seen, there was no pit, no flame and no smoke to be seen. Thus, Wiesel’s own personal myth went up in nonexistent smoke, as it were.

The New York Times article was more cautious, for the author of its article was not even identified. This fact offered an excellent example of what Pius XII had referred to in his Christmas message of 1951 as the mendacious “anonymous voice” (“voix anonyme”) of the Western media.441 In this case, that voice tells us that the two authors of the book, Brugioni and Poirier, had worked on the project on their own time starting in April 1978.442

The analysts said that the television series Holocaust, which included several scenes on a set meant to simulate Auschwitz, had motivated their project.

Just as in the Washington Post review of the book, the narrative voice of the New York Times completely avoided the fact that the photos gave no evidence of what the “eye-witnesses” – for years – had been telling us had been there. He wrote:

They said that they could identify camp officers marching a newly arrived group of prisoners to the open gates of the gas chamber-crematorium compound. The analysts also pointed to a second group that they said was waiting to be disinfected and tattooed.

Despite the claim by these two CIA analysts, recycled by the Washington Post and New York Times, to the effect that these pictures reinforced the Jewish holocaust narrative, both the revisionists and the Holocaust fundamentalists now knew who was right and who was wrong about the allegation that Auschwitz had been an extermination camp. In just a few short years, the revisionists had mortally wounded and, with the release of these pictures, slain the Holocaust beast. They were jubilant for the simple reason that their position on the Holocaust had been vindicated.

On the other side, the Holocaust fundamentalists, unhappy that their historical scam had been revealed as such, decided to redouble their efforts to increase pressure on their owned and/or controlled politicians in order to enshrine the Holocaust as the new revealed dogma of the U.S.. By elevating the Holocaust to the level of an article of civic faith, and by imposing it on the U.S. population as the state religion, the Holocaust fundamentalists would be able to contain the revisionists and silence the doubters within the Jewish community while also using their new religion to justify the unlawful wars for Israel’s security that were to come.


	1979: British Code Breakers: Another Nail in the Coffin of the Holocaust

By coincidence, at about the same time as the aerial photography of Auschwitz was declassified by the CIA, the distinguished British historian F. H. Hinsley of Cambridge University published his monumental study of British intelligence operations during the war years. It included documentation on the work that British code breakers had done in intercepting and deciphering encrypted German military communications. Hinsley wrote, with reference to the legendary gas chambers that so many “survivors” later said they had seen:443

From the spring of 1942 until February 1943 […] the returns (reports) from Auschwitz, the largest of the camps with 20,000 prisoners, mentioned illness as the main cause of death, but included references to shootings and hangings. There were no references in the decrypts to gassing.

Hinsley’s conclusions dovetail perfectly with the information provided in the Allied aerial photography: there was no “gassing.”


	Wiesel and Carter Clash over the “Eleven Million”

As the Holocaust was dying as history in February 1979, Wiesel made his first formal statement as the Chairman of the President’s Commission on Remembering the Holocaust. Employing the usual chutzpah, Wiesel made it clear that the Commission’s members must never ask any probing questions about the Jewish Holocaust narrative. According to Chmiel, Wiesel pulled this off by describing “the Holocaust as an unimaginable mystery such that the commission must proceed slowly with fear and trembling” (Elie Wiesel, 120). Two months later, at a Holocaust Remembrance Day in the Capitol Rotunda on April 24, Carter stunned Wiesel when he defined “the Holocaust” as consisting of eleven million victims of whom six million were Jews. Since Carter wanted to placate various other non-Jewish ethnic groups, including Poles and Ukrainians, whose voters were mostly Democrats, he had apparently adopted a suggestion offered by Wiesel’s arch-enemy, Simon Wiesenthal, enshrining the figure of “eleven million” in his Executive Order # 12169. Wiesel, of course, was “furious” at this turn of events. Thus, a new, but quite small and manageable “controversy” ensued. Since Wiesel’s “anger” was purely ritual and completely staged, after the usual posturing had taken place, the “controversy” blew over, and it was back to business as usual – Shoah Business, to be sure.


	June 7, 1979: John Paul II at the Auschwitz Monument

As the plan for the Holocaust museum advanced in Washington, Pope John Paul II visited the Auschwitz-Birkenau Camp on June 7, 1979. While there, he stopped in front of its infamous propaganda display, mentioned above, that claimed, in eighteen languages, that four million people had perished there. Pausing in front of the Hebrew-language version of the inscription, the Pope said:444

In particular, I pause with you […] before the inscription in Hebrew. This inscription awakens the memory of the people whose sons and daughters were intended for total extermination. This people’s origins spring from Abraham, our father in faith, as was expressed by Paul of Tarsus. The very people who received from God the commandment ‘Thou shalt not kill,’ here experienced in a special way what is meant by killing. It is not permissible for anyone to pass by this inscription with indifference.

The monument’s message, which officially enshrined the Soviet claim of four million dead made at Nuremberg and embraced there by both the U.S. prosecutors and the Zionist-controlled media, was of course completely mendacious. All the concerned parties, including and especially the Holocaust fundamentalists, knew that “four million” people had not died at Auschwitz, yet they remained silent about this deliberate fraud. The Holocaustians’ silence about this particular Holocaust lie speaks volumes, for it underscores the deep commonalities that existed between the twin tyrannies of Communism and Zionism. This Soviet-sponsored monument would remain in place until 1991. But then, because revisionist attacks had transformed its continued presence into an ongoing embarrassment for the Holocaustians, it was quietly removed and replaced with a new one.

The Pope, while speaking of Jewish suffering, had not specifically used the word “Jew” in his remarks. If Wiesel had noted this omission, he held his tongue and had nothing to say for the time being, probably because he was in the process of being hoisted into position as the High Priest of our state religion, the Holocaust. However, nine years later, he would play the tried and true game, so dear to the editors of the New York Times, of invoking the “failure to say the word Jew” trope. At that time, he would express “outrage” at John Paul II over this alleged omission. I would argue that Wiesel remained silent about this issue in 1979, but attacked the Pope for it in 1988, because his personal status had changed in the interim. By 1988, he was himself the “Holocaust Pope” of the United States. As such, his attack served to burnish his own credentials as a peer of the Roman Pope.


	Wiesel Submits His Report to Carter
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Illustration 27: U.S. President Jimmy Carter in thrall to Elie Wiesel


		

	

On September 27, 1979, Wiesel’s Commission submitted its report to President Carter at the White House. It contained four recommendations. The first was to build a propaganda center, officially labeled as a “Holocaust Museum,” in Washington, D. C., in order to brainwash the people of the U.S., especially the nation’s children, about the Holocaust. They wanted this facility for “education” purposes in lieu of a monument. The second recommendation called for Carter to find and donate federal land for this propaganda center, which would be paid for by private donations. The third recommendation was that the Holocaust be instituted as the state religion, and for this task to be accomplished by having the federal government set aside certain days each year for official “Holocaust Remembrance,” with parallel commemorations sponsored in state capitals across the country. The fourth recommendation called for the creation of a standing “Committee on Conscience” to report on human-rights abuses around the world. This last, super-hypocritical proposal was eventually rejected because it endangered the ongoing U.S. policy of engaging in human-rights violations across a wide range of countries around the globe, while simultaneously looking the other way as the Israeli Jews ethnically cleanse the Palestinians from their (the Palestinians’) homeland.

It is important to understand that President Carter’s designation of Wiesel as the high priest of the emerging Holocaust cult had monumental implications for both Wiesel and for the U.S. people. As Mark Chmiel has correctly pointed out, while using terminology borrowed from the French philosopher Pierre Bourdieu, any sovereign state has a monopoly on the exercise of what he calls “legitimate violence.” Thus, when the government of such a state designates an individual as an official representative, that individual inherits a share in the exercise of legitimate violence that the state monopolizes. Chmiel writes:

In light of the politics of such official naming and authorizing, then, Wiesel became not only the servant of the state by virtue of his agreement to serve on this Carter-created commission, but he was also a beneficiary of ‘the strength of the collective’ conferred by the U.S. government itself. (Elie Wiesel, 123)

Chmiel goes on to point out that “by undertaking this unprecedented memorial venture,” the U.S. government established the authorized perspective of the “worthy victims” (Elie Wiesel, 123), that is, Jews. Thus, Jewish Americans officially became in effect the sacred cows of American culture. As such, they are always victims and never perpetrators, and the state must protect their interests ahead of those of other citizens.


	Wiesel Travels to Auschwitz, the “Golgotha” of the Holocaust

In November 1979, Wiesel traveled to Auschwitz, leading a group of forty-four dignitaries who “had been charged by President Carter with the mission to recommend an appropriate program for remembering the victims of the Holocaust.”445 This trip had two major goals: to replicate the visit that John Paul II had made to Auschwitz just five months earlier; and to establish Wiesel’s credentials as the emerging Holocaust High Priest of the United States. The New York Times Magazine was along for the trip, of course, and that newspaper was now launching, in cooperation with the Holocaust fundamentalists in the various Jewish organizations and the U.S. Government, the campaign to transform the Holocaust, now dead as history, into the mystical national religion of the United States. In a perverse sort of way, and as a parody of Christianity, it would be “resurrected” from the dead and turned into the faith of the nation. Its victims, “the six million,” would collectively replace the sacrifice of Christ and, as this process took place, the United States would be transformed from a Christian nation into a Zionist Holocaust nation. Gradually, as the existentialist religion of the Holocaust became the operative faith of the United States, its problematical “lessons” would be banged into the heads of U.S. school children. They would be taught not only that they must never question any dogma of the new faith (for to do so would offer de facto proof that they were guilty of “anti-Semitism,” the ultimate social transgression), but also that they must remain ever-vigilant in order to “prevent another Holocaust.”

 


Chapter IX
1980s: Wiesel Becomes America’s
Holocaust High Priest

	


1980: United States Holocaust Memorial Council Founded in Part to Fight Revisionism

On October 7, 1980, the U.S. Congress voted unanimously to establish the United States Holocaust Memorial Council and, at the same time, named Elie Wiesel as its chairman. In doing so, the U.S. government granted Wiesel’s three main requests: the creation of a museum to serve as a propaganda center for the education (brainwashing) of U.S. citizens and others; the selection and donation of federal land on which this propaganda center would be built; and the designation of special Jewish holy days to be called the “Days of Remembrance,” to be observed not only in Washington’s most-sacred civic spaces, but also in all the nation’s state capitals. This truly comprehensive legislation, based on the religious belief that “Auschwitz becomes Sinai,” established the Holocaust as the official state religion of the United States of America.

It should be clearly understood by the reader that for many Christian and Jewish Holocaustians the Holocaust cult is religious, not secular, in nature. As Wiesel’s friend, Steven T. Katz, director of the Elie Wiesel Center for Judaic Studies at Boston University, points out, the slogan “Auschwitz becomes Sinai” refers to the idea that “the Shoah marks a new era in which the Sinaitic covenantal relationship was shattered; now, if there is to be any covenantal relationship at all, an unprecedented form of it must come into being.”446 In other words, in imposing the Holocaust on U.S. citizens, the U.S. government is funding the Jewish religion in its most-recent manifestation.
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Thus, about a year after Wiesel had submitted his report to President Carter, his requests, essentially religious in nature, were enacted by Congress. Wiesel’s admirer Mark Chmiel pointed out that, although this was a great personal victory for Wiesel, it came at a cost for all other U.S. citizens:447

[…Wiesel] received a tremendous boost for his mission when he consented to participate in a project that reinforced the “authorized perspective” of state power to define and divide the social world – in the present instance, by privileging more useful, now worthy victims over other, more disturbing, unworthy victims.

What Chmiel was trying to say was that this new law effectively ended the mythical separation of church and state that supposedly exists in the U.S., for by this vote the U.S. Congress officially designated Jews as the state’s official “worthy victims.” If this law had imposed Catholicism as the state religion, Jewish and Jewish-funded organizations like the ADL, ACLU and SPLC would have immediately filed suit to stop it. In this case, however, their silence gave resounding assent.

This legislation thus places the full force of the State behind the supposed veracity of the Jewish Holocaust narrative, despite the fact that the latter is riddled with lies, internal contradictions and exaggerations from beginning to end. Likewise, its designation of Jews as “worthy victims” in the eyes of the state also means that those groups that are not so designated must of necessity be “unworthy.” Foremost among the unworthy we must list Catholics, for one of their popes, Pius XII, has been designated, since 1963, as a major villain and “bystander” in the Jewish Holocaust narrative.

More specifically, President Carter, in another betrayal of the trust of the U.S. people, gave these “worthy victims” 1.9 acres of prime real estate adjacent to the Mall in Washington, D. C., for the site of the Holocaust Museum. This abominable decision, which was hurtful and discriminatory toward all non-Jewish U.S. citizens, was unrelated in any compelling way to U.S. history or to the U.S. people as a whole. Carter wanted the museum to be built as a sop to the lobbyists and propagandists of the nation’s wealthiest and most powerful ethnic group, the Jews. Even worse, he gave away public land, that is, land that belonged to all the people, to one small group, and he did so precisely because he needed Jewish financial and media support in his reelection campaign. He had no right to do this, which is why he never discussed with anyone the construction of a monument to what Chmiel calls “unworthy victims” – such as black people as victims of slavery or Americans Indians as victims of genocide. No, Carter’s decision was made solely for personal political gain: to court the wealthy and politically influential Jews whose money he would need to maintain himself in power (which was ultimately unsuccessful).

When Congress unanimously established the Holocaust Council, it made no mention of the fact that the revisionist threat was one of the main reasons for the establishment of both the museum and the “Days of Remembrance.”448 Once the legislation had been signed by President Carter, the mask came off. In the Council’s meeting in New York on December 10, 1980, Wiesel made it clear that he perceived Holocaust revisionism to be a grave threat both to himself and to the Jewish Holocaust narrative as a whole. He told the members of the Council:449

[…] the denial of the Holocaust is a very serious problem. As some of you may know, I was probably the first to alert the American Jewish community to that danger. In the beginning there were only a few articles and two or three books, and nobody listened. Then I said: “You know, there are already ten books.” Somewhat later I said: “There are already twenty-four books.” Year after year, the number has increased. The problem has finally caught up with us. I must say that I feel impure when I touch these books. I don’t know what to do. Debate them? I would not dignify them with a debate. I would not dignify them with a dialogue.

Wiesel then asked in his still-wobbly English:

What should be done with them. To ignore them? I do not know how. We cannot. The best thing to do is what we are doing: to write more books, to speak more about the Holocaust in more authentic voice.

In other words, since 1980, unable to answer the revisionists, Wiesel, the museum authorities and the Zionist media have simply turned up the volume on their one-sided and propagandistic presentation of the Holocaust.


	Founding of the Institute for Historical Review

In late 1978, the lobbyist and activist Willis Carto founded the Institute for Historical Review as an independent think tank. Its purpose was to provide a central place in which independent historical researchers scattered about the country – and the world – could establish contact with each other, share their research findings, and have them published. In September 1979, the IHR held its first colloquium, at which scholars from the U.S., Germany, France, Britain and Sweden read papers and exchanged views. At the same time, a book publishing arm was created and the Noontide Press was born.

Concurrently, a scholarly quarterly, the Journal of Historical Review, was also founded. From the beginning, it took aim at what were still some of the most-absurd claims still surviving from Nuremberg and warmly embraced by the Holocaustians. Thus, in the first four issues of Volume I, which appeared in 1980, among other things the myth of soap made from the flesh of dead Jews was demolished. These revisionist pioneers also argued that it had been the Soviets, and not the Germans, who had committed the Katyn Forest atrocity. Of course, on both counts, they were right. But if it had not been for these courageous scholarly pieces, these myths – which have now been completely and quietly “retconned” out of the Holocaust master narrative – might still be in existence. Those first issues also began attacking the technical impossibilities inherent in the gas-chamber myth at Auschwitz, and that early technical questioning would later lead to much more-powerful and -substantial studies.450

From the outset, the IHR was under attack from the Holocaustian establishment, which sought to nip it in the bud. Thus, a campaign of violence was unleashed against its offices in Torrance, California, and this harassment culminated in the arson attack of July 4, 1984, which destroyed the organization’s offices and bookstore, wiping out its inventory. The Jewish Defense League, recognized by the FBI as an extremist group under the command of the notorious Jewish thug Irv Rubin, was suspected of the attack, but never prosecuted.451 This reaction proved, if proof were necessary, that the same people who were at that time forcing the creation of their Holocaust Museum on the U.S. people in the name of “tolerance” were speaking out of both sides of their mouth.

As is the case with many small, controversial groups, the IHR was not immune to internal dissension. It lives on today, but its heyday was the first thirteen years or so, from its founding in late 1978 into the early 1990s.


	Another Blow to the Holocaust: Serge Klarsfeld Publishes the Auschwitz Album

As the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum was coming into being, Serge Klarsfeld, who was still a rather obscure French lawyer and Jewish Holocaustian activist, published the so-called Auschwitz Album, which is also known as Lili Jacob’s Album, after the name of the Jewish deportee who discovered it. It is also important to remember that she did not find it at Auschwitz-Birkenau, but at the Dora-Mittelbau Camp in south-central Germany. The fact that Jacob suppressed the album from 1945 until 1980, when she donated it to the Yad Vashem Museum in Israel, helps to explain what its pictures really show: that there was no Holocaust at Auschwitz-Birkenau. But with the rise of revisionism in the 1970s, Klarsfeld apparently thought that by publishing the pictures, often misleadingly captioned, he could use them as a weapon against the revisionists.452 Lili Jacob had suppressed these pictures for over three decades because they exposed to ridicule the utter mendacity of the Jewish veterans. In fact, anyone who looks at them with a critical eye today cannot help but conclude that they establish that there was no Holocaust at the Birkenau Camp. But by the time Klarsfeld and the Holocaustians took over the pictures in 1980, in the Orwellian world in which we live – a world in which up is down, black is white and peace is war – these pictures could be published with highly deceptive captions in the certainty that no official historian or other recognized expert would dare to publicly question that they documented mass gassing at Birkenau.

Nonetheless, like the aerial photography of the Auschwitz Camp, published in 1979, this album is yet another nail in the coffin of the Holocaust. The 193 pictures contained in the original album were probably taken by two German members of the Birkenau staff, Ernst Hoffmann and Bernhard Walter. The pictures are as down-to-earth and as matter-of-fact as can be, for these German men were trying to capture on film a contingent of Orthodox Jews from Hungary. The shots and angles they selected indicate that they must have considered themselves amateur sociologists or anthropologists. Their intent was most likely to take the pictures home with them after the war. They sought to document as much as possible the nuts and bolts of the day-to-day processing of the large numbers of people who were being imported into the German Reich. If anything, Hoffmann and Walter’s pictures prove that the Jewish claim of an extermination program at Birkenau is utterly mendacious, for these mundane shots, taken between May 15 and July 8, 1944, show just the opposite. No smoke and flame rise from the chimneys of the crematoria. Nor is there any trace of Wiesel’s imagined “open pits” that burn truckloads of adults and babies. In fact, the pictures show how tightly packed the reception and processing area actually was, for the main rail line split into three tracks after passing through the entrance building. These three train tracks were closely surrounded by barracks. There was simply no room available for the alleged long lines of 10,000 to 20,000 people to line up patiently each day while awaiting their turn to go into the “gas chambers.”

The German editor of the original album divided them according to theme or subject. They include 1) “Arrival of a Transport Train” [Ankunft eines Transportzuges]; 2) “Newly Arrived Men” [Männer bei der Ankunft]; 3) “Newly Arrived Women” [Frauen bei der Ankunft]; 4) “Division into Groups” [Aussortierung]; 5) “After Division into Groups: Men Still Fit for Labor” [Nach der Aussortierung: noch einsatzfähige Männer]; 6) “Women Still Fit for Labor” [Noch einsatzfähige Frauen]; 7) “After Delousing” [Nach der Entlausung]; 8) “Assignment to the Labor Camp” [Einweisung ins Arbeitslager]; 9) “Personal Effects” [Effekten]; 10) “Men No Longer Fit for Labor” [Nicht mehr einsatzfähige Männer] and 11) “Women and Children No Longer Fit for Labor” [Nicht mehr einsatzfähige Frauen und Kinder].

There is nothing sinister or secret about the events depicted in this album, for the historical record indicates that there were untold thousands of Jews who, like Wiesel’s father, were not exterminated although they were never able to work. Even the order of events speaks to the lack of an extermination plan, for everybody, even those who would not be able to work, went through the delousing process. Why would the Germans waste scarce and expensive resources like this on people they were planning to exterminate a few minutes later? Such nonsensical events are routine, however, in the Holocaust.


	Zionist Media Use of Retroactive Continuity in the Holocaust Narrative

As the decade of the Eighties began, the Holocaust fundamentalists were growing more and more concerned that the success of the revisionists was undermining belief in the Holocaust.

They were pleased with themselves for having secured Congressional approval for their planned Holocaust museum, but this support had never really been in doubt, because the Jewish Lobby exercises complete control over the U.S. Congress. Yet the Lobby was still worried about the threat represented by Butz, Faurisson and the other revisionists. The essence of this threat resided in the fact that the revisionists had successfully raised, albeit to a small audience, many unanswered questions about the overall veracity of the various Jewish Holocaust eyewitnesses in general, and Elie Wiesel in particular. It is in the context of the Holocaust narrative’s deterioration that we are best able to understand the widely publicized comment that the Israeli cultural commentator Boaz Evron made about the Holocaust at this time. While of course genuflecting to the Holocaust as history, Evron made an important point with regard to what Butz, Faurisson and the other revisionists were in the process of doing to the Jewish folktale, when he wrote:453

Two terrible things happened to the Jewish people during this century. First, the Holocaust and the lessons drawn from it. Second, the non-historical and easily-refutable commentaries on the Holocaust made either deliberately or through simple ignorance, and their use for propaganda purposes among non-Jews and Jews both in Israel and the diaspora constitute a cancer for Jews and for the State of Israel.

Evron might have added that no other Jewish false witness incarnated this cancer for Jews better than Wiesel did. Then again, no official, media-recognized eyewitness ever had anything approaching the stature of Elie Wiesel.

Despite the fact that the Allied aerial photography showed no immense fires at Auschwitz emanating from Wiesel’s imagined flaming pits, the Zionist media continued to lie to their readers about this issue. For instance, in September 1981, in a very long article in the Atlantic Monthly, its author, a senior editor at the Zionist bastion Time since 1971, stated that “these fires were burning in the summer of 1944, fires that could be seen from as far as thirty miles away.”454 Of course, if such fires had ever existed, they would have eliminated the need for the alleged secrecy and surprise that had supposedly been necessary to dupe 10,000 or more Jews per day into walking quietly into the gas chambers. This need for concealment had been part of the Holocaust narrative from the very beginning, but the Zionist media manipulators of the early 1980s were acting as if it had never been part of the Jewish Holocaust master narrative. Why did they do it, and how did they get away with it?

Thanks to the Holocaustians’ use of retroactive continuity, as noted earlier, a narrative technique routinely used in comic books, serials of various kinds, soap operas and professional wrestling among other types of pop-culture narratives, they did not have to worry about the internal coherence of their narrative over time. The “retcon” procedure, which involves the deliberate changing of previously established details of a narrative in order to adapt it to changed circumstances, is essential to the master narrative of the Holocaust. Its use enables the Holocaust mythmakers to get rid of potentially damaging story elements without cost.

Examples of the use of this technique abound. In fact, as noted in the previous chapter, Wiesel’s claim of having seen open-pit burning of living victims at Auschwitz, as showcased in Night, had already been phased out of the Holocaust master narrative by the time the 1978 TV series Holocaust was presented. As a result, Wiesel’s term “Holocaust,” which specifically denotes the complete burning of a given substance, was used to designate a story in which people were gassed, not burned! The disconnect between the denotative and connotative meanings given to the word was huge. Yet, thanks to retroactive continuity, the series was shown to a gullible U.S. public as if the Holocaust burning thesis, which is at the heart of the word “Holocaust,” had never even existed, and as if the word “Holocaust” denoted gassing and not burning!

As the Jewish Holocaust narrative was emerging at Nuremberg in 1945, U.S. Prosecutor Thomas Dodd, behaving like a latter-day P. T. Barnum, claimed at the opening of the trial that the Germans had not only mastered the bizarre art of shrinking human heads, but also of making lamp shades out of tattooed skin and soap from the fat of dead Jews. Until recently, these Jewish propaganda fabrications were a central element of the Holocaust narrative. As such, they were beyond question. After the revisionists began to criticize such Jewish myths in the 1970s, the Holocaustians gradually began to realize their potential vulnerability in light of such tales. It was too dangerous to maintain such fables at the center of the Holocaust myth. Stressing outlandish claims like the skin and soap legends could result, like a peripheral infection that goes untreated, in the spread of the contagion – in the case of the Holocaust myth, disbelief – thus menacing the entire organism. For this reason the Holocaust fundamentalists decided – in truth: were forced – to delete these tall tales from the Holocaust master narrative, gradually and without ever mentioning that they were doing so under duress from revisionist scholarship. The Holocaust mythmakers’ dilemma is complicated by the fact that, unlike doctors, they must contend with the consequences of negating what were long held as inflexible truths. This is probably why such barbaric impostures as the lampshade and human-skin absurdities continue to eke out a twilight existence on the fringes of the Holocaust master narrative.

Later, as I will show below, the development of the Internet would drastically shorten the amount of time existing between the birth of a new, mendacious Holocaust claim and the onset of revisionist criticism leading to its demise – and forced withdrawal – as if the claim had never existed in the first place!


	The Holocaust Narrative Is a Form of Lowbrow Culture

The use of “retconning” in the Holocaust narrative positions it firmly within the ambit of other forms of lowbrow and middlebrow culture in which the technique is also essential. As noted earlier, these include comic books, professional wrestling, movies with sequels and prequels, and soap operas, among others. Significantly, in each of these cases, the unsophisticated mass audience accepts the changes, which are clearly violations of verisimilitude, for the simple reason that “it’s just a story, anyway.” The one difference is that, in the case of the Holocaust, the audience is overwhelmingly involuntary. It consists primarily of U.S. schoolchildren who are forced to undergo brainwashing classes about the Holocaust. While some of them might be able to figure out by themselves that the whole story is a scam, they likely tell themselves “it’s just a story, anyway.” Yet, none would dare to express such an opinion in class for fear of harsh retribution from their teachers.

Another lowbrow aspect of the Holocaust narrative is reflected in its continuing emphasis on sex and violence. This strategy is apparently deemed necessary, because the Jewish movie moguls have concluded that non-Jews will not attend a Holocaust film without strong doses of either sex or violence. For this reason, Roman Polanski’s Holocaust propaganda film The Pianist was extremely vulgar. Its fornication scenes were not only unnecessary, they were so crudely done that they were essentially pornographic in nature: the characters portrayed exhibited no sense of either love or intimacy. As if that were not enough, the film included repeated nude scenes, including several in which two characters argue, one of whom is un-clothed! In a word, the film was an excellent exhibition of the strong relationship that exists today between visual representation of the Holocaust and resolutely lowbrow culture. Yet not surprisingly, the predominantly Jewish Oscar voters gave The Pianist three Oscars in 2002, for Best Actor, Best Director and Best Film Writing, while at Cannes it was selected as Best Picture. A few years later, when Kate Winslet signed on to act in the nude in many scenes in the Holocaust propaganda film entitled The Reader, her decision offered further proof of the fact that Hollywood’s Holocaustians must now stoop to baser and baser levels of lowbrow entertainment in order to sell their wares.455

In addition to sex, there is also violence. In early 2009-10, the mayhem-packed Holocaust film entitled Inglourious Basterds exemplified the role of violence in Holocaust film narration. This film, which utterly lacked anything remotely related to esthetic content, received eight Oscar nominations, and was widely expected to win several of them. At the last minute, however, a reaction seems to have set in among the Holocaustian insiders who were to make the final, secret decisions. First, they seem to have realized that this 153-minute exercise in vulgarity was glaringly unworthy of being nominated for even one Oscar. Second, they finally came to understand that by heaping awards on this film they would only be ratifying the revisionist mockery of the film that had already been circulating on the Internet for months. After all, the pre-adolescent script was pure fiction, and trashy fiction at that. But since this was a Holocaust film, its sick narrative of Jewish racial revenge had already become part of the Holocaust’s master narrative, and thus passed for true.

With the Holocaust now enshrined as our state religion, the Holocaustians finally seem to have realized why the revisionists were laughing so hard. The inclusion of so trashy a narrative in the canon of the Holocaust was already a disaster for Jews, for it laid bare the lowbrow nature of the Holocaust story. The bestowal of Oscars on this train wreck of a movie would have proved that the Holocaustians are not only vulgar and tasteless, but also utterly corrupt. Suddenly, they understood that they were walking into a trap of their own making. Thus, on Oscar night, a strange thing happened. Despite all the “can’t miss” Oscar predictions that their various media stooges had been paid to predict for the film, Inglourious Basterds won only one Oscar (for best supporting actor, Christoph Waltz).

In the end, though, the film’s very existence had revealed the tight bonds that link the Holocaust narrative to lowbrow culture, while also suggesting that Hollywood’s Jewish masters realize that the Holocaust is a tough sell on its own, and now needs this strong lowbrow ingredient to attract an audience.

One last point to be made about these recent films on the Holocaust is the fact that they stray as far away as possible from dealing directly with the alleged crimes committed at Auschwitz and the other “extermination camps.” The Jewish moguls know that they cannot show gas chambers because there were none. Nor can they show Wiesel’s flaming pits because there were none. In fact, Steven Spielberg’s 1993 failure to show the mythical gas chambers in operation in Schindler’s List appears, in retrospect, to have been one of the most-significant concessions that the Jewish Holocaustians of Hollywood have ever made to the revisionists. In that film, as a number of Jewish women fear that they are about to enter a gas chamber, the dreaded gas chamber turns out to be an ordinary disinfestation facility, just like the one that had really existed in the Sauna Building at Birkenau. Spielberg stayed true to contemporary Hollywood Holocaust standards by mining this scene for maximum titillation from the women’s nakedness. The Jewish moguls of Hollywood have not dared to touch the subject of Auschwitz since then. (See my comments in Chapter XI on Amen, a film version, made in France, of The Deputy.) They still undertake money-making, lowbrow, pornographic flights of Holocaust fancy, as witnessed by films like The Pianist, The Reader and Inglorious Basterds, but they have learned to stay away from Auschwitz.


	The New York Times Finally Mentions Prof. Faurisson by Name

In early 1981, the New York Times publicized a poorly made TV documentary film about a self-identified Auschwitz veteran named Kitty Hart. Entitled Kitty: Return to Auschwitz, the film was shown on a New York City PBS television station, and the New York Times, not unexpectedly, sought to promote it. Kitty’s Holocaust story was soon published in book form in London, with a New York edition by 1982. It turned out, however, that Kitty’s story dovetailed nicely with the New York Times’s desire to launch an attack on Prof. Robert Faurisson of the University of Lyon II. The Times reported:456

Last December, Robert Faurisson, a suspended Lyon University lecturer, published a book in France maintaining that the Holocaust never happened. The German concentration camps, he claimed, were not death camps at all. Preposterous as this thesis is – it has attracted very few adherents – that it could even be stated and argued is evidence of the surprising fact that many people today know little or nothing about the Nazi genocide during the Second World War.

According to this opinion piece masquerading as news, the rise of revisionism had set off alarm bells of concern among the Holocaust fundamentalists. As a result, there was now a new urgency to flood the media with Holocaust propaganda as an antidote to revisionism.

This was the context in which the Hart film, produced in Britain, was brought to New York: to reassure New York Jews that the Holocaust was beyond cavil, and to propagandize anyone else who might have had doubts about the tall tales told by the survivors. It was perhaps because of this sense of urgency about combating revisionism that the New York Times decided to modify its policy of never mentioning the dreaded revisionists by name. Deborah Lipstadt, Holocaust orthodoxy enforcer and enemy of free speech, calls that particular Jewish media policy “dynamic silence.”457 The very fact that the Jewish Holocaustians are able to engage in, indeed impose, such a policy, speaks volumes about their control over the mainstream media.

But here was the New York Times mentioning Faurisson’s name! Their reason for doing so was evident: they wanted to spread disinformation about the man. Thus, Faurisson was presented as a “lecturer” at the University of Lyon II, whereas in fact he was a tenured and chaired professor, whose publications, previous to the publication of his writings on the Holocaust, had been highly praised. Nor had he been suspended by the university for his writings; rather, the administration had informed him that he could no longer teach his classes: a Jewish student group was threatening to cause a riot if he was not silenced. Finally, Faurisson did not say in so many words that the “Holocaust never happened.” On the contrary, he had pointed to the many concededly false testimonies about the alleged gas chambers of Auschwitz by supposed eyewitnesses, including German concentration-camp personnel, and had also raised searching technical questions about the functioning of these alleged killing machines. Faurisson’s conclusion was that the crime the survivors claimed to have seen and to which various SS men confessed was physically and chemically impossible, and therefore could not have happened.

As for the documentary Kitty: Return to Auschwitz, the Times not only promoted it in advance, but also ran a favorable review of it three days later. Like so many of the other documentaries that the Holocaustians have produced and promoted over the years, this one illustrates quite well that important Jewish media moguls have no shame when it comes to exploiting the Jewish dead of Auschwitz (real and imaginary).

So crude was Kitty as propaganda that, if the film were shown on television today, it would be an embarrassment to the Holocaustians. Nonetheless, the Times review pulled out all the stops of Holocaust kitsch. After assuring readers at the outset that “this is a more extraordinarily touching program than so many others that have tried to capture the evil spirit of Auschwitz,” the anti-revisionist message was delivered:458

She wanted to return, she explains, so that her son, now a doctor in Canada, would know that there really was such a horror, that such things happened, despite attempts in some quarters to minimize them.

Kitty actually claims at one point to be showing the location of Wiesel’s imaginary flaming trenches. That the Allied aerial photography had made it clear that no such pits could be found did not keep Kitty from claiming that she had seen them:

Here are the pits where people were burned alive. Look, here are ashes, human ashes, still here, maybe of your relatives.

Holocaust kitsch seldom plumbs such depths. Undaunted, Kitty also remembers that the grassy fields on screen “were all mud then; a blade of grass would have been eaten by the victims, whose most precious possession was a bowl that served both as soup-plate and toilet bowl.”459 Sadly, Kitty’s anal obsession leads her to an outright lie, for the Germans were fanatical about maintaining hygiene at Auschwitz, as the Holocaust fundamentalists have now been forced to admit. When Kitty’s book appeared the following year, its pages gave evidence that her imagination had swung into even higher gear:460

Up to 2,000 corpses at a time were burnt on wood pyres, and more were burnt on top of the mouldering bodies dumped in the pits from earlier killings. Vaster than medieval plague burials, these mass graves contained over 100,000 corpses by the end of November 1942.

One can only imagine how many more thousands of bodies must have been buried there when Kitty arrived in the summer of 1944. Strangely, it never dawns on Kitty that, if these pits had actually existed, they would have been excavated years ago.


	Wiesel Begins to Position Himself as the Holocaust Antipope

Wiesel’s five-year campaign to secure the Nobel Prize for himself, either for Literature or Peace, began in 1981. As that effort was taking shape, he was also being elevated to new heights due to his chairmanship of the Holocaust museum project. Wiesel was headed for big things, and he knew it. It was in this context that he began to project himself in interviews as the Jewish equivalent of a pope. In fact, with the Holocaust becoming more and more a recognizable and freestanding religious offshoot of the main Judaic trunk, this pretension made sense.

But by 1981, Wiesel had competition. Since there were other Jewish academics milking the Holocaust under the banner of “Holocaust theology,” while deploying the slogan “Auschwitz becomes Sinai,” as mentioned above, he had to define himself more clearly. For instance, while Holocaust theologian Emil Fackenheim stressed a pro-Israel and hardcore Zionist message in his brand of Holocaust theology, Richard Rubenstein worked the “death of God” angle. Thus, Wiesel had to position himself and his particular Holocaust product against such competition, without disavowing the work of his competitors.

This awareness of the need to stay on message as he perfected his own unique selling proposition helps to explain a gratuitous attack he made on Pope Pius XII in the pages of the mainstream Protestant magazine Christian Century in 1981. In a piece published there, he intoned:461

I was angry at Pope Pius XII: How could he have kept silent?

No, Wiesel did not “do theology” per se, but did do “traditional Jewish anti-Catholicism.” However, as he engaged in these gutter tactics, he reminded any and all Catholic Vatican haters worldwide, especially those who might have seats on the Nobel committee in Oslo, that his future and evolving mission would put the theme of hostility to the papacy front and center. As Wiesel moved in this direction, the words of Robert McAfee Brown, written within a month of the Christian Century smear, now seem prophetic. Brown wrote concisely:462

Wiesel is very fond of questions. He is not fond of answers.


	1982: Anti-Faurisson Conference at the Sorbonne

In France, the Holocaustians reacted to Professor Faurisson’s work by organizing a conference on the Holocaust at the Sorbonne entitled “National Socialism and the Jews” (Le National-Socialisme et les Juifs), which took place from June 29 to July 2, 1982. In attendance were eminent historians, generally well-established specialists on World War II, who had been charged with publishing a statement at the end of their deliberations that would demolish once and for all both Faurisson and his fellow revisionists. Their utter failure to achieve this declared objective was reflected in the fact that the volume containing their debates and discussions did not appear until three years later. Even worse, the bad faith of the conformist historians who compiled this volume can be gauged from the fact that they did not make room for a contribution from Faurisson or any other revisionist. This book thus offered no evidence of a debate on the Holocaust, and proved to be just another exercise in propaganda from the collaborationist historians.463


	1983: Walter N. Sanning’s Revisionist Study of Overall Jewish Wartime Losses

By the late 1970s/early 1980s, a number of scholars had tried to estimate the numerical losses of European Jewry during the Second World War,464 but a thoroughly researched monograph on this important topic was still lacking. Although there is disagreement about how many Jews died where and for which reasons, and even though the number of victims claimed for the various alleged crime scenes kept changing over the decades,465 all Holocaustians seemed to invariably agree that some six million Jews lost their lives in the Holocaust.

The U.S. revisionist Don Heddesheimer was the first researcher to thoroughly document the fact that the six-million figure had long been used by world Jewry as a metaphor for persecution and annihilation as far back as the late 19th century.466 As such, it predates not only World War II, but also World War I. This fact demonstrates that the figure is essentially symbolic, imaginary and political, with no documentary evidence to support it.

Prof. Butz stated in his Hoax that it would be close to impossible to determine by demographic means how many Jews actually died during World War II as a result of the German resettlement program.467 Spurred on by this assertion, the German demographer Wilhelm Niederreiter, writing under the pen name of Walter N. Sanning, tried to do just that: establish an accurate death figure on the basis of available evidence. He published his first research results on the subject in 1980.468 Three years later his work appeared as a book, and was published simultaneously in English and German.469

While Sanning confirmed in his study that after the war millions of Jews were indeed missing in countries that had come under the German sphere of influence, he was able to locate many of these missing Jews in other countries – mostly the U.S. and Israel – as a result of a new Jewish exodus which had occurred during and after the war. He also discovered that the Soviet Union had deported and evacuated the majority of Polish and Soviet Jews within its reach to Siberian labor camps prior to and shortly after the outbreak of the German-Russian war in June 1941. He concluded therefore that only some 200,000 to 300,000 missing Jews could not be accounted for within the context of known and normal attrition rates for any group of people. (2015 edition, 193f.)

In a departure from the normal practice of “dynamic silence,” two mainstream historical periodicals “reviewed” Sanning’s book,470 although rather unfavorably and without addressing any of his arguments.471 That his work had nonetheless struck a sensitive Holocaustian nerve can be gleaned from Henry Huttenbach’s review:[470]

The danger of this book (and of those that will doubtlessly follow) is its clever veneer of scholarship. […] Not one in a thousand undergraduates could find fault with it; only a few more graduates would be competent to identify its flaws and to convincingly question its credibility. The ultimate danger lies in the lack of a serious response to this continuing wave of attacks on history itself.

A group of conformist historians replied to Sanning eight years later in a dismissive and somewhat halfhearted manner.472 Sanning’s book is only mentioned in passing in a footnote on the next-to-last page, while none of his main arguments is mentioned, let alone addressed. Not surprisingly, the editor of this exercise in conformist history, Wolfgang Benz, determined that the mythical six-million figure was historically accurate! (17)

Three years later, in reply to Benz, the revisionist historian Germar Rudolf established that Benz’s anthology does not provide a solid basis in fact for his six-million figure.473 Rudolf showed that Benz et al. calculated this number in essence by simply adding up the Jewish population differences between the last pre-war and the first post-war censuses in the countries of the German sphere of influence. Hence Benz wants to make his readers believe that no considerable emigration of Jews from Europe ever occurred during and right after the war. He also ignored the already-mentioned mass evacuations of the Soviet Union, stating simply that all victims of Stalinist wartime policies have to be counted as German Holocaust victims as well, since Germany had started the war (560).


	1985: Wiesel Does Not Testify at Ernst Zündel’s Trial in Toronto

In the 1980s, the German-born Canadian writer and publisher Ernst Zündel came under attack by the Holocaust fundamentalists of Canada for his revisionist activity as a publisher and publicist. Unable to answer his valid and legitimate questions about the Holocaust, these powerful Jewish militants decided to exploit their influence on the Canadian judicial system and other organs of the Canadian government in order to silence Zündel.

Wiesel, who did not testify at this trial – there exists no evidence to prove that he was ever asked to testify – maintained a discreet silence on the subject. In Wiesel’s absence, Raul Hilberg, author of The Destruction of the European Jews, served as the state’s main expert witness. However, Hilberg’s testimony was thoroughly demolished by Zündel’s attorney, Douglas Christie, who was ably supported by Professor Faurisson, in charge of gathering and presenting Zündel’s historical evidence against the Holocaust. Time and time again Christie was able to employ advice from Faurisson, by his side throughout the trial, to devastating effect against Holocaust eyewitnesses and savants.474 The stakes were huge, for the confrontation between the Holocaust fundamentalists and their arch-enemies, Zündel and Faurisson, could not have been more direct. After the inevitable guilty verdict was reached by the judge, it was reversed on a legal technicality. So Zündel was tried anew.

During the second Zündel trial in 1988, Raul Hilberg, seriously embarrassed and discredited as an utter incompetent when questioned under oath on the subject of the Holocaust during Round One in 1985, refused to return for Zündel II. Hilberg’s decision not to testify at the retrial was probably linked to two key assertions he had made under oath during Zündel I. The first was his claim to have discovered a written order from Hitler to unleash the Holocaust. Having been unable to produce such an order in the first edition of Destruction, he promised to publish this proof in the forthcoming second edition of the book. This new edition did indeed appear several months after the close of the trial, but it did not contain the promised material. As a result, if Hilberg had returned for Zündel II, he risked being exposed to ridicule (and possibly accusations of perjury) by Christie and Faurisson on this issue. Thus, not unlike another famous fibber, Falstaff, Hilberg came to the realization that “discretion is the better part of valor,” even in service to the Holocaust.

Prudently, he decided to stay home. His place was taken by the young non-Jewish conformist historian Christopher Browning. Like Hilberg, he had never inspected an alleged gas chamber before writing about the Holocaust, nor had he ever conducted research at an alleged extermination camp. Even worse, during the trial his knowledge and understanding of the German language proved to be embarrassingly shaky, at times even inadequate.475 As expected, however, the judge once again found Zündel guilty, and sentenced him to fifteen months in jail.476 But, once again, upon appeal to the Canadian Supreme Court, that verdict was also overturned and the case terminated for being unconstitutional. As for the conformist Browning, the Holocaust fundamentalists made sure that he was later well compensated for his efforts on behalf of the Holocaust. After teaching for twenty-five years at a very small and, in terms of research, insignificant college, Pacific Lutheran University, Browning was suddenly catapulted into a position as the occupant of an endowed chair, and named Frank Porter Graham Professor of History at the University of North Carolina in 1999.

The first Zündel trial would have offered Wiesel a perfect opportunity for a dramatic performance like that at Northwestern University in 1977. There was one major problem, however: in Toronto Wiesel would have been cross-examined under oath, and he dared not risk such an experience, especially with Professor Faurisson sitting at Zündel’s attorney’s side. In conclusion, the failure of the man who had become the spokesman for the veterans of Auschwitz to testify under oath at the Zündel trials speaks volumes. Since Wiesel’s career is based on lies, he had everything to lose and nothing to gain.

While Hilberg’s failure was the highlight of the first Zündel trial, Browning’s testimony in Toronto during Zündel II was overshadowed by the testimonies of two other expert witnesses who testified on behalf of the defense: the U.S. expert for execution technologies Fred A. Leuchter, Jr., and the British historian David Irving, at that time probably the world’s best-selling author on Third Reich history.

Leuchter had accepted a commission by Zündel’s defense team to prepare an expert report about the alleged extermination facilites (crematories and homicidal gas chambers) at the former Auschwitz and Majdanek Camps in Poland. Although Leuchter’s expert report was submitted during the trial, the court rejected Leuchter as an expert witness. However, the Leuchter Report, as it was later titled,477 swayed David Irving to testify on behalf of the defense, stating that Leuchter’s technical report had convinced him that no gassings had taken place at either Auschwitz or Majdanek. Both testimonies taken together proved highly explosive, as they convinced thousands of individuals in subsequent years that the orthodox Holocaust narrative was not kosher at all. In the wake of Zündel II, scholars like Germar Rudolf, Jürgen Graf, John C. Ball and many others joined the ranks of revisionism. With their subsequently published in-depth studies they gave revisionism a tremendous boost which lasts to this day.


	1985: Wiesel Testifies before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee

Instead of facing “the enemy” in Toronto during the Zündel trial, Wiesel did what he does best: pander to the wealthy and powerful. On March 7, 1985, he was called upon to testify before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the proposed Genocide Treaty. He had become in the eyes of the senators the equivalent of a government official, with his particular portfolio the Holocaust. As Wiesel’s Jewish admirer Mark Chmiel puts it, by this time Wiesel had become “a discreet and solicitous advisor to American power” (Elie Wiesel, 128). Having attained this exalted capacity, Wiesel knew that the U.S. government was never going to question his veracity. This was because the lies he told served to justify the lawmakers’ blind support of Israel, helped bloat Pentagon budgets that enriched the “defense” industries, and fostered under-the-radar CIA mischief and interventionism.

During his appearance before the Foreign Relations Committee, the man who to this day has never shown the public his A-7713 tattoo from Auschwitz, inflated his Holocaust kitsch to rhetorical levels never before attained. At a moment when carefully measured words and very precise speech were required from the quintessential eyewitness to the Holocaust, Wiesel actually revealed his disdain for both self-control and precision about the Holocaust when he stated:478

Mr. Chairman, I have seen the flames, I have seen the flames rising to nocturnal heavens. I have seen parents and children, teachers and their disciples, dreamers and their dreams, and woe unto me, I have seen children thrown alive in[to] the flames. I have seen all of them vanish in the night as part of a plan, part of a program conceived and executed by criminal minds that have corrupted the law and poisoned the hearts in their own land and the lands that they had criminally occupied.


	Wiesel’s White House Investiture as Holocaust High Priest

About a month after Wiesel’s testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, President Reagan awarded him the Congressional Medal of Freedom at the White House. The ceremony took place on April 19, in the Roosevelt Room, despite Wiesel’s previous criticisms of Reagan for his visit to a cemetery in Bitburg, West Germany, where a few Waffen-SS soldiers are buried. The award recognized Wiesel for the totality of his “lifetime achievement,” and was televised nationally by both CNN and NBC. Such coverage was highly unusual for this award, but the Zionist media barons who made the decision to broadcast the event knew much more about its actual significance to the nation’s elites than they let on to their general audience.
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Illustration 29: Wiesel meets U.S. President Ronald Reagan at the White House


		

	

According to Chmiel, once again reading the event through the prism of Bourdieu’s theory of power and legitimacy, the award enabled Wiesel to reach the apex of legitimacy as a consecrated representative of the Imperial State, or what I call in the present study the exalted status of High Priest of the Holocaust, our national religion. Chmiel writes:479

The bestowing of the Congressional Medal during the Bitburg crisis ironically constituted the apex of Wiesel’s “consecration” by the state. Pierre Bourdieu argued that such “cultural consecration does indeed confer on the objects, persons and situations it touches a sort of ontological promotion akin to transubstantiation.”

Chmiel is right, but I would argue that it was not only Wiesel who was undergoing transubstantiation; it was also, by extension, the Holocaust itself that was being transubstantiated into the nation’s official secular faith. Expressing the same idea in slightly different terms, Judith Miller writes:

Representative Stephen J. Solarz, Democrat of Brooklyn, whose district is home to more Jews than Jerusalem, said he had never believed that Jews would be so successful in transforming the Holocaust into part of the nation’s officially recognized civic culture. (One by One, 227)

Now, some thirty years later, at a time when the Imperial State is defined by moral bankruptcy as it bombs, tortures, maims and kills innocent civilians in its attacks on Israel’s rivals, the meaning of the “transubstantiation” of Elie Wiesel can be seen more clearly for what it was.

We must recall that this award to Wiesel was based on the assumption that the alleged events to which he had claimed to be an eyewitness, that is, the absolute evil of the Holocaust, was actually true and had really happened. This assumption has now become a fundamental dogma of the U.S. Imperial State. It justifies wars of both “choice” and “necessity” for Israel’s “security,” while also allowing the U.S. government to turn a blind eye to the war crimes and crimes against humanity that the Israelis routinely inflict on the Arabs of Palestine. The Holocaust dogma also undergirds the Israeli and U.S. policy of extraterritoriality, that is, the right to kill anyone, anywhere, and at any time on the basis of secret evidence or information. This policy has made both countries fully functioning terror states.

The campaign of brainwashing our nation’s youth about the Holocaust flows directly from this dogma.480 It does not differ in intent, in any discernible way, from the youth ideological components of the propaganda programs that existed in former times in Hitler’s Germany and the Soviet Union and its satellites. Not surprisingly, it also evinces tenets of the Zionist youth movements that flourished in many areas of Eastern Europe in the early years of the twentieth century. As with its forerunners, the goal of this modern-day brainwashing program for non-Jewish youth is to heighten “awareness” and “understanding” of the Holocaust in order to facilitate the work of the Holocaust fundamentalists on behalf of Israel.

Inspired by the new honors being heaped on Wiesel, one of his admirers, Irving Abrahamson, gathered together copies of Wiesel’s essays, lectures, speeches and stories, and published them in a three-volume set entitled Against Silence: The Voice and Vision of Elie Wiesel (New York: Holocaust Library, 1985). This work sought to offer further evidence of Wiesel’s importance as a writer as his Nobel campaign sped along. After all, since Wiesel’s collected works were already being published, he must of necessity be an important writer. As to the title, with its emphasis on silence, Wiesel commented:481

I entered literature through silence. I felt I needed ten years to collect words and the silence in them, to purify every word in silence.

Ironically, Abrahamson’s title could also be interpreted as referring to the many other silences in Wiesel’s life. Among them is his silence about his alleged tattoo, A-7713. Why won’t he show it? Then there is his silence about the fact that the aerial photography of the Birkenau Camp fails to confirm the existence of the fires he claims to have seen there. Third, he also remains silent when it comes to publishing his correspondence with Mauriac. Finally, his ongoing silence with regard to Israeli crimes in occupied Palestine is truly resounding.


	The Nobel Prize Campaign

The campaign to secure a Nobel Prize for Wiesel ran concurrently with the efforts made by the Holocaust fundamentalists to have him named as the head of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum and, later, to receive formal investiture from President Reagan as the nation’s Holocaust High Priest. The Nobel campaign, to put it simply, sought worldwide recognition for the man. It was intended not only to increase Wiesel’s personal prestige but also, in so doing, to universalize the new, emerging Holocaust faith. The plan seems to have originated early in that decade, and to have gathered steam thereafter. Given the cordial relationship that has historically existed between the major international Jewish organizations and the Nobel Committee, the campaign got off the ground quite easily, encountering little if any resistance. In addition, since the Holocaustians felt that Wiesel was qualified for both the literature and peace prizes, they were unconcerned about which of the two he would receive. Thus, the Wiesel candidacy had a flexibility to it that few if any others have possessed.

A letter-writing campaign was already underway when, in 1983, the New York Times informed the public of it:482

These are retrospective and cautiously positive times for Elie Wiesel. His name has been frequently mentioned as a possible recipient of a Nobel Prize, for either peace or literature.

Accompanying that article, as described in Chapter VI, was the famous U.S. Army Signal Corps propaganda photo of “the men in the bunks” at Buchenwald. The newspaper’s editors had drawn a circle around one of the men in the background of the photo, and claimed in the picture’s caption that the adult male clearly visible was in fact the adolescent Wiesel:

On April 11, 1945, American troops liberated the concentration camp’s survivors, including Elie, who later identified himself as the man circled in the photo. (Ibid.)

It must be reiterated here that it was not until 1983 that Wiesel ever claimed to be in this widely circulated picture. How to explain this silence until then? And why did the New York Times suddenly, in 1983, seek to associate him with this picture, especially since the individual it identified as Wiesel is a full-grown man, and obviously not a boy of sixteen?

Furthermore, the man identified as Wiesel in no way resembles adolescent pictures that Wiesel has provided of himself. It would seem that the New York Times failed to fact-check Wiesel’s claim to be in the picture, but the Times knows that in matters relating to the Holocaust, other media voices will challenge it at their peril. Thus, they are quite free to tell Holocaust fibs whenever necessary.

It should be noted in passing that the author of this article, Samuel Freedman, mentions there, as Edward Fiske had done in the Times a decade earlier, that many Jews took a dim view both of Wiesel and of his exploitation of the Holocaust to propel his career. Freedman also lamented that such people would not speak on the record:

And with Wiesel’s fame has come, on the one hand, a dehumanizing sort of adulation and, on the other, a criticism of his writing and his personality – little of it rendered in public – from some leading American Jewish intellectuals. One Jewish historian and critic told the Times that, beneath the civil surface, Elie Wiesel arouses passions as strong as those that divided Jews during Israel’s 1982 invasion of Lebanon. (Ibid.)

These are strong words indeed. Freedman also conceded in this article that the campaign to canonize Wiesel as a cultural saint and living icon of the Holocaust was linked to the Zionist Jewish determination to silence the revisionists, whom he describes as “a handful of scholars [who] have arisen to proclaim the killing of six million Jews an exaggeration or a fraud.” (Ibid.)

As part of the international campaign for Wiesel’s reputation as a man of peace, the Holocaustians next proceeded to position the Holocaust within a constellation of related, but non-Jewish, humanitarian issues. To facilitate this positioning, Wiesel had embarked for Cambodia on a humanitarian mission in 1980. A month before his departure, the New York Times announced:483

Joan Baez, the singer, Bayard Rustin, the civil rights leader, and Elie Wiesel, the author and chairman of the President’s Commission on the Holocaust, will be among a dozen Americans who will attempt to accompany a convoy of food and medicine into Cambodia next month, according to the International Rescue Committee.

A month later, however, after arriving in Cambodia, Wiesel gave vent to his usual rhetoric on the uniqueness of Jewish suffering. When he prayed for the Cambodian dead, he did so by reciting the Jewish prayer for the dead in memory of his father, who is alleged to have died in Buchenwald in 1945. Here Wiesel was simply engaging in Jewish cultural imperialism, for his prayer had nothing directly to do with Cambodia in 1980. His prayer and remarks, not surprisingly, caused some grumbling among the other travelers in his entourage. But in positing the primacy of Jewish suffering by making that prayer, Wiesel laid bare his personal hypocrisy for all to see. This was the same man, after all, who had been “outraged” when François Mauriac had called him a “crucified Jewish child” and, in doing so, had spoken of his Jewish suffering in Christian terms.

The New York Times, as usual, sped to Wiesel’s defense. The Holocaust was in the process of becoming the new secular faith of America, while being universalized as the new world religion. This new and utterly racist paradigm – Jewish suffering can metaphorically express the suffering of others, but the suffering of others can never be a metaphor for, let alone be compared to, Jewish suffering – required justification:484

But he [Wiesel] and many marchers agreed that at the edge of a country where several millions are feared to have died under Pol Pot’s regime, the war that preceded it, and the war and famine that followed its ouster, the Kaddish had a wider appropriateness.

The Times, in using this affair to unveil the new Holocaust doctrine of “wider appropriateness,” was now justifying the imposition of Holocaust indoctrination on the youth of the Western democracies. Since the Holocaustians assume that Jewish suffering possesses universal symbolic value, it subsumes the sufferings of all other peoples. Given this dogmatic assumption, it flows logically that the imposition of Holocaust brainwashing on U.S. teenagers benefits from a wider appropriateness, and is thus the best antidote to “hate.”

As the Nobel campaign went forward, Sigmund Strochlitz, a New London, Connecticut, Ford dealer and – like Wiesel – a self-claimed veteran of the Holocaust, led the lobbying effort. A multi-millionaire in his own right, Strochlitz devoted five years of his life and traveled many thousands of miles in support of the project. Perhaps most important, he also coordinated the letter-writing campaigns. Wiesel, of course, knew all about the campaign. An ambitious man, more than ever questing for fame and wealth, he had quietly given his blessing to his friend’s work.

When informed that the Nobel Committee had awarded him the prize, Wiesel proclaimed, his English still rusty after thirty years in America, that “in Jewish history there are no coincidences. If it happened after Yom Kippur here, then some of my friends and myself have prayed well.”485 The actual amount paid to Wiesel for his Peace Prize was $287,769.78, tax-free,486 a considerable sum even by today’s standards. There was also plenty of kitsch to go around. Recalling the flaming pits he claimed to have seen as an eyewitness, he told Time:487

The child that I was had been consumed in the flames. There remained only a shape that looked like me. A dark flame had entered my soul and devoured it.

Two weeks later, the New York Times stated plainly that there had been a major political reason behind Wiesel’s selection, reporting that the Nobel Committee “chose precisely Elie Wiesel for the award” because they wanted to send a message to the Kohl government in Germany, which had not demonstrated sufficient guilt in 1985 in commemorating the fortieth anniversary of the end of World War II.488

In January 1987, the Times continued its policy of conflating the terms “Wiesel” and “Auschwitz” by erroneously claiming that Wiesel had been “freed from Auschwitz” at the end of the war.489 Here was yet another deliberate use of disinformation about the “Great Man in Israel,” but it sounded so much better than the truth, which was that (if in fact he had actually been there) he had been freed from Buchenwald.

A year later, when Wiesel made a trip to Auschwitz, the New York Times told yet another other whopper when it wrote:490

Mr. Wiesel was a prisoner at Auschwitz and witnessed the killing there of his father and one of his sisters.

In reality, Wiesel did not witness any of his family members or friends from Sighet being killed. Furthermore, according to Wiesel, his father died at Buchenwald, not Auschwitz. The Times’s false assertions, whether deliberate or the fruit of shabby journalism practices, raise uncomfortable questions about that newspaper’s commitment to printing the truth about Wiesel and the Holocaust.


	After the Fact: Wiesel’s Nobel Prize Campaign Revealed

After the announcement that Wiesel had won the Peace Prize, information about Sigmund Strochlitz’s shameless campaign began to trickle out. One critic wrote:491

Wiesel’s supporters have concentrated much of their energy on the U.S. Senate. One Senate aide described their energy as “relentless and heavy-handed.” Strochlitz would show up every winter and say it’s time to write letters again, one staffer said. He’d say, “You did it last year, it’s time to do it again.” He’d get the senators to send “Dear Colleague” letters to each other in an ever-widening circle.

Strochlitz, a close friend of Wiesel’s, denies doing any campaigning. This statement offers a valuable insight into the inner workings of our Israelocratic form of government. It depicts U.S. senators mindlessly – and obediently – taking orders from the likes of Sigmund Strochlitz and the Israel Lobby that stands behind him. There is no hint here that any of the senators who complied ever even entertained the thought of saying no.

The Zionist weekly U.S. News and World Report tried to justify the excessive zeal and money spent on Wiesel’s Nobel campaign by arguing that in lobbying for the prize Wiesel did no more than what all the other candidates had done. Ironically, its article devoted to the subject disproved this very contention, for Wiesel’s campaign had been excessive by any criterion, but especially on the extent to which members of the U.S. Congress, dominated by the Israel Lobby, had fallen into line:

Nearly all the candidates had prominent backers, but none matched Wiesel’s list. It showed appeals from 170 U.S. lawmakers, 80 in West Germany, 12 in Sweden, [and] the heads of state in France, West Germany and Israel.

Quoting a close friend of Wiesel, the report also made it clear that he personally wanted the prize, for he “always made it clear privately that the award was important to him, not only for recognition of Elie Wiesel, but [also] for the subject to which he had devoted his entire life – the [sic] Jewish memory, the Holocaust.”492

The most serious outright criticism of the Nobel Committee’s selection came from investigative journalist Alexander Cockburn. He focused his attention on the statement made in the award ceremony to the effect that Wiesel is a “messenger to mankind.” Cockburn rejected such a description of Wiesel as patently absurd, and pointed to his ongoing silence (that word again) about Israel’s war crimes against the Palestinians:493

It is difficult to find examples of Wiesel sending any message on behalf of those victimized by the policies of the United States, and virtually impossible when it comes to victims of Israel.

Cockburn’s article triggered letters of indignation from readers of The Nation. After all, by verbally assaulting Wiesel, he had dared to attack the most-sacred of all the Jewish sacred cows of U.S. society. In his reply, Cockburn pointed out that Wiesel had received the award in part because of his “servility to power,” adding:494

[…] Wiesel’s role in the world is mostly to shut people up: to stop thinking or asking any questions that might discommode the powers that be. In every sense of the word, he is one of the exploiters.

In a reply to another letter writer, Cockburn blurted out the truth of the matter in a way that no one in the mainstream media had ever done before (or has done since):495

Let us say, therefore, clearly: Wiesel cannot be considered as a real writer, but neither can he be regarded as a real thinker or a real social fighter.


	Simon Wiesenthal on Wiesel’s Nobel

In a bizarre postscript to Wiesel’s sordid exercise in self-aggrandizement, “Nazi hunter” Simon Wiesenthal claimed that he had always been under the impression that the fix had been put in for both of them, and that the Nobel Committee had been instructed in 1986 to act accordingly. “For him to get the Nobel Prize, one of his friends went around to lobby for it,” Wiesenthal said bitterly. Vying with Wiesel as a champion user of broken English, he went on:496

I never made a propaganda [for the prize]. When the announcement was made that it went to Elie Wiesel, I walked out of my office, and my secretaries were crying. I said nothing. I thought the prize was going to be shared.

When asked whether he had any reaction to Wiesenthal’s comments, the Nobel laureate graciously responded:

I don’t comment on hatred


	1985: Claude Lanzmann’s Shoah

In October 1985, Claude Lanzmann’s crude propaganda film Shoah opened in New York. It had been financed by the Israeli government to the tune of $850,000. Menachem Begin, Israel’s prime minister at the time, justified this expenditure of state funds by calling the film “a project in the national Jewish interest.”497 At least he was honest about its propaganda value for Israel. This connection, however, went unmentioned either in the movie’s film credits or in the Zionist media outlets that feed naïve non-Jews disinformation such as the New York Times, the Washington Post and the lesser ones that follow their lead.

With a running time of nine and a half hours, the film defied the patience of even the most-hardcore true believers in the Holocaust. Strangely, it consisted entirely of interviews, and used no archival film footage. In retrospect, given the decade of revisionist victories since the publication of Butz’s Hoax in 1976, Lanzmann really had no other strategy available to him. He could not use archival footage of either the gas chambers or of Wiesel’s flaming pits, because none exists. And no such footage exists because these pseudo-events never happened. They are symbolic narratives of Jewish collective wartime suffering, and nothing more. Yes, Jews were deprived of their civil rights in Nazi Germany, they were deported from the country and they were held in concentration camps, where they were forced to work for the German war effort while the German armed forces struggled to secure the land on which these Jews would be resettled at the end of the war.

Since Lanzmann was unable to document either a plan for, or an implementation of, a massacre of Jews on an industrial scale, which is what the Holocaust supposedly involved, he had to be content with a series of often absurd and usually redundant interviews.


	French Jewish Holocaustian Attacks Wiesel

It is worth noting in passing that Lanzmann chose to call his film Shoah, and not Holocaust. I would argue that he did so because at the time there was a growing discontent with both Wiesel and his word “Holocaust” among French intellectuals. By the mid-1980s, at precisely the time when his handlers were raising him to unimagined heights of prestige for the edification of the gullible goyim, Wiesel was causing concern among Holocaustians on both sides of the Atlantic. At issue was not only his abrasive personality, but also his pomposity, self-righteousness and overt Jewish racism. And these problems were just the tip of the iceberg. The worst part of it was that the deadly combination of the revisionist attacks and the declassified aerial photography of Auschwitz had already proven him to be a false witness. Furthermore, France’s Holocaustian Jews were embarrassed by his word “Holocaust,” which referred directly to his mendacious claim to have witnessed the open-pit burning of large numbers of victims. Such criticism was generally kept strictly within Holocaustian circles.

Finally, Pierre Vidal-Naquet, the renowned historian of ancient Greece, unable to contain his frustration with Wiesel, publicly attacked him. In an interview with the French satirical magazine Zéro, Vidal-Naquet stated:498

For example, you have Rabbi Kahane, the Jewish extremist, who is less dangerous than a man like Elie Wiesel, who says anything that comes to mind. […] You just have to read parts of Night to know that certain of his descriptions are not exact and that he is essentially a Shoah merchant […] who has done harm, enormous harm, to historical truth.

This statement revealed that the Holocaustians were seriously split between those who realized that Wiesel was a loose cannon that must be brought under control, and others, mostly fellow claimed veterans, who continued to champion him. Vidal-Naquet’s words had additional impact in that they were uttered shortly after Wiesel had received the Nobel Peace Prize. Indeed, Vidal-Naquet was accusing Wiesel, with due circumspection, of lying about what he had witnessed during the Holocaust. These words of the late French scholar, confirmed Holocaustian, and bitter foe of Robert Faurisson, still stand as a crushing indictment of Wiesel and the fraud that he embodied.


	December 1986: Wiesel Resigns as Chairman of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council

In December 1986, a month after cashing his Nobel check, Wiesel resigned from his position as chairman of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council. He had needed that position to enhance his credentials as a candidate for the Nobel Peace Prize, but once the money was in his pocket, he resigned. The timing of this rather abrupt departure involved not only the Nobel windfall, but also his frayed relations with fellow Jews involved in creating the museum. Many of them had become fed up with Wiesel; the reality is that they forced him out. First, there was his resentment that five million non-Jews had been accorded victim status by President Carter. Wiesel’s racist stance on this issue was unyielding and, for those outside the immediate hothouse world of the Holocaust, his position seemed mean-spirited.

The present-day reality of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum is that Jews receive close to ninety-nine percent of the victimhood coverage, while virtually nothing is said, in comparison, about President Carter’s five million non-Jewish victims, or almost fifty percent.499 Yes, today the Jews monopolize the show and, as they do so, they rather arrogantly thumb their nose at Carter’s original intent – the sharing of victimhood – when he gave them the land – land that belonged to the U.S. people – for their museum.

In 1986, with memories still fresh, especially among the aggrieved non-Jewish groups, about what Carter had actually mandated, Wiesel’s continuing public insistence on the primacy of Jewish victimhood generated negative publicity. Then, when Gypsies were proposed for enshrinement in the USHMM as “worthy victims,” Wiesel also opposed their inclusion and vigorously resisted it. In doing so, he once again shone an unwelcome and embarrassing light on the reality of Jewish racism. “Only Jews are allowed to sit in the front of the victimhood bus,” he seemed to be saying.

In addition, he was a very poor administrator and extremely suspicious of people, even fellow Jews, if they were not Holocaust veterans. He justified this exclusivist desire to allow only (claimed) veterans into his inner circle by claiming that they were the only people who could understand the mystery of the Holocaust. This latter point is quite understandable when it is recalled that many of the veterans share a terrible secret: indeed, they were living proof that there had been no Holocaust. Thus, by the mid-1980s, Wiesel’s continued insistence on his version of events seems to have been a principal reason, if not the main one, that his enemies among the Holocaust fundamentalists began to work tirelessly to remove him from his position as chairman of the museum council.

After the dust had settled, a cover story was invented for public consumption, and Michael Berenbaum, a well-known fundamentalist and one of the original staffers at the museum, made the case publicly that Wiesel’s dismissal was due to a dispute between him and Simon Wiesenthal, and that this hostility in turn mirrored “the rivalry between New York’s Museum of Jewish Heritage and the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum.”500 Berenbaum also knew that the Zionist media would never question this lame excuse for Wiesel’s dismissal.


	Another Revisionist Insurrection: Henri Roques and La Thèse de Nantes

As mentioned above, Poliakov’s Bréviaire de la Haine, for which Mauriac had written the foreword in 1951, had taken seriously the bizarre testimony of Kurt Gerstein, and had quoted from it in a highly selective manner. The revisionist historian Henri Roques demolished Poliakov’s presentation of Gerstein as a credible witness (and in the process Poliakov’s book as a serious work of history) in a doctoral thesis that he presented at the University of Nantes in 1986. After the thesis was accepted by the university, the Holocaust fundamentalists in France’s Jewish community went into action, pulled the usual political strings, and had Roques’s thesis annulled from above by administrative decree.

The extent of the damage that this Jewish-sponsored political subversion had inflicted on the integrity of the French university system became truly visible for all to see when Roques’s doctoral thesis was later published.501 Since then, the Holocaustians have neither been able to refute Roques’s destruction of Gerstein’s credibility, nor to rehabilitate Poliakov, who relied heavily on it as a historian.

Thanks in part to their utter inability to rebut Roques, Faurisson and the other revisionists, France’s powerful Jewish Holocaust fundamentalists decided on stronger medicine against the revisionists. In July 1990, two months after Roques became editor of the revisionist journal Revue d’Histoire Révisionniste, the French parliament passed the Gayssot Act, which made it a crime punishable by severe penalties to publicly express doubt, let alone denial, of any kind about the official, state-mandated version of “la Shoah,” as the Holocaust is known in France. Needless to say, this law also constituted the death sentence of the Revue d’Histoire Révisionniste, whose last issue, its sixth, appeared in May 1992.


	Noted Historian Michel de Boüard Supports Henri Roques’s Right of Inquiry

After the dust settled, a second controversy revolving around Roques’ work erupted when Michel de Boüard, a distinguished medieval historian who held a professorship in medieval history at the University of Caen before World War II, and was also a member of the prestigious French learned society known as the Institut de France, expressed support for Roques’s revisionist inquiries. He expressed this view in an article he penned in the daily newspaper Ouest-France, which covers the geographical area in which the city of Nantes is located. It appeared as a feature article in the paper’s weekend, Saturday-Sunday issue.502

Its power and importance derived from the fact that Boüard, both a fervent Catholic and a Communist, as unlikely as such a combination might seem, had been arrested by the Germans for his Resistance activities in 1944 and imprisoned in the Mauthausen Camp in what is today Austria. While there, he played a leadership role among his fellow prisoners, and was also tortured by his captors. After the war, as time went by, he slowly began to realize that, in the euphoria of liberation in 1945 and thereafter, many claims about alleged German crimes at Mauthausen had been terribly overinflated and consisted for the most part of nothing more than rumor. As a professional historian, he realized that, in the name of historiography and truth, these bogus claims, especially the one about an alleged homicidal gas chamber at Mauthausen, needed to be corrected. Still dean of the faculty at the University of Caen at the time, he went out on a limb with regard to the powers that be, and wrote:503

On the one hand, I found myself torn between my conscience as a professional historian and the responsibilities that go with it, and, on the other hand, the fact that I had belonged to a group of comrades whom I deeply love but who refuse to recognize [as a group] the need to treat the historical fact of wartime deportation in accordance with traditional historical methods of inquiry.

I am haunted by the thought that in a hundred years, or even fifty, those historians who ask, with regard to this particular aspect of the Second World War, what in fact the concentration camp system was actually like, will be able to determine with certainty [what it actually consisted of]. The record is rotten to the core. On one hand you have a considerable number of fantasies, inaccuracies, obstinately repeated (in particular concerning numbers), a hodgepodge of unrelated facts, and generalizations. On the other hand, however, there are the (revisionists’) critical studies, which are tightly argued and demonstrate the utter inanity of those exaggerations.

I fear, finally, that these historians [of the future] will conclude that the deportation phenomenon must have been nothing more than a myth.

Therein lies the real danger, and this idea haunts me.

As might be expected, M. de Boüard came under fire from France’s Holocaustian extremists, but stood his ground and never disavowed his statement. In fact, the same sentiments were expressed a year later in a learned journal.504 Roques later brought closure to this controversy when he wrote:505

We won’t succumb to the temptation to claim that, near the end of his life, M. de Boüard became an ardent revisionist […but] he was an “honnête homme,” a “juste,” and especially a courageous historian.


	June 1987: Wiesel’s Bungled Testimony at the Klaus Barbie Trial

One of the best-kept secrets in the life of Elie Wiesel is the manner in which he bungled his testimony at the Klaus Barbie show trial in Lyon, France in 1987. As mentioned above, he had been sure not to appear at the Zündel trial in Toronto in 1985, precisely because he would have been questioned under oath about his experiences as an eyewitness. That was a real trial about the historical truth of the Holocaust. But in Lyon, he apparently thought, the situation would be somewhat different. After all, Barbie was already a convicted war criminal, and the event in which Wiesel was scripted to appear would be a classic example of a Stalinist show trial from beginning to end. Thus, he apparently thought he had nothing to fear. Yet, in his confrontation with Barbie’s defense attorney, Jacques Vergès, Wiesel would be severely gored. Vergès, instead of taking a revisionist stance and questioning the Holocaust as fact, zeroed in on Wiesel’s hypocrisy, including his use of double standards as an unapologetic supporter of Israel. When Vergès attacked, he threw the courtroom spectators and the three presiding judges into panic: he achieved the same effect with the Zionist media. As a result, the official history of the trial includes an elaborate cover-up of Wiesel’s shoddy performance.

Prior to the trial, the Zionist media of France had announced that the government intended to capture the courtroom drama on film for the future education of the nation’s youth, and that the resultant videos would be freely available to all. The reality today, however, in the age of the Internet, is that there is no readily-accessible video of the argument that took place between Wiesel and Vergès, nor is there a verbatim text of this clash to be found anywhere. France’s Holocaustian fundamentalists have succeeded in suppressing everything, and the French government has allowed them to get away with it. Instead, they have only allowed publication of the text that Wiesel read at the trial before Vergès began his interrogation. Published in an anthology of short texts entitled From the Kingdom of Memory, it gives no hint whatsoever of what transpired after Wiesel read his statement. As usual, Wiesel refers in this statement to the burning pits he claims to have seen and that had already become his particular and identifiable brand name among the pantheon of Holocaust eyewitnesses. He wrote:506

What I saw is enough for me. In a small wood somewhere in Birkenau I saw children being thrown into flames alive by the S.S.

In order to fully explain the significance of this fiasco, I must start at the beginning. In 1983, Klaus Barbie was extradited from Bolivia, where he had long lived under the assumed name of Klaus Altmann. President François Mitterrand, anxious to reward the wealthy Jewish supporters who had given him both financial and media support during his election campaign in 1981, paid Bolivia’s military dictator Hugo Banzer $50 million, and sent Bolivia a planeload full of arms, plus 3,000 tons of wheat.507 In return, Banzer simply kidnapped Barbie, a law-abiding citizen, and shipped him off to France. Once in French custody, France’s Holocaustians demanded that he be exhibited in a show trial in much the same way as Eichmann had been in Jerusalem in 1961. Since Barbie, who had been a Gestapo leader in wartime Lyon, had already been condemned to death twice in absentia by French courts, the outcome of his trial could not be in doubt. Thus, this was to be the new, updated version of the Eichmann Trial, for its major purpose was to indoctrinate a new generation about the Holocaust. Eichmann had been locked in a glass booth at his show trial, and a similar fate was planned for Barbie. He would be exhibited before his accusers as if he were an animal, and would stand as a symbol of all those Germans who had deported Jews from France to the East during the war years.

To that end, the media kept on repeating, day in and day out in advance of the trial, that about 76,000 Jews had been deported from France to German camps during the war, claiming without proof that over 90 percent of them had been killed there. Yet there is an important fact regarding this issue that is almost never revealed: in 1941 – 1942 there were about 320,000 Jews living in France, including those without passports. Such figures are disturbing to the extermination legend, for they show that it is scarcely likely that there could have been an extermination program in place, if only 25 percent of the Jews in France were deported. That the Holocaustian Jews of France and the captive French media refrain from mentioning this fact betrays their bad faith. In a word, if the Vichy government deported 76,000 Jews out of a total of 320,000, the question is “Why these Jews and not others?” Was it because they were stateless and undocumented? Or was it because they were Communists and, as such, considered to be security risks? Or was their deportation due to their membership in a Resistance group, or even to their (individual) status as common criminals? Finally, although Serge Klarsfeld, other Holocaustians and the media assert that only a couple of thousand of the 76,000 deportees survived, their claim is vitiated by their insistence that the only French Jewish survivors who can be officially recognized are those who later registered at a government office in France after the war.

After years of legal delays, the trial finally began on May 11, 1987, and lasted through July 4. The Zionist scriptwriters were dealt a serious setback at the outset of the trial when, on May 13, after all the charges against Barbie had been read, he announced that, in accordance with French law, he would no longer come to the courtroom. He considered the trial to be a political farce and stated:

If I am here before you, it’s because, as a Bolivian citizen, I have been the victim of an illegal deportation. It is therefore my intention to no longer appear before this court. (Si je me trouve devant vous, c’est parce que j’ai été victime, étant Bolivien, d’une expulsion illégale. Je n’ai donc plus l’intention de paraître devant ce tribunal.)

The various Jewish groups (les parties civiles) orchestrating this event were thrown into confusion; some of them wanted the presiding judge, André Cerdini, to force Barbie to appear. Although the law gave him that power, the judge decided, for reasons that have never been made clear, to allow Barbie to remain in his cell for the rest of the trial. This decision, which robbed the show trial of its intended theatrical effect, only served to heighten expectations of Wiesel and his much-awaited performance. Nonetheless, Barbie and his attorney had made their point: the show trial was essentially a Zionist media stunt, and those who were pulling the strings behind the scenes were making a mockery of legal procedures. Even Ted Morgan, a Christian Zionist writing in defense of the trial, had to admit that it was a judicial farce:508

The conduct of the trial, in its pretended adherence to the judicial principles of the French Republic, was a necessary travesty.

But a show trial, even when labeled a “necessary travesty,” is still a show trial in which the guilt of the defendant is assumed beforehand.

Before considering Wiesel’s appearance in court, it is worth recalling that in the year of the Barbie trial, 1987, the Zionist media arranged for the publication of Wiesel’s interview book with Brigitte-Fanny Cohen, Elie Wiesel: Qui êtes-vous? To sharpen the book’s relevance to the trial, it was published in Lyon. Its purpose was to serve as a backup to Wiesel’s appearance on the witness stand. Although by 1987 Wiesel was well known in the U.S., he enjoyed only limited brand recognition in France, and apparently this was why the French Holocaustians deemed this book to be a necessity. Its very title bespoke its subject’s obscurity: “Who are you, Elie Wiesel?” Wiesel owed his lack of recognition in France to infrequent exposure there; as a writer he enjoyed little if any respect in the eyes of the French intelligentsia. French critics found his novels boring, repetitive and patently didactic to the point that they were considered almost unreadable. As for Wiesel’s essays, his lack of a formal education hampered his ability to argue a point in the traditional French manner, that is, with references, made in an authoritative manner, to thinkers and philosophers of previous generations. Despite the myth about Wiesel’s studies at the Sorbonne, this was an insurmountable handicap. The only subject about which Wiesel knew anything was the Talmud, and his writing style in French is, to put it charitably, plodding.

Wiesel’s appearance had been scripted for June 2, 1987, for two basic reasons. First, each of the thirty-nine Jewish groups, “co-plaintiffs,” bringing a complaint against Barbie had an opportunity to state its case in court in the weeks before Wiesel’s testimony. Klarsfeld & Co. had apparently figured out in advance that this mind-numbing and repetitive performance would be a waste of time that would risk killing off whatever interest non-Jews in France might have had in the trial. Thus Wiesel’s role as a big-name Nobel-Prize winner was designed to refocus attention. Second, in the days immediately preceding his appearance, the court was informed of the supposed fate of the Jewish children from the orphan’s home in the small town of Izieu, not far from Lyon. These children, who had all been placed there by the Jewish organization that the Pétain government had set up at the beginning of the war, the UGIF (Union Générale des Israélites de France), were deported to Auschwitz on April 13, 1944. They arrived at the camp two days later, on April 15. There, according to the official historiography, they were immediately placed in the mythical gas chambers at Birkenau (Morgan, 274).

The supposed fate of these children had only begun to be exploited in 1984 with the publication by Serge Klarsfeld of his polemical booklet, Les enfants d’Izieu: une tragédie juive.509 Klarsfeld had published this book shortly after Barbie’s extradition to France, in anticipation of the show trial. The USHMM brought out a translation of this book in 1985 under the title The Children of Izieu, a Human Tragedy. No effort was ever made, however, either by Klarsfeld or any of his Holocaustian cohorts on the one hand, or by Vergès and his legal team on the other, to consult the archives of the International Tracing Service with regard to the fate of the forty-three children under the age of seventeen who had been deported. Located in the town of Bad Arolsen, in what was still West Germany, these personnel files contain authoritative information on millions of individuals who had passed through the German camp system. To this day, the myth of “les enfants d’Izieu,” just like the myth of nearly all of the 76,000 Jews deported from France perishing in the Holocaust, remains in place only because the evidence concerning the children’s fates remains suppressed. Since those files are now in the possession of the USHMM and not in the U.S. Archives, where they rightly belong, there is now no way for me to check on their fate.

As Wiesel read his statement before being cross-examined by Vergès, he played his familiar game of not believing what he had supposedly seen. He stated:510

I cannot recall my mother or my little sister. With my eyes, I still look for them, I will always look for them. And yet I know […] know everything. No. Not everything. […] one cannot know everything. I could imagine it, but I do not allow myself to. One must know when to stop. […] My gaze stops at the threshold of the gas chambers. Even in thought, I refuse to violate the privacy of the victims at the moment of their death.

This was the same old charlatan using the same old doubletalk.

I now follow the account of this cross-examination as found in the online narrative provided by the Jewishvirtuallibrary.org.511 Referring to the children of Izieu, Vergès asked Wiesel if he had ever done anything to help the thousands of Algerian children who had died in French internment camps before and during the Algerian War of Independence (1954-1962). Wiesel replied that “when I see an injustice, I protest and I have done it.” Having walked right into Vergès’s trap, he was then asked:

Have you ever heard of the massacre of the children at Deir Yassin [in the village of that name by the Israelis in 1948]?

Vergès had struck a raw nerve, exposing in one breath the utter hypocrisy on which the whole “trial” was based: that Jews are always “worthy victims,” while those who are killed by Jews must always remain “unworthy victims,” about whose fate not a word may be uttered. Vergès’s thrust broke the calm that had existed in the courtroom until then, and “at this point, [presiding judge] Cerdini, sensing the increased tensions not only on the courtroom floor but all around the chamber, tried to intervene.” When calm was finally restored, Wiesel said:

Yes. I stand with Israel. I’m proud of it. It’s the only country in the world that was ready to recognize a Palestinian Arab. The Arabs did not want to. They wanted to make a war with Israel. […] That does not justify the brutalities. I am against such things wherever they occur.

Vergès now delivered his next blow to Wiesel:

One cannot be unconditionally for Israel. I asked a question about Deir Yassin and nobody answered it!

Wiesel, shocked, had no immediate reply. Then, after trying to compose himself, his voice cracking, he said:

I find it especially regrettable that the lawyer for the defense dares to accuse the Jewish people of the very crimes committed against them. Is that all he has to say today in 1987?

Now the knockout blow was about to be delivered both to Wiesel and to all the string pullers, from Serge Klarsfeld on down, who had orchestrated this legal charade, but it would not be Vergès who would deal that blow directly. No, it would be the chief judge himself, who would let the cat out of the bag with regard to the true nature of this show trial. I quote from Jewishvirtuallibrary.org once again:

Cerdini, seeing that the argument was going to spin out of control, and wanting to avoid national embarrassment over what might happen next, shouted: “We are getting distracted from our trial!”

It is impossible to know exactly what Cerdini was thinking when he used the ambiguous expression “our trial.” In retrospect, however this supposedly judicial event was obviously a classic example of a show trial. In light of the fact that there was no doubt that Barbie would be found guilty, it had been organized for the sole benefit of the Jewish co-plaintiffs as well as to serve the propaganda needs of the international Jewish community, which was determined to show the world that Jewish suffering is greater than the suffering of any other people on the planet. And this was precisely how Vergès interpreted Cerdini’s remark. He had already become disgusted with the avalanche of Jewish propaganda that had been allowed at the trial with the complicity of the three French judges. On several occasions, he had been interrupted by the judges when comparing Jewish suffering to that endured by Blacks and Asians, in exactly the same time period, as a result of French colonial policy. Thus, when Barbie’s lawyer Vergès drowned out judge Cerdini’s last words (“…our trial”) and exclaimed:

“All peoples are considered the same!”

– he was giving public expression to this feeling of frustration.

The conduct of the show trial deteriorated after Wiesel’s aborted testimony. The evidence, prepackaged and repetitive, continued to be presented. Thereafter, each of the thirty-nine lawyers for the various Jewish groups was given an opportunity to sum up the case against Barbie. Even the fiercely Jewish Zionist Alain Finkielkraut had to admit, in an essay he later wrote in an attempt to whitewash these vile proceedings, that the “thirty-nine closing speeches talked the audience into a stupor without interruption from the 17th to the 26th of June. The irritation building up against the plaintiffs in the course of the hearing was unleashed on Mr. Zaoui [one of the Jewish lawyers] when he tried to interrupt his Algerian colleague [a member of the Barbie defense team]:512

Enough, you windbag! Shut up! We have already heard more than enough from you! You have expounded shamelessly for eight days; you are not going to add to this by drowning out the voice of your opponents!

Wiesel’s performance was of course covered by the New York Times, but with very delicate tweezers as to Vergès’s withering cross-examination of “the great man in Israel.” The Times report stated that Wiesel had testified about “what he called the unique nature of the Nazi campaign against the Jews,”513 while also claiming that the veterans represent what he called the “collective consciousness” of the Holocaust. The reporter went on, taking pains to spare Wiesel:

But his [Wiesel’s] testimony also became the occasion of a long anticipated effort by Mr. Barbie’s defense lawyer, Jacques Vergès, to argue just the opposite – that what he called ‘other atrocities,’ comparable to the Nazi persecution of the Jews, had taken place in the 20th century, and they remain unpunished.


	1987: Stage One of Wiesel’s Abusive Relationship with Cardinal O’Connor of New York

During a trip to the Middle East in the summer of 1986, Cardinal John Joseph O’Connor of New York called for the creation of a Palestinian state.514 Impelled by Catholic teachings on social justice, he issued that statement in his capacity as president of the Catholic Near East Welfare Association, a papal agency that dates back to 1926, and that offers humanitarian and pastoral support to the Catholics of the region. He did nothing wrong in making that statement, and in fact at least half of America’s Jews reportedly supported the creation of such a state at the time.515 But influential Jews in New York were angry about what he had said. Knowing that O’Connor was a good-hearted man, but a diplomatic fool, they saw an opportunity to make a point – that only Jews can be “worthy victims” – by embarrassing him. Since O’Connor’s statement had provided implicit proof that he thought Jews were in the wrong in Palestine, he had to be brought back under control. The cardinal needed a lesson in what Elie Wiesel’s consecration as our Holocaust High Priest a year earlier signified: that the Jews are perpetual “worthy victims,” whereas the Palestinians are perpetual “unworthy victims.”

The first thing the Jewish leaders did, following the Holocaust fundamentalist script to the letter, was to invite Cardinal O’Connor to visit the Yad Vashem Holocaust Museum in Jerusalem, which he did in January 1987. O’Connor’s symbolic recognition that Jews are the world’s eternal “worthy victims” should have been the end of the affair, but his lack of diplomatic skill worked against him once again. When he emerged from the museum, he was in tears at the thought of the suffering that the Jews had endured in the Holocaust, that is, the deliberately inflated and distorted version of their actual wartime sufferings. President George W. Bush was similarly moved to tears there a decade later.516 But the hapless prelate immediately angered Jews anew by saying that “it might well be that the Holocaust may be an enormous gift that Judaism has given to the world.”517

What he meant was that, in Catholic terms, it was possible that some spiritual good could come from it. O’Connor’s words were meant to express sympathy for Jews in the most earnest terms he knew, those of his Catholic religion. Mauriac had done the same thing in 1958, when he called Wiesel a “crucified Jewish child.” Wiesel had not done any differently when, on his trip to Cambodia, he had prayed for the dead Cambodians by using the Jewish prayer for the dead. While there had been some grumbling over Wiesel’s prayer as an expression of Jewish cultural and religious hegemony over others, the New York Times concluded that there is actually a “higher appropriateness” when a Jew like Wiesel says the Jewish prayer for the dead for non-Jews.

But this doctrine of higher appropriateness obviously did not apply to O’Connor’s remarks, and he once again was pilloried by his Jewish critics. No sooner had the cardinal touched ground in New York than he was greeted by a statement of condemnation signed by the leaders of fifty-three Jewish organizations. The New York Times reported:518

The statement was unusual not only for its criticism of the Cardinal – Jewish officials have until now tried to hold him blameless in other critical comments on the trip – but also because of the wide spectrum of Jewish opinion that it encompassed.

A few days later, Wiesel, in his new role as the nation’s Holocaust High Priest, made what can be termed a pastoral call on O’Connor. The latter, badly battered by the ongoing media assault, welcomed this visit, which represented a complete role reversal for the two men. Abused people always like the ostensibly kind side of their abusers. They met privately on January 29 “at the initiative of Mr. Wiesel, who said he was concerned about the critical reaction that Jewish leaders had expressed to the Cardinal’s trip.”519 The naïve O’Connor then became friends with Wiesel, whom he called “the Prophet of the Holocaust.” Unbeknownst to Cardinal O’Connor, he was entering into an abusive relationship, one that would last until his death in 2000.

O’Connor was not the first of Wiesel’s victims, but he offers a chilling example of a much larger pattern of abuse. The specific precursors of the O’Connor-Wiesel relationship date back to the years just after Vatican II, when well-intentioned bishops dispatched “experts” to “dialogue” with the Jewish organizations. But as the dialogue continued, through intermediaries like Eugene Fisher, the longtime expert on Catholic-Jewish relations for the National Council of Catholic Bishops, these spokespersons brought shame upon both the Church and themselves, as they allowed a supposed dialogue to degenerate into a monologue in which their Jewish interlocutors routinely scolded them. Even worse, Catholics in the pews have had to look on as the princes of the Church, from the Bishop of Rome on down, groveled at the feet of the Holocaust fundamentalists who lead the principal Jewish organizations.

In the end, O’Connor probably did no worse than popes like John Paul II and Benedict XVI, who, as part of this sick and ongoing “dialogue,” have felt compelled to visit the sites of former German concentration camps in order to kneel in obeisance to the secular sacrifice of the six million who allegedly died in the Holocaust. With modern popes trying to serve two masters, is it any wonder that the Church has entered into such a spiral of decline?

During the decade or so that Wiesel and O’Connor engaged in dialogue, observers were able to witness the unfolding of a classic scenario of abuse: the perpetrator, with his quick temper, is bossy and possessive. He pressures the victim to do things that dishonor him and to speak untruths. The worst feature of this syndrome is that the abused party, having grown accustomed to this treatment, no longer even thinks about escaping this degrading situation. An early example of such submission in the decade of abuse came when O’Connor, trying to score points with New York Jewish leaders, ordered that the Catholic Church in New York commemorate the night of November 9–10, 1988, as the fiftieth anniversary of Kristallnacht, the pogrom against Jews across Germany in 1938. O’Connor ordered that the bells of St. Patrick’s Cathedral, his church, be rung, and that the lights be left on all night in archdiocesan buildings! On the same evening, the local PBS station in New York City (which had aired Kitty a few years earlier), broadcast a propaganda film entitled “Elie Wiesel: A Self Portrait,” in which a voice from off camera lobbed Wiesel softball questions about his life.520 Yes, O’Connor learned quickly how to submit unquestioningly to the demands of his abuser, even as Wiesel was enjoying adulatory exposure on a local, Zionist-controlled TV station. For any of its readers too obtuse to grasp it, a Times reporter explained the reason for O’Connor’s ridiculous and expensive gesture:521

Many Jews chafed at a remark the Cardinal made during his already controversial Middle East trip. Upon leaving the Yad Vashem Holocaust museum in Jerusalem, he said the Holocaust “may be an enormous gift that Judaism has given to the world.”

Now O’Connor was obediently putting the concerns of all those New York Jews who had allegedly “chafed” ahead of those of the Catholics whose shepherd he was. His reckless gesture meant that the Catholics in the pews, mostly ordinary working folk, would bear the cost of O’Connor’s waste of electricity in his needless gesture of appeasement to the New York Jewish community.


	1988: Wiesel, as Holocaust High Priest, Attacks John Paul II

In June 1988, the First Intifada had been underway for about six months; the New York Times, trying to present the 1986 Nobel Peace laureate in a favorable light, published an opinion piece by Wiesel on that subject. Although Wiesel’s article was not overly strident in its denunciation of the Palestinians, it dripped with Jewish hypocrisy by arguing, dishonestly and mendaciously, that it was only the Jews of Israel who were the victims of terror and unjustified violence.522 This was the “official,” not the real, Wiesel who was being advertised by the New York Times for public consumption. But not all New York Jews were sympathetic to Wiesel’s brand of Holocaustian sanctimony.523 One of them, New York intellectual Arthur Herzberg, replied to Wiesel’s article in the pages of the New York Review of Books, accusing him – and rightly so – of silence about what the Jews of Israel were doing to the Palestinians. While it took a while for Herzberg’s rejoinder to make it into print (after all, he was attacking New York’s most-sacred Jewish cow), his article was clearly intended to answer Wiesel’s New York Times op-ed of June 23. Herzberg’s piece offered further proof of the festering disgust that many U.S. Jews harbored with respect to Wiesel’s hypocrisy and grandstanding.
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Illustration 30: Elie Wiesel at the White House visiting U.S. President George H.W. Bush


		

	

A day after the appearance of Wiesel’s op-ed, Pope John Paul II embarked on a state visit to Austria, where he was received by President Kurt Waldheim, whom Jewish groups had sought to turn into an international pariah following unsubstantiated charges that the former UN secretary general had committed war crimes while serving in the Wehrmacht. Simultaneously, the Holocaust fundamentalists, in an effort to insult both the Pope and the papacy, staged a revival of Hochhuth’s The Deputy in Vienna, although by then that propaganda piece was already twenty-five years old and showing its age. Worse, it had been repeatedly debunked and deconstructed over the years by the revisionists who, although they are for the most part not Catholics, continued to resolutely defend Pius XII against the accusation of silence.

The Pope’s meeting with Waldheim was enough to send the Pope’s detractors at the New York Times into overdrive. They watched his every move in Austria with a highly critical eye. The Times’s first report from Austria was intended to stir up outrage among its “congregation,” New York City’s Jews. The Pope had as yet made no verbal faux pas about the Holocaust, so the meeting with Waldheim would have to suffice for stirring up indignation in the newspaper’s first dispatch.524 The next day, during a visit to the Mauthausen Camp, the Pope mentioned the names of four victims, all of whom had been Catholics. Since he did not mention any Jews by name, the New York Times fulminated in rage over the alleged insult. The reader will recall that this ploy is a standard feature of New York Times reporting on the Holocaust. When Jewish primacy in suffering is not driven home to the satisfaction of some Jewish leader or other, the New York Times will at minimum express “concern,” if not “chafe” or worse at more-grievous affronts to “Jewish suffering.” This policy was evident in the second dispatch, filed the next day.525

On the final day of his visit, the Pope dutifully mentioned Jewish suffering. There was, however, a verbal defect in his formula. Mischievously, the Pope had mentioned the suffering of Jews, but had also stipulated that the sufferings of all, both Christians and Jews, had been a “gift to the world.”526 This was obviously a reference to Cardinal O’Connor’s remark seventeen months earlier at Yad Vashem, which as we have seen earned him furious attacks from Jewish leaders in New York. Yet in its third dispatch on the papal visit, the Times apparently decided, for reasons unknown, to miss the obvious connection when the Pontiff reprised the Archbishop of New York, his friend.

I now return to Wiesel, whose op-ed had appeared in the New York Times at the beginning of the week. On June 28, that is, at the culmination of the pope’s trip to Austria, writing in the tabloid New York Post, Wiesel abandoned the tone of carefully simulated tolerance that had characterized his Times op-ed of June 23, and attacked John Paul II as an anti-Jewish bigot.527 This diatribe was so virulent and hateful that, to the best of my knowledge, the New York Times has never touched this story. Doubtless the Times suppressed it because it revealed a side of Wiesel at odds with the image that this newspaper desires to project of the Nobel peace laureate. Times editors must have also been embarrassed to see Wiesel using one of their favorite tropes, failure to mention the word “Jew,” almost a decade after the Pope’s alleged infraction. Wiesel’s delayed and staged outrage brought discredit to this shopworn journalistic contrivance. In his article, Wiesel lashed out savagely at John Paul II, saying that “this Pope has a problem with Jews, just as Jews have a problem with him.” But, as if this insulting lie were not enough, he went on to level a specific charge against John Paul II that was totally false. Said Wiesel:

He never mentioned the Jewish victims during his first Auschwitz visit nine years ago.

Wiesel had been silent about this alleged affront in 1979. But why? Was it because he was still feeling his way forward and had not yet received his formal investiture at the hands of President Reagan as our Holocaust High Priest? Now, however, with the enthusiastic imprimatur of the U.S. government, the Zionist-controlled media, and the nation’s collaborationist university apparatus, Wiesel evidently felt he could say anything he wanted to, however reckless, without worrying about open criticism from the people who control public discourse.

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the fact is that, when Pope John Paul II visited Auschwitz on June 7, 1979, he stopped at the propaganda marker (since dismantled as an embarrassment by order of the Holocaust fundamentalists) that told visitors in eighteen languages that four million people had perished there (see p. 233). Although the Pope did not mention the word “Jew” in his speech, he certainly did refer to the Jews and to Jewish suffering.

Wiesel clearly wanted to pick a fight with the Pope, and merely selected this supposed slight, already nine years old, as the pretext for it. But readers of this study know by now that for Wiesel facts mean nothing. Since he is driven by a complex amalgam of hypocricy, hatred, Jewish racism, and self-interest, there is no way of predicting exactly how he will frame his arguments and attacks in any particular situation.


	


Wiesel’s Attack Was Part of the “Softening-Up” of John Paul II

In retrospect it is clear that Wiesel’s 1988 assault on the Pope was part of the media-driven Auschwitz Carmel controversy that was being used at the time as a club to beat John Paul II. As such, Wiesel’s Post article was part of a softening-up process that had begun soon after John Paul’s installation as Pope in 1978, and increased in intensity when, during his historic visit to the Auschwitz Camp in 1979, he authorized that a large cross be erected on its grounds in honor of all the dead, whether Christians or Jews. In 1979 the Pope also expressed support of the Carmelites whose convent was located on the grounds of the former camp. These positions angered Jewish Holocaustians because, in their view, the Auschwitz-Birkenau Camp was to be dedicated exclusively to Jewish “memory.” They would not be satisfied until any and all manifestations of Catholicism on the grounds of Auschwitz were removed.

Yet it must be noted that, in terms of actual documented suffering, the Jewish side cannot claim a monopoly on suffering at Auschwitz. That claim is based either on dubious oral testimony or “affidavits” signed by tortured Nazis. Yet, we do have a tangible source of hard facts, the so-called “Death Registers” (Sterbebücher) of Auschwitz, which the conformist historians avoid citing at all costs in this context. Dr. Nicholas Kollerstrom has recently written about this issue and found that the extant registers, which cover the months from July 1941 to April 1943, indicate a very important fact: that of the approximately 65,000 deaths which occurred during this period, mostly from typhus, Catholics (mostly Polish) outnumbered Jews: 47% to 43%; and all Christian Auschwitz deaths together outnumbered Jewish deaths by some 55% to 43%.528 Thus, on the basis of available historical evidence, the Holocaustians had no right to demand that Pope John Paul II’s cross be removed.

Beginning in 1979, the major Jewish organizations and the New York Times commenced a relentless attack on the Pope aimed at forcing him to accept solely Jewish victimhood in the Holocaust. In July 1989, after Rabbi Avi Weiss of Riverdale, New York, along with six Jewish henchmen, scaled the walls of the Carmelite convent at Auschwitz to protest its presence there, the controversy gained momentum when the Zionist media depicted the invading Jewish thugs as victims.529 When several local Polish men, outraged by their breach of the nuns’ privacy, evicted them, they unwittingly stepped into a trap. Instead of helping the nuns, they wound up setting the stage for the nuns’ eventual eviction by the Pope. By 1993, John Paul was so fatigued by the constant Zionist Jewish propaganda bombardment that he finally cracked. Although he had already betrayed the Church by ordering that both the cross and Carmelites be removed from the camp’s grounds, he now committed an even more serious act of betrayal of Catholic tradition by granting formal Vatican diplomatic recognition to the Israeli apartheid state. As John Paul II gave his blessing to the Zionist caste that rules Israel, Pope Pius XII, a consummate Catholic diplomat, must have been turning over in his grave. After this unexpected and undeserved papal volte-face, the New York Times expressed its gratitude through a sudden change in how it covered John Paul II; the rest of the Zionist-controlled media followed. This positive coverage continued, culminating at the Pope’s death in a sickening orgy of Zionist media adulation that lasted for days in both the U.S. and Europe. Nothing could better demonstrate the significance of what John Paul II had surrendered, without receiving anything in return.

The Pope’s abandonment of traditional papal caution resulted in many dire consequences for the Church, especially since he had made his concession to Israel without reciprocation from the Jewish side. As a result, crucial questions relating to taxation of the Church and the legal status of Church property in Israel were not addressed. Nor was there any settlement of the question of the legal status of Church officials, whether religious or lay people, so that now such people can be harassed at will by the Israeli authorities. All such questions were left for negotiation at a later date, but today, more than two decades later, none has been resolved.

By the end of his long reign, John Paul II had increased his personal philo-Semitism, in word and deed, to levels never before seen in a pope. As a result of his capitulation to the Zionists, apparently in the mistaken belief that he would build confidence by forfeiting the Church’s legitimate prerogatives, the Zionist media, as noted above, went into a frenzy of commemoration after his death on April 2, 2005. Both in the U.S. and in Europe, the media indulged for days on end in a profane celebration of John Paul II’s supposed legacy, with the accent on his commitment to the Jewish-Catholic dialogue. Jewish movie moguls also made three different movies about his life.530 In conclusion, it can be argued that John Paul’s lamentable process of surrender to Zionism accelerated following Wiesel’s 1988 attack on him in the pages of the NY Post.


	Wiesel and the Catholic Holocaustians

As Wiesel’s credibility was eroding among his fellow Jews, the “great man in Israel” sought increased support among Holocaustians within the U.S. Catholic community. After all, Harry Cargas, an obscure but ambitious Commonweal Catholic, had made a name for himself in the 1970s when he “discovered” Wiesel and then made him palatable to a Catholic audience in a series of interviews.

More and more doubts were being expressed among prominent Jews as to 1) whether or not the Jewish media barons were wise in transforming the Holocaust into the national religion of the United States, 2) and on the wisdom of promoting Wiesel, with his many character flaws, as the High Priest of the new faith. The internal colloquy was already underway and would later find some expression in 1999 with the publication of Peter Novick’s The Holocaust in American Life. Novick’s answers to both of these questions was no. Such Jewish doubts about Wiesel, while usually expressed in private, impelled him to court support from Holocaustian Catholics. Such Catholics found that promoting the Holocaust was an attractive avenue for advancing their careers. Since this particular group generally saw Vatican II as a great moment in Church history precisely because it swept away the vestiges of the “old Church” symbolized by Pius XII, they were naturally attracted to the Jewish Holocaust narrative as a new paradigm in which to work. Holocaustian Catholics could thus transform their dislike of Pius XII into something that felt “positive”. By embracing the Jewish Holocaust narrative as their own, they were not only better positioning themselves to fight for women’s ordination, full and open admission of homosexuals into the clergy, and Holocaust brainwashing in Catholic schools, they were also able to benefit from the very tangible financial support from the powerful Zionists who support Wiesel.
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Illustration 31: Carol Rittner


		

	

As soon as Wiesel had received the windfall payment for his Nobel Prize, he used some of the money to create the Elie Wiesel Foundation for Humanity. Shrewdly, he appointed a nun, Sr. Carol Rittner, RSM (Religious Sisters of Mercy), as his first executive director. Although the origins of their relationship remain obscure, Rittner soon became the poster child for Catholics eager to achieve success and recognition in the Zionist-dominated mainstream culture by making a cult of the Holocaust. Rittner served Wiesel’s purposes by making important Catholic connections for him. In 1988, during her tenure with Wiesel, the Jesuits, under then-editor John B. Breslin, S. J., did the unthinkable and devoted a whole issue of their weekly magazine, America, to Wiesel and the Holocaust. These are men who are ordained to preach Christ, not the absurdist Holocaust allegory of the six million, and who, in addition to the normal priestly vows, take a special vow of fidelity to the pope. Here they abandoned both truth and the cause of Pope Pius XII to serve the emerging state religion of the Holocaust.

Rittner’s overall influence in this project is probably reflected by the fact that the Jesuits’ Holocaust issue was intended to be a sixtieth-birthday present for Wiesel. As for Rittner’s article, it consisted of an interview with her employer in which she asked the expected softball questions. One question, however, stands out, and we must read it within the context of the quotation from the anonymous Jewish historian that Samuel Freedman had included in his 1986 New York Times article two years earlier:[482] “Elie Wiesel arouses passions as strong as those that divided Jews during Israel’s 1982 invasion of Lebanon.” In light of this statement, it is apparent that Rittner was going after such Jewish detractors when she asked Wiesel if he had “ever regretted writing Night.” It is difficult to conceive of the liberal Catholic readers of America, for whom Wiesel was a saint, ever asking themselves this question. But there is an ongoing resistance movement (whose size, admittedly, is difficult to gauge) against Wiesel within the ranks of U.S. Jewry. Wiesel was able to respond to Rittner from a position of strength, surrounded as he was by gullible liberal Catholics offering him adulation bordering on subservience. He told Rittner, in veiled terms but almost certainly with such Jews in mind:531

I stand by every word, every comma, every silence in that book.

No, he wasn’t backing down or becoming less abrasive, even though he “arouses passions” among fellow Jews.

Another article was penned by Vienna-born Eva Fleischner, who later played the role of the submissive Catholic involved in the “Jewish-Catholic dialogue” to such perfection that she was awarded, incongruously, a position as a Catholic theologian at a secular institution, Montclair State University in New Jersey. Her piece reveals succinctly the self-imposed and irrational guilt in which the Catholics involved in this special issue were wallowing. Fleischner, who had become an acquaintance, if not a friend of Wiesel, wrote her America article in the form of a personal letter. First, she had to cleanse herself of her feelings of Holocaust guilt by simultaneously projecting herself as a “righteous Gentile:”

For us Christians the sense of guilt at our corporate history of persecution of Jews becomes, at times, almost too heavy to bear. The burden is lightened when we discover, or remember, that there have been through the centuries Christian women and men who did not run with the mob, even – also – during that darkest of times that will forever be known as the Holocaust.

Now unburdened, she could express her naiveté about the Mauriac-Wiesel correspondence, which, as we recall, Wiesel had claimed in 1985 that he was planning to publish:532

Permit me to end these reflections with a wish. Won’t you, please, as you promised in A Jew Today, publish your conversations with Mauriac, which continued over the years? Then we would know a little more of the relationship between you, of what enabled you both to transcend your religious and political disagreements. Only you can give us the answers to this and, by doing so, shed further light on one of the most remarkable friendships of the century.

Right up to Wiesel’s death, we were still waiting.

The Holocaust fundamentalists had bigger and better things in store for Rittner, and were generous in rewarding her. In 1990, she edited a collection of essays in praise of Wiesel that bordered on hagiography. Entitled Elie Wiesel: Between Memory and Hope (N.Y.: NYU Press), it brought together seventeen short articles that are remarkable for their meekness in accepting Wiesel’s claims about his experiences during the Holocaust. The reader will find no hint therein of doubt as to Wiesel’s credibility, let alone its dissection as in the present study. Published by a prestigious university press, the work shows the extent to which the Holocaust faith had already become Imperial America’s established religion. Rittner’s book should be seen as an important contribution by an official and publicly committed Catholic person to the imposition of the Holocaust religion on the United States of America. Replete, from cover to cover, with lies of omission, Elie Wiesel contains none of the most basic and obvious questions that ought to be asked about Wiesel and the Holocaust.

Rittner’s public servitude to the dogma of the Holocaust grew stronger. After she left Wiesel’s employ, she was rewarded with a position as Distinguished Professor of Holocaust and Genocide Studies at Richard Stockton College, a unit of the university system of New Jersey. (Like Fleischner, Rittner struck pay dirt in the Garden State.) That prestigious position, at least in terms of service to our state ideology, allowed her to render further services – as a Catholic front – to the Zionist cause. In 2000, she was presented as the lead editor of a book entitled The Holocaust and the Christian World (N.Y.: Continuum, 2000). On the book’s title page, the names of two major Holocaust propaganda institutions, the Beth Shalom Holocaust Memorial Center in Nottingham, England, and the Yad Vashem International School for Holocaust Studies, appear alongside that of Continuum Books. Their inclusion as co-publishers suggests that these institutions might have also subsidized publication of the book. Finally, Rittner’s status as a Catholic stooge for this Holocaustian project was further indicated by the fact that the book’s copyright is held by the two above-mentioned organizations, and that conformist historian Yehuda Bauer, in his capacity as “Consulting Editor,” apparently orchestrated the operation. Not surprisingly, one of her co-editors, Stephen D. Smith, established his academic credentials by founding the UK Holocaust Centre in Nottingham in 1995, and has by now moved up in life: he is presently the director of the USC Shoah Foundation in Los Angeles, a far more lucrative situation. Rittner’s other co-editor was Irena Steinfeldt, who now heads the Righteous among the Nations Department at Yad Vashem. The book is a patent work of pro-Israel propaganda of the most-one-sided sort, as might be expected, given its co-creators. It asks no questions about the revealed “truths” of the Holocaust, and contains predictable attacks upon both Pius XII and the Catholic Church. When Rittner agreed to put her name to this book as lead editor, she betrayed the religious and cultural roots from which she had sprung, for one of the main objectives of the Jewish Holocaust myth is to weaken if not destroy Catholicism. But she got her thirty pieces of silver: media recognition and a chaired professorship.

As the 1980s came to an end, with the First Intifada continuing in Palestine, other Catholics decided to jump on the Holocaustian gravy train. Conor Cruise O’Brien launched a virulent attack on Pius XII, writing, among other things, that “Pius XII never, while Hitler was alive, published anything that could have angered Hitler.” He continued:533

[…] Hitler, understandably, took […] Christian silence for consent. It gave the green light for the preparation of the Holocaust.

Such utter nonsense, especially when looked at twenty years later, demonstrates the depths of self-abnegation to which ambitious Catholic intellectuals can stoop when seeking to appeal to the narcissistic impulse of their Zionist Jewish editors and publishers.

O’Brien’s article in the ardently Zionist New York Review of Books prefigured later assaults, launched in the midst of the Palestinian Second Intifada, by three Holocaustian foot soldiers: former Jesuit Garry Wills in Papal Sin: Structures of Deceit (2000),534 ex-priest James Carroll in Constantine’s Sword (2001),535 and British historian John Cornwell in his Hitler’s Pope (2002).536

These blasts from O’Brien, Wills, Carroll and Cornwell not only provided cover for Jewish war crimes in suppressing the First and Second Intifada movements, they followed the revisionists’ demolition of the Holocaust myth. These traitors to their church could look back for consolation at the examples of cultural and religious betrayal by men like François Mauriac and Robert Drinan. With regard to the content of their diatribes against Pius XII, Prof. Faurisson responded in his 2006 book, Le révisionnisme de Pie XII, which was translated into English that same year.[28] Unfortunately, Zionist media power is such that his book cannot even be mentioned, much less reviewed, in mainstream outlets.


	1989: Wiesel Deeply Wounded by French Catholic Writer Jean-Marie Domenach

I close my discussion of Wiesel in the 1980s with a reference to the French left-wing Catholic intellectual Jean-Marie Domenach (1922-1997) and the controversy that he sparked over Wiesel and the Holocaust. Domenach, who had been deeply involved in the Resistance in France from 1943 to 1945, and had later edited for some twenty years the Catholic literary review Esprit while also teaching social science at the prestigious Ecole Polytechnique in Paris, accused “certains Juifs” (certain Jews) of seeking to exploit the Holocaust in order to enrich themselves or, as he put it, to receive financial dividends – “les dividendes d’Auschwitz” – as a reward for their sufferings.

Apparently fed up by the endless propaganda in which France’s Zionist media had indulged from 1983 on, starting with the return of Barbie to France, his ridiculous 1987 show trial, and then the Auschwitz Carmel Affair from 1987 to 1989, Domenach rightly took aim at Wiesel, and did so in a manner that unquestionably denoted him as the principal recipient of the dividendes d’Auschwitz.537 In a discussion with the Jewish public intellectual Alain Finkielkraut, which was published as an article in the weekly newspaper L’Événement du jeudi, Domenach represented a Catholic point of view, and his comment exploded like a bomb on the Parisian cultural and political landscape.

France’s Zionist media overlords, panicked over what Domenach, a certified member of the Parisian establishment, had done, decided to take a page from the Orwellian playbook, and completely censored any further reference to the event. As a result, references to this assault on Wiesel have been systematically erased from the Internet in an attempt to make it seem as if Domenach’s magnificent critique had never occurred, and the term les dividendes d’Auschwitz had never been used against the Holocaustians.

Wiesel, however, writing about this assault almost a decade later in the second volume of his autobiography, still smarted from Domenach’s words. He wrote:538

In France, our common adversary, and by “our” I mean all of us survivors, the one who has made the most noise, is Jean-Marie Domenach.

Wiesel’s diatribe against Domenach goes on:539

What bothers him in today’s France? He says so without mincing his words: it’s “the Auschwitz dividends” that are “allegedly cashed in” by certain Jews for political, literary or other reasons. I don’t know which of Domenach’s writings will withstand the test of time, but this highly “original” little phrase will remain. People will say “Domenach” and others will reply: “Oh yes, the Auschwitz dividends.” It will no doubt catch on. Whoever writes a book about the Jewish tragedy in the days to come will do so at his own risk. Historians and theologians, philosophers and psychologists, novelists and poets: beware, a Domenach is lying in wait for you at the bend in the road.

Since Wiesel is the figurehead for a whole army of Jewish schemers, conmen and profiteers, the so-called survivors, his vehement reaction to Domenach’s well-warranted accusation that he sought to reap les dividendes d’Auschwitz was understandable. Yet Wiesel’s overreaction against Domenach gave the game away. Although Domenach had not accused the self-designated veterans of deceit, only of profiteering, his charge brought welcome attention to the terrible cost of the Holocaust to French society as a whole.


	New, Obvious, Holocaust Fraudsters Reap les dividendes d’Auschwitz

Domenach’s sarcasm, impatience, even outrage at the Jewish exploitation of the Holocaust for financial gain was completely justified. In the years that followed his remark, which was essentially revisionist in tone if not precisely in content, the works of new, up-and-coming Holocaust profiteers continued to appear. In 1995, Benjamin Wilkomirski’s absurd autobiography, Fragments, originally published in German, and Misha Defonseca’s equally ridiculous Misha: A Mémoire of the Holocaust Years, which appeared in 1997, were both put on the market in a naked attempt to reap the “Auschwitz dividend.” These books were clearly novels whose stories had been made up from scratch, but the Holocaustians cynically insisted that, like Wiesel’s Night, they were eyewitness accounts of actual experiences. The fact that such rubbish could even be published showed that, within the Holocaust fundamentalist community, the lust for, indeed the obsession with, money was all-pervasive. Yes, Domenach, through the term “Auschwitz dividend,” had beautifully summed up and encapsulated their greed and lust for power. It is noteworthy that Wiesel wrote a blurb for Defonseca’s book cover – “very moving.”

After all, the Holocaust® was essentially a Jewish-owned business. As the various Holocaust museums were being built during the 1990s, each one containing a gift shop, new products were needed to keep the cash registers ringing. Once schoolteachers dutifully placed new Holocaust titles on their required reading lists, sales totals would soar. Accordingly, the Holocaust fundamentalists canonized Wilkomirski with an appearance on 60 Minutes, a laudatory profile in The New Yorker, and of course a literary prize. Even worse, Defonseca’s fraudulent book would be turned into a French-language feature film at great expense. And each time the Jewish media barons forced such ridiculous books on the public, they would give further justification to Domenach’s sarcasm.

Over the course of the 1980s, Wiesel had indeed been established as the living, state-endorsed Holocaust High Priest of the United States. But, as the decade came to an end, there was as well a growing dissatisfaction with the Holocaust at the grassroots level in both the U.S. and France. This ongoing but largely subterranean rebellion was, and remains, difficult to document, because it could not be spoken of objectively, let alone analyzed accurately, in the tightly controlled Zionist media. Nonetheless, Wiesel’s 1989 evocation of a recent, recurring nightmare reflected his awareness of this growing sense among ordinary folk that the Holocaust was essentially a Jewish scam:540

I have an occasional nightmare now. I wake up shivering, thinking that when we [the veterans] die, no one will be able to persuade people that the Holocaust occurred.

 


Chapter X
1990s: Growing Jewish Doubts
about Wiesel

	1990: Orwellian Removal of the Four-Million-Dead Figure on the Auschwitz Monument

By 1990, a little more than a decade had elapsed since the publication of Faurisson’s 1979 article in Le Monde. In it, he had argued that the alleged gas chambers of Auschwitz were nothing more than what he called “the rumor of Auschwitz.” At the time, France’s Holocaust fundamentalists assembled a group of thirty-four scholars who signed and published in Le Monde on February 21, 1979 a riposte to Faurisson’s earlier articles and letters to the editor questioning the existence of the gas chambers. The essence of their Orwellian statement asserted:541

One must not ask how, technically, such mass murder was possible. It was technically possible since it happened. […] There is not, nor can there be, any debate on the existence of the gas chambers.

The French Holocaustian establishment then turned up the pressure by taking legal action to silence the man, to no avail. Nothing seemed to work, and by the end of the 1980s revisionism was still on the march. As a result, France’s Holocaustians concluded correctly that they could never prevail over the revisionists in a free and open debate. In other words, to the extent that the Zionist media had allowed a debate to take place, the revisionists had won. Therefore, they decided to take the extreme measure of forcing their controlled politicians, in July 1990, to pass the Gayssot Act, which criminalizes questioning of la Shoah.

One of the Holocaustians’ many handicaps as they attempted to defend the orthodox view of the Holocaust was the Auschwitz monument. By this time, the orthodox Holocaust historians had been forced to reduce the Auschwitz death figure, which at Nuremberg had been set at four million, to about one and a half million. But the lingering presence of the monument was a constant reminder of the fact that the Western Allies had endorsed a Soviet lie at Nuremberg. Thus, the Holocaustians sought to work their way out of this uncomfortable position by blaming the erroneous figure on the easily implicatable Poles. France’s Holocaustian Jews and their allies had long tried to evade the anomaly of the grossly exaggerated Auschwitz death figure of four million, invented by the Soviets and on exhibit at the supposedly historically accurate Auschwitz State Museum. By 1990, however, the four-million claim, which Soviet experts had arrived at by multiplying the actual capacity of the cremation furnaces by about ten-fold, had become an object of revisionist ridicule. It was simply dead weight that the tall tale of the Holocaust could no longer bear.

If the preceding four decades of Holocaust exploitation to blackmail Germany and to justify the continuing horrors the Jews of Israel were imposing on the Palestinians were to continue, accommodations would have to be made. Thus, by 1990, after the Holocaustians came to the realization that the revisionist onslaught was making them look like mendacious manipulators, the old plaques showing four million victims were replaced with new ones.
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Illustration 32a, b: At the left the old, at the right the new English-language memorial plaque at Auschwitz-Birkenau


		

	

The 1991 monument remains in place, but it does not account for the 2.5 million victims who were “retconned” out of existence from the previous monument. The message chiseled onto the new monument was nothing less than an admission to the world that the previous message had been a crude propaganda lie. It reads in nineteen languages (see Illustration 32):

Forever let this place be a cry of despair and a warning to humanity, where the Nazis murdered about one and a half million men, women and children, mainly Jews from various countries of Europe. Auschwitz-Birkenau 1940–1945.

Now, more than thirty years later, as Germany continues to be blackmailed into funding the preservation of the crumbling barracks and other buildings at Birkenau, the 1.5 million figure has been ratcheted down by a factor of about one third, or about another half million:542

More than 1 million people, mostly Jews, died in the camp’s gas chambers or through forced labor, disease or starvation.

Like the publicly traded security of a company in which investors have lost trust and confidence, the death figure for Auschwitz & Co. continues to plummet with no new buyers in sight.543


	Main Components of Retroactive Continuity Applied to the Holocaust

The dismantling on April 3, 1990, of the Auschwitz memorial plaques that for decades had proclaimed a death toll of four million offered an excellent example of Zionist Jewish media control. Enjoying a near-total monopoly over what constitutes news, and how that news is presented, the Holocaustians engaged – with impunity – in an outrageous act of retroactive continuity. Since 1945, the Holocaust had consisted of the hallowed and mythical figure of six million dead Jews, but with the important proviso that most of those deaths had occurred in the imaginary gas chambers of Auschwitz. Now, not least as a result of revisionist criticism, the number of Jewish deaths at Auschwitz had been downsized to between 1.1 and 1.5 million, while the mystical overall figure of 6 million dead Jews remained in place! In so doing, the Holocaustians demonstrated anew that the Holocaust is just another generic Jewish-scripted cultural artifact, like TV series, soap operas, cartoons or comic strips. The story line can always be rewritten retroactively, with previous characters and events simply cast down the memory hole as needed. With one Orwellian stroke, history was completely rewritten. Henceforth, the Zionist-controlled mainstream media would tell the Auschwitz story as if the four-million figure had never existed. As official history was being rewritten, Orwell was probably turning over in his grave.


	Credibility of the Jewish Holocaust Tale Continues to Disintegrate

The Holocaustians were in fact now so desperate in the faltering defense of their myth that they were already planning to criminalize any questioning of it. As belief in the Shoah became more difficult to justify on the basis of evidence, individual Holocaustians did what they could to save whatever remnants of credibility or respectability could be scraped together for Wiesel. Thus, for instance, in 1990 Jean-Claude Favez, in a book designed to sing Wiesel’s praises, referred to the Holocaust as “the Event,” so as not to even have to evoke the imaginary flaming trenches that are implicit in Wiesel’s word Holocaust. He wrote:544

Wiesel’s testimony is about the Event, not specific events. Precision in descriptions and factual exactitude are of less importance than the quest for meaning. Thus, certain specialists have raised questions about certain scenes, particularly in Night. But for the writer [Wiesel], that’s not what is essential. Rather it’s in the power of the work to bear witness.

Favez does not identify the specialists who had raised embarrassing questions about Night, but he might have been thinking of Pierre Vidal-Naquet, cited above, a Holocaustian who had turned against Wiesel. Nor did Favez tell his readers exactly which assertions in Wiesel’s book were being questioned. But his concession was a dramatic departure from the official line on Night, according to which the book’s power is said to derive from the fact that the whole story is true.

At the same time, the people behind Favez and Wiesel stooped to new lows when, during the spring of 1990, they launched a powerful arm-twisting campaign aimed at French politicians, surreptitiously calling in IOUs from those under their influence, while conducting a huge media offensive aimed at the public. The resulting Loi Gayssot (Gayssot Act, named after the Communist member of the National Assembly of that name) criminalizes any publicly expressed doubt about the Holocaust. It does so by treating such skeptical questions as a de facto display of racism or anti-Semitism. The revisionists had won the argument, but now were being persecuted for telling the truth. Heavy fines and serious jail sentences have been imposed in France since 1990 for such “crimes.”

If the Zionist Jewish power brokers had been winning the historical argument against the revisionists in 1990, they would not have had to resort to such an extreme measure. It is one thing to refuse to give the revisionists access to the tightly controlled Zionist media with the excuse that such people are liars. But when Holocaust fundamentalists use their power over national legislative and judiciary systems to imprison and fine people for the “crime” of simply questioning the certitudes on which Holocaust dogma is based, they show how barbaric, and truly Stalinist, they actually are.


	Bradley R. Smith Emerges as a Major Figure in U.S. Revisionism

By 1990, Bradley R. Smith, born in 1930, had emerged as a major figure in the revisionist movement. After having read a leaflet with Professor Faurisson’s essay “The Problem of the Gas Chambers” in 1979,545 Smith gradually became active in revisionism through his association with the Institute of Historical Review. To further his unique revisionist outreach via radio, television and the campus press, Smith created a new revisionist organization, the Committee for Open Debate on the Holocaust, in the late 1980s. Then, in 1990, he began publishing a monthly newsletter called Smith’s Report, which appeared until 2016. One of his regular targets over the years was Wiesel, and perhaps his most-memorable piece on the subject appeared in April 1997 (no. 42) when he mocked “the great man in Israel” for his exaggerated retelling of his automobile accident in New York City in 1956, as recounted above in Chapter VII (p. 172).546 The many projects that Smith accomplished through CODOH, include the placement of revisionist ads in U.S. college newspapers, mass mailing campaigns to U.S. conformist academics, and the creation of the many-faceted CODOH website. Perhaps most importantly, Smith, patient and even-tempered (as well as being a gifted writer and editor), served as the unofficial face of U.S. revisionism in a calm, deliberate and professional manner since 1990 until his death in 2016.


	1990: Wiesel and Cardinal O’Connor Collaborate on A Journey of Faith

In New York, as the decade began, Wiesel continued his abuse of his newly discovered friend, Cardinal O’Connor, when he convinced him to collaborate on an interview book. The hapless cleric was still quite unaware that he had been involved in an abusive relationship since 1987. O’Connor of course had no inkling of why Wiesel and his powerful New York Jewish backers wanted this interview so much. In retrospect, however, it is clear that the continuing revisionist attacks on the Holocaust, which were taking their toll on the Holocaust fundamentalist community, were the driving force behind the book. General skepticism about the Holocaust was growing worldwide, and the Holocaustians were discovering that they were unable to counter revisionist arguments.

There was another worry: O’Connor, as the head of the Catholic Near East Welfare Society (CNEWS), had expressed too much sympathy for the Palestinians, and had to be brought back under control. We recall that, a few years earlier, he had made his sympathy for the Palestinians quite clear. At an airport news conference hours after he had visited a squalid beachfront refugee center in the Israeli-occupied Gaza Strip, the Cardinal had said:

They don’t have a real identity, they don’t have a passport, they don’t have a piece of land they can call their own. They can hardly be called a people who have the right of self-determination.

A little later, he stated that he was ending his trip “with a much better understanding of the Palestinians and the Arab world. I feel we have a stereotype in the U.S. of Arabs and Palestinians,” and added that too many Americans see Palestinians as terrorists and not as an “ancient, honorable and noble people.”547

The book project was conceived not only as a means of tethering O’Connor, it was also intended as a sign to other prominent Catholic clergymen that no similar display of political courage in the name of justice would be tolerated. New York Jewish leaders shared a suspicion of, indeed an outright hostility to, the organization that O’Connor headed. The latter’s words, both blunt and truthful, must have reminded them of his combative predecessor as national director of the CNEWS in the late 1940s and 1950s, Msgr. Thomas J. McMahon. The latter, having been delegated by Cardinal Spellman, Archbishop of New York, to represent the interests of Palestine’s Christians in the face of the Zionist Jewish conquest and occupation of Palestine, represented both Spellman and Pius XII on the ground in New York and Washington. While Pius XII spoke in diplomatic terms to express his misgivings about the creation of a Jewish homeland in someone else’s country, McMahon’s style was more confrontational. For him, the Zionists’ media slogan at the time, “a land without people for a people without land,” was beneath contempt.

When David Ben-Gurion, the head of pre-state Israel, came to New York in May 1947 to justify Jewish depredations against the Palestinians before the UN’s Political and Security Committee, McMahon was there and requested well in advance the right to speak at the hearing. With the full support of Pius XII, he wanted to document Zionist atrocities in the Holy Land and, in so doing, refute Ben-Gurion’s assertions, but he was banned from speaking. The UN authorities justified the silence imposed on him because, they said, the people he represented did not constitute a “considerable portion” of the population of Palestine. McMahon protested this exclusion, claiming that 45,400 Catholics (out of 130,750 Christians) did indeed represent a considerable portion of the population, to no avail.548 A month later he complained directly to the UN’s secretary-general, Trygve Lie, that the Catholics under Jewish control did not in fact enjoy “‘factual freedom’ from ‘discrimination’” by Jews.549

After the creation of Israel in 1948, over 750,000 Palestinians were forced to flee their homes. McMahon, as the leader of the CNEWS, went to Palestine in the fall of that year to coordinate Catholic relief efforts. Then, in early 1949, after Pius XII established the Pontifical Mission for Palestine, he was also appointed leader of that group. For nearly another decade, until his retirement, he continued to do all he could to relieve the suffering that all Palestinians were being forced to endure at the hands of their Zionist Jewish conquerors. Due to limitations of space, it will be impossible to describe in more detail McMahon’s valiant defense of the interests of all Palestinians, not only those who were Christians, as the Zionist siege against them played out. However, as O’Connor spoke out so courageously against what Jewry was doing in Palestine in 1987, his words must have echoed, in Zionist ears, both the tone and conviction of McMahon’s rugged determination to defend the world’s most enduring “unworthy victims.”

The Wiesel/O’Connor interviews were conducted by New York City’s Channel 4 (NBC) newsman, Gabe Pressman; the book appeared under the title A Journey of Faith. My discussion will deal briefly with four issues that are germane to the present study: 1) the Holocaust fundamentalists’ counterattack against revisionism, 2) Wiesel’s continuing attacks against Pius XII as a means of enhancing his own “papal” status in the Zionist media, 3) the aerial photography of Auschwitz, which, a decade earlier, had revealed Wiesel to be a liar about his eyewitness claims, and 4) O’Connor’s maladroit remark in 1987 that the Holocaust had been a “gift.”

In the book’s introduction, Pressman announced that “it was Elie Wiesel’s idea to do this program. And both the Cardinal and WNBC-TV readily agreed it was a good idea.”550 Pressman began by telling Wiesel that “you have been described as a prophet,” alluding thereby to the term that O’Connor used to describe him: “the Prophet of the Holocaust.” This “prophet” status for Wiesel also referred to his virtual ordination by the president of the United States in 1985 as America’s Holocaust High Priest. Pressman started the discussion by attacking the revisionists, but without using the pejoratives “Holocaust denial” or “Holocaust deniers” for the simple reason that Deborah Lipstadt had not yet invented them:

But you heard just this month, and you hear it frequently, a meeting, a so-called meeting on the West Coast, I believe, by a revisionist historian who claimed that the Holocaust didn’t exist. (Journey, 15)

Wiesel, picking up the cue, replied:

Those are the most wicked of all people. There is anti-Semitism in the world, racism in the world. But the most wicked of all are these so-called Revisionists. They are morally ugly, morally perverted, morally sick. (15f.)

At this point, Cardinal O’Connor, apparently referring to Arthur Butz’s study The Hoax of the Twentieth Century, replied:

It’s a cyclical kind of thing. Remember about fifteen years ago, there was a move in the same direction. Some college professor [Butz] somewhere [Northwestern University] wrote what was allegedly a scholarly book that said the whole thing was made up.

To which Wiesel replied:

Unfortunately, the Revisionists are all over the world. While the ceremony of the Nobel Prize was being held […]

Pressman, correcting Wiesel’s lamentably broken English, “When you received the Nobel Prize?”...

There was a demonstration outside in the streets. There were people who said that it never happened, that the whole thing was a hoax. Those people have lots of money. I don’t know from where. But they do. And their books are being translated into almost every language in the world. You find them in Germany, in South Africa, in Norway and even in Australia. Wherever I go, I find them. Just as we are committed to preserve memory, they are committed to distort it. (16)

Hearing Wiesel’s statement about the revisionists, O’Connor asserted immediately that anyone who rejects or has doubts about Holocaust propaganda is an anti-Semite. In fact, in the short time since he had fallen under Holocaustian control, fighting anti-Semitism had become an obsession for him. He proclaimed:

It gives me great concern. I preach about it a great deal. I seize every opportunity to get at it publicly. I can’t count the number of times in my past five years in New York [since becoming Archbishop in 1984] I have lectured on or preached about anti-Semitism. And most of the time, I’m trying to get at unconscious anti-Semitism. (18)

Pressman then introduced the second reason for the book: desecration of the Catholic memory of Pius XII. He thus asked Wiesel if he “feels strongly” (33) about the man. Pressman did not ask about facts, only feelings. Wiesel replied:

But I’m afraid that in the case of Pius, too, the Cardinal and I don’t agree, because I feel that Pope Pius XII did not do enough. I hear occasionally that there are documents in the Vatican that can show otherwise, but they have not been made public. Maybe if I were to see those documents, I would change my mind. I have probably read everything that has been written on the subject. And I’m afraid my conclusion is that Pope Pius did not do all he could have to help the Jews during World War II. (33f.)

Wiesel, demanding access to Vatican archival documents, was the same man who supported the continued suppression of the documents from the International Tracing Service (ITS), and who also suppressed publication of his correspondence with Mauriac to his dying day, while also making sure that no English or French translation of Un di velt appeared.

In fact, with regard to the suppression of ITS sources, about 75 percent of the detainee records now under the control of the USHMM concern non-Jews. This museum not only suppresses information, it also engages actively in deliberate deception. For instance, in its main exhibit, it presents photos of dead non-Jewish typhus victims as if they were Jewish victims of the Holocaust. Professor Richard Evans, the Cambridge University historian who served as an expert witness for Lipstadt’s legal team in the lawsuit brought against her by British historian David Irving (see Chapter XI), has commented on this fact:551

Visiting the Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington, D. C., for example, I was struck by its marginalization of any other victims apart from Jews, to the extent that it presented photographs of dead bodies in camps such as Buchenwald or Dachau as dead Jewish bodies, when in fact relatively few Jewish prisoners were held there.

President Carter’s wish – that U.S. Jews share victimhood with non-Jews at their museum – has obviously been ignored and, in fact, reversed.

Third, Pressman introduced the subject of the aerial photography of Auschwitz. He showed Wiesel an unidentified shot from the summer of 1944 and asks “what your thoughts and feelings are now.” (63) (Once again, the Holocaust was all about feelings.) Wiesel began by claiming – falsely – that these pictures were taken by accident:

By chance, the navigator forgot to shut the camera, and that is how the camera took pictures of the camp. (64)

He then recounted how he had allegedly discussed these pictures with President Carter:

So I sat with the President and became his guide, and I showed him what the pictures meant. They were clear, everything in them was clear. (64)

There is a huge difference, of course, between what these pictures actually show and what a Holocaust fundamentalist like Wiesel says they mean. It is exactly the same difference that exists between history in its traditionally accepted meaning (that is, when it is based on a rigorously analytic method that establishes facts with great care, and not merely on the basis of hearsay and “feelings”) and the Jewish cult of “memory” as it is used with respect to the Holocaust. The crowning irony of Wiesel’s statement comes when he states that the pictures are “clear,” which in effect confirms the fact that they show neither the smoke nor the flame that would have emanated from his imagined flaming pits. But he is nonetheless able to see the Holocaust in these pictures, because he is looking at them through the lens of “memory,” not analytic history.

Wiesel concluded his statement about his feelings by claiming against all evidence that over a million Jewish children died in the Holocaust:

I think of all the children. I am always at the edge of the abyss, when I am confronted by these children, one million or one-and-a-half million children. I don’t know, it drives me to rage. Why? Why children? How could the world do that to children? (64)

Ironically, according to Night, Wiesel, as a child, had received a life-saving operation while at Auschwitz. But his hypocrisy does not stop there, for as he was speaking, the Israeli occupation forces were slaughtering Palestinian children armed with stones and slingshots. Wiesel has never expressed sympathy for these maimed and slaughtered Palestinian children, because they are “unworthy victims.”

I conclude with the Jewish Holocaustian abuse of O’Connor for his statement that the Holocaust was a “gift.”552 We recall that, before O’Connor had even gotten off the plane back from Israel, various Jewish leaders had published a statement condemning him.553 He had been upset by this attack and apparently associated this hostile statement with Wiesel. He says:

I was utterly astonished at the resentment, the bitterness that this statement aroused. I “blamed” part of it on Elie Wiesel, because he writes so much about suffering. (65)

He then reiterates, to Wiesel:

My statement was theological. But I must confess, I was deeply hurt. (67)

Now Wiesel and Pressman have the pathetic O’Connor, a sick victim of abuse, feeling sorry for himself. O’Connor, supposedly a man, is behaving like a child. They have him right where they want him. As a victim of abuse, he is grateful for any crumb that his powerful abuser will let fall from the table. He thus blurts out to Wiesel, apparently referring to the fact that, the day after his return, Wiesel came to visit him at his residence:

That was one of the most touching things that you did, to come see me the next day, and […]

But before O’Connor can finish his sentence, Gabe Pressman interrupts and finishes it for him:

You compared the Holocaust, or the suffering of the Jewish people, to the Crucifixion at one point, too. (68)

Yes, the two religions are now equal, at least in New York City. There would be more to come. The Holocaust fundamentalists were not yet finished with O’Connor, for their plan was to eventually manipulate him into blaming Catholics, including Pius XII, for the Holocaust.


	More Apologies from a Dying Cardinal

In 1997, the next phase in this sad story of abuse ensued when Wiesel invited O’Connor to help him dedicate New York City’s new Holocaust museum, the Museum of Jewish Heritage. There, the cardinal took it upon himself to apologize for all Catholics who had contributed to past Jewish suffering.554 O’Connor had no right to do any such thing, especially when one remembers the roles played by prominent Jews, under Communism, in the imposition of misery, suffering and death on untold millions of Eastern European Catholics. But this remark did offer positive proof that O’Connor, as a victim of psychological abuse, was a very sick man.

Two months later, he reiterated his belief that Jewish suffering is superior to Catholic suffering when his own archdiocesan newspaper quoted him as saying:555

Although many Christians were persecuted by the Nazis, the cardinal said, only Jews were killed mainly because of their ethnic background. He stressed that he is “passionately committed” to making the truth about the Holocaust known.

Of course his statement is absurd, for Nazi ideology was equally scornful of the Catholic Poles, parts of whose country were supposed to provide living space for the Germans. Furthermore, an archbishop’s primary responsibility is to proclaim Christ, not to play the role of a wandering bard telling the Jewish Holocaust story.

Two years later, on September 8, 1999, the final stage of Wiesel’s abuse of O’Connor played out when the sick clergyman, recovering from brain surgery, wrote Wiesel a personal letter in which he made the same kind of apology. Wiesel and the Jewish Holocaustians then rather unscrupulously paid $99,000 to turn the cardinal’s private missive into a full-page ad in the Sunday New York Times ten days later. Strongly implied in each of O’Connor’s gestures was the idea that the Jewish suffering of World War II replicates in a modern context the sufferings of Christ, an idea that a faithful Catholic, no matter how sympathetic to Jewish wartime sufferings, simply cannot accept.


	Wiesel’s Continuing Offensive against the Papacy

In 1992, the New York Jesuits provided Wiesel with yet another forum, their quarterly review, in which to attack Pius XII. There, he wrote:556

I have been hurt by the silence of Pope Pius XII during the extermination of my people under Nazism, by Pope John Paul II’s meetings with Arafat and Waldheim, by the installation of a convent at Auschwitz. Am I to keep silent, lest I be accused of being anti-Catholic?

Wiesel launched this attack simply because the Pope had spoken to Kurt Waldheim (who had never been convicted of any crime, and who was later found by the European Court of Justice to have been lynched in the Zionist media), and to Yasser Arafat (who spoke for all Palestinians, including Christian Palestinians, who suffered under the harsh yoke of Israeli occupation).

This attack on Pope John Paul II was typical of Wiesel’s animosity to the man before 1993, when the Pope stunned the world by offering Vatican diplomatic recognition to Israel. The treatment accorded to John Paul II after that volte-face by both Wiesel and the Zionist media was dramatic. On December 26, 1994, for instance, the Pope would be declared “Man of the Year” by Time, an event that would have been impossible before he gave diplomatic recognition to the Jewish apartheid state. Although Wiesel would also become, outwardly at least, an admirer of the man after 1993, his rhetorical tone was inexcusable here.


	The Pollard Affair

Also in 1992, Wiesel became involved from the start in the drive to commute the life sentence of the Israeli spy Jonathan Pollard, a U.S. citizen who had stolen sensitive classified information and passed it to his Israeli handlers. Wiesel demanded that Pollard be freed immediately for time already served. One of the many problems with this scenario was that the information taken by Pollard and given to Israel was then peddled to the USSR and China by his Israeli paymasters. From there, the nuclear secrets went to both North Korea and Iran. Of course, Wiesel, in his zeal to free a traitor simply for racist reasons, i.e., because he was a fellow Jew, has ignored these unpleasant aspects of the Pollard case. But Wiesel’s position was perfectly logical, since his primary allegiance has always been to Israel, not to the United States.

The Pollard affair also offered him another opportunity to generate headlines for himself by alleging that somehow Pollard was a victim of anti-Semitism. The fact that Pollard did far more damage to U.S. security than any other American traitor, for money, is irrelevant to Wiesel. So too are the U.S. and foreign operatives who were exposed and killed as a result of the information Pollard sold to Israel and Israel later sold to the Soviet Union.

Wiesel justified his special concern for Pollard by saying that “just before Passover, I went to see him in jail and told him that I was totally opposed to what he did. I told him that Israel was wrong to accept his services, and he was wrong to offer them. But this has become a matter of humanitarianism.”557 Not surprisingly, Wiesel’s commitment to humanitarianism applies only to Jews. Palestinian political prisoners, some of whom have been held in Israeli jails for decades without due process, remain “victims” unworthy of such humanitarianism.

Not surprisingly, Wiesel’s old friend, the Jesuit priest Robert Drinan, who had shown his dedication to the Zionist cause when he published the propaganda essay Honor the Promise: America’s Commitment to Israel in 1977, supported Wiesel’s campaign on behalf of Pollard. Since 1981, Drinan had been a Professor of Law at Georgetown University where he specialized in ethics, yet his ethical sensibilities did not extend to the Palestinians. A true example of what some Democrats call a “PEP liberal,” that is, a liberal who is “progressive except for Palestine,” Drinan would continue to serve as a faithful Catholic footsoldier in the service of Zionism until his death in 2007. In exchange, he would be showered with praise in the Zionist media.


	1992: John Clive Ball’s Groundbreaking Work on the Aerial Photography of Auschwitz

In 1992 the orthodox Holocaust narrative suffered further damage to its credibility and, as some would say, was fatally wounded. This happened when the photographic evidence taken by German and Allied reconnaissance planes during the war became available in a more-accessible format. Many of these photos had become officially accessible to the public during the 1980s, so it was only a matter of time before a revisionist author qualified in this field would locate them in the National Archives’ Air Photo Library in Alexandria, Virginia, draw the inevitable conclusions, and facilitate access to them.

The man who accomplished this Herculean task was John Clive Ball, a Canadian mineral-exploration geologist who had been analyzing air photos as part of his professional activities for many years. In 1992 he published his seminal book on the aerial photography of Auschwitz and other alleged Nazi crime scenes under the title Air Photo Evidence: Auschwitz, Treblinka, Majdanek, Sobibor, Bergen Belsen, Belzec, Babi Yar, Katyn Forest.558 It was a 120-page letter-size book full of reproductions of wartime photos of the places mentioned in the book’s subtitle, accompanied by Ball’s critical comments and analyses. The CIA had acknowledged the existence of some of these photos in 1979 and declassified a few of them at that time, as noted above. However, the revisionists had not been able to make full use of them in the intervening decade other than to see in these pictures confirmation that there had been no gigantic smoking outdoor pyres or lines of 10,000 people a day queuing up for entry into the Auschwitz gas chambers.[212]

A little more than two decades later, Ball’s book is now an acknowledged revisionist classic, and has recently appeared in an updated and expanded 5th edition entitled Air-Photo Evidence: World War Two Photos of Alleged Mass Murder Sites Analyzed.559

This study continues to be an incontrovertible stumbling block for the Holocaustians, for it portrays in graphic terms that so many of the victims’ supposedly eye-witness experiences were completely imaginary. The same can be said for the book’s lethal effect on the work of the dean of the Holocaustian historians, Raul Hilberg. His claim, noted above, that the Germans had dug “eight or nine pits more than forty yards in length, eight yards wide, and six feet deep” at the Auschwitz-Birkenau Camp for the burning of bodies is revealed to be utter nonsense. Yes, a picture can be worth a thousand words, and even more when those words convey deliberate falsehoods.


	1992: François Mitterrand Creates a High Priest Position for Wiesel

In 1992, President François Mitterrand of France took a page from President Reagan’s playbook and created, in response to a request from Wiesel, a pro-Israel propaganda podium for him in France. It was called the Académie Universelle des Cultures. We recall that Mitterrand had paid millions to Bolivia’s strongman in 1983 to have Klaus Barbie kidnapped by the Bolivian government and shipped to France for a show trial in order to please France’s Jewish lobby. In creating this podium for Wiesel, Mitterrand was appeasing his Jewish supporters once again, in the middle of his second seven-year term in office. The appointment, which made Wiesel an official spokesman for the French government, meant that he could 1) pose as a friend of the downtrodden people of the world, while also 2) assuring that the Palestinians would never be included in this group of “worthy victims.”

To cite but one example, in 1997, Wiesel organized the Forum International sur l’Intolérance in Paris on March 27-28. In the course of the two-day event, various governments around the world were accused of intolerance, while Zionist Israel remained free of any such accusation. In this way, Mitterrand dutifully carried out the orders that had been given to him by his Zionist Jewish bankrollers. He also paid that group public obeisance through his subservience to their lobby, called CRIF (Conseil Représentatif des Institutions Juives de France). This service included attendance at their banquets for French politicians and other social elites. As a result of Mitterrand’s cozy relationship with CRIF, France’s media treated him with kid gloves, both before and after his death.


	Wiesel Launches the USHMM Campaigns against “Hate”

As the Holocaust continued to deteriorate as history, the Holocaust fundamentalists in the U.S. became more and more desperate to silence the dreaded revisionists. Therefore, they decided to adapt with slight modifications what the French government had done in 1990 to criminalize questioning of the Holocaust myth. We must bear in mind that the infamous Gayssot Law did not specifically outlaw revisionism, but rather criminalized the questioning of the definition of crimes against humanity as spelled out in Article 6 of the London Charter of 1945. In this way, France’s Jewish lobby sought to mask the blow that they were dealing to free speech and free inquiry in the country that had invented the concept of the rights of man.

The Gayssot Law specifically stated that it intended to “repress all racist, anti-Semitic or xenophobic acts” (une loi tendant à réprimer tout acte raciste, antisémite ou xénophobe), but behind this rather vague and seemingly high-sounding language, the Holocaustians of France had taken a drastic step to maintain their control over how the Holocaust myth could be portrayed in public discourse in France. The practical effect of this law was inescapable, for the very act of questioning the official, state-mandated version of the Holocaust would henceforth constitute the crime of “racism,” “anti-Semitism,” or “xenophobia,” and possibly all three at once. The law allows Jewish groups in France to bring suit against revisionists without having to prove that their own claims about the truth of the Holocaust have any merit. Finally, this deeply flawed law presumes that the London Charter, a document prepared by the Allies, including the Soviet Union, to undergird a simulacrum of justice in the postwar trials of German leaders, represented some kind of divine revelation, and these Jewish plaintiffs have been able to milk it accordingly.

The Holocaust fundamentalists of the United States set about laying the groundwork for passing a similar law in this country. However, they faced a problem that the Jewish lobby of France had not encountered: the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, which bars the government from infringing the right to free speech. In order to work around the First Amendment and, in effect, to subvert one of the strongest commitments of the Founding Fathers, the ADL launched a campaign to criminalize “hate.” Their intent was, and remains, to link questioning of the Holocaust with “hate.” As the First Intifada continued, Wiesel convened a conference on “The Anatomy of Hate” at Boston University in 1989. The same conference theme was developed in Haifa, and in Oslo in 1990. Then, in late 1991, as the old Soviet Union was dying, even Moscow played host to a conference on “hate.” Abe Rosenthal and the New York Times backed the ADL push for an anti-hate law in the U.S. that was intended to silence the revisionists once and for all. Rosenthal attended Wiesel’s Moscow conference and sang his praises for having organized it.560 In November 1992, the conference was slightly rebranded, the title changing to “The Anatomy of Hate: Saving Our Children.” Mario Cuomo, governor of the State of New York and a man beholden to Jewish financial support to keep his career going, appeared at the event, which was held at New York University.

Against the background of the ongoing campaign against “hate,” on April 22, 1993, Wiesel attended the dedication ceremony of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington. In his capacity as Holocaust High Priest, he stood beside President Clinton and was the principal speaker. The New York Times played up, quite ironically, “the somber testimony of Elie Wiesel, who spoke of his mother’s murder at Auschwitz.” Yet, some seventeen years after the opening of the museum, no proof that Wiesel’s mother was ever listed on a train manifest taking her from Sighet to Auschwitz has ever been provided. Nor has proof been offered that she and the other members of her family actually entered the camp. Wiesel may tell us that his mother died, allegedly in a gas chamber at Auschwitz. Yet 75 years after the war there is no tangible evidence of such gas chambers – and how could she have been gassed if she was never there anyway? In all likelihood, if she was interned at Auschwitz, and did die there, her death would have resulted, not from the mythical gas chambers, but from typhus or some other disease. In any case, her personnel records from the International Tracing Service remain suppressed by the USHMM and cannot be viewed by revisionist researchers like me.
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Illustration 33: Elie Wiesel together with former U.S. President Bill Clinton.


		

	

The New York Times report also looked ahead to the brainwashing of America’s children that would result from the museum’s creation:561

The Museum opens as Holocaust survivors enter their final years, many of them troubled by a recent survey indicating a majority of high school students know of the Holocaust only as a chapter of death and tragedy, not necessarily connected to Jews, Nazis or Hitler.

The article also conveniently overlooked and was silent about the hundreds of U.S. citizens from across America who appeared there to protest the opening of this state-sponsored propaganda center. A week later, the New York Times attacked the demonstrators and those who shared their opinion as anti-Semites. The hatchet job was given to Michiko Kakutani, who had started out at the newspaper as a reporter in 1979 and became the in-house book reviewer and literary critic in 1983, a job she held until her retirement in 2017. She wrote:562

The contentions of these “Revisionists” are shocking, anti-Semitic ones that fly in the face of all historical facts and viciously mock the suffering of survivors. Some of them argue that the Holocaust never occurred at all, that, in the words of one “revisionist historian,” it was all a “gigantic politico-financial swindle whose beneficiaries are the State of Israel and international Zionism.” The gas chambers never existed, say these deniers, and the deaths at Auschwitz and other camps simply resulted from disease.


	The Term “Holocaust Denial” Is Born

The Holocaustians timed the publication of Deborah Lipstadt’s book Denying the Holocaust with the opening of the Washington museum. Simultaneously, Columbia University Press prostituted itself by publishing an English translation of a selection of articles written by the French Jewish Holocaustian Pierre Vidal-Naquet in an attempt to respond to Professor Faurisson’s debunking of the Holocaust. Entitled Assassins of Memory: Essays on the Denial of the Holocaust, the book is one-sided and intellectually dishonest. Instead of debating directly with Faurisson and allowing him to state his arguments, Vidal-Naquet sets up a straw man called Faurisson, and then argues against this fictitious and artificial entity.563 Ironically, the book stands today as a monument to the fact that by 1993 the Holocaust had already collapsed as history, while also testifying to the moral bankruptcy of a university press that places dedication to its Jewish financial benefactors ahead of its commitment to the search for historical truth.

Lipstadt’s new term for the revisionists, “Holocaust deniers,” immediately became a household word in the controlled media, while its sister term, “Holocaust denial,” also began to be mainstreamed to the U.S. public as itself a virulent form of “hate.” Leaving nothing to chance, the New York Times made sure that both books were reviewed by a man who was not only a close and trusted Holocaustian friend, but also a future director of the USHMM.564 The invention of the term “Holocaust denial” marked the beginning of Lipstadt’s rise to a bizarre sort of notoriety in U.S. academe as the Holocaustians’ chief enforcer of Holocaust orthodoxy.


	On the Road with Wiesel’s “Hate” Train

Wiesel’s “hate” train made a stop at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst on March 28, 1995. The event was entitled “Crossworlds: Maya Angelou and Elie Wiesel in Conversation,” and seems to have been part of the Holocaustians’ effort to link U.S. blacks to the Holocaust by enabling Wiesel to tell audiences about the black American soldiers he had seen at Buchenwald on liberation day. Angelou, like Wiesel, was born in 1928 and had no college degree. She was also the author of seven separate autobiographies, which often contradict each other. According to a printed report of the event, Wiesel began the evening by asking Angelou: “Maya, what is hate?” He then went on to recount meeting his first black person: “an American soldier among the liberators of Buchenwald.”565 History – not “memory” – records that there were no blacks present on the day that Buchenwald was liberated, but that has not kept Wiesel from claiming, since the mid-1980s, that he saw black soldiers there.

Wiesel continued to lash out blindly on the subject of “hate” in one of his preferred forums, the weekly Parade Magazine, edited at the time by his friend Walter Anderson. Over the years, Wiesel enjoyed free rein to push his personal agenda in Parade. In a 1992 article entitled “When Passion Is Dangerous,” he attacked the revisionists and the damage they were doing to the Jewish Holocaust narrative. He wrote:566

[…] political anti-Semitism is followed in its turn by an historical anti-Semitism [revisionism] that seems to me the most vicious and injurious of all. For historical anti-Semitism assaults the memory [again, memory is not history] that Jews hold of their own past suffering, as in the Holocaust.

He concluded:

If these new anti-Semites succeed in imposing their will, a Jew will no longer be able to speak of the Jewish tragedy.

Ironically, as Wiesel struggled in this article to define the word “fanatic,” he was blind to the fact that he was actually defining himself. The ardent Zionist offered a chillingly precise description of himself when he wrote:

I would say that an idea becomes fanatical the moment it minimizes or excludes all the ideas that confront or oppose it. In religion, it is dogmatism; in politics, totalitarianism. The fanatic deforms and pollutes reality. He never sees things and people as they are […]

Who more than Wiesel minimizes and excludes from consideration ideas that are different from his own? Who is more dogmatic than Wiesel, with his insistence on what we are allowed to think and to say? Who is more out of touch with reality than Wiesel, with his refusal to recognize that the Palestinians are human beings too, and that we cannot be indifferent to what the Jews of Israel are doing to them?


	Changing of the Guard at the Holocaust Museum

Less than two years after the creation of the USHMM, its founding director, Jeshajahu “Shaike” Weinberg, who had emigrated from Germany to Israel in 1933 at the age of fifteen, retired. In January 1995, the name of Weinberg’s replacement, Professor Steven Katz, a historian at Cornell University, was announced. Not surprisingly, Katz was a hard-core Holocaustian who, like his friend and sponsor Wiesel and USHMM Board Chairman Miles Lerman, insisted on the “uniqueness of the Holocaust.”567 But, as it turned out, Cornell University had concerns about Katz’s professional behavior. In March 1995, just two weeks before he was supposed to assume his new job, Katz was forced to withdraw when reports circulated that he had been censured by Cornell for lying about his scholarly achievements, and for taking another job while on sabbatical leave from Cornell.568 As a result of these transgressions, Katz’s salary had been frozen for three years and he had been barred from taking future sabbaticals.569 Once this information became public, the museum had to withdraw the appointment. Katz remained at Cornell four more years, until 1999. By then, Boston University had created the Elie Wiesel Center for Judaic Studies, and Wiesel made sure that Katz was appointed as its first director. The appointment was a grim reminder of the Holocaust cronyism involved in Wiesel’s academic career.

As a result of Katz’s withdrawal, the museum appointed Walter Reich to succeed Weinberg. As a psychiatrist, Reich had no experience as a curator, a fact that offers further proof of the odd uniqueness of the Holocaust Memorial Museum. When Reich proved to be too independent-minded, clashing openly and often with Wiesel’s fellow-veteran board chairman Miles Lerman, his tenure was cut short, and he resigned in protest in 1998.


	New York Jewish Intellectual Takes a Dim View of Wiesel’s Autobiography

In 1995, the English translation of the first volume of Wiesel’s autobiography, Tous les fleuves vont à la mer, appeared. The New York Times called upon New York Jewish intellectual Daphne Merkin to review it.570 Merkin pointed out that Wiesel, near the beginning of his book, tells the story, recounted here in Chapter II, about how his future eminence as “a great man in Israel” had been foretold by the Rabbi of Wizhnitz when Wiesel was only eight years old. She writes, cutting to the heart of Wiesel’s pathetic narcissism:

But most people who wear a halo of greatness tend not to point it out; certainly most people who write literary autobiographies are at pains to let their character speak for itself.

As if such a statement were not enough, she also accuses Wiesel of mendacity and underhandedness. She writes:

Along the way to finding out very little about Elie Wiesel, we also find out a lot.

Merkin then lists some of the things she learned: that he is “thin-skinned” and cannot take criticism, that he supposedly suffers from “migraines,” and that, amazingly, Wiesel, his father and two sisters had survived Auschwitz while one sister and his mother did not. Merkin was thunderstruck by this news: how could some members of a family be gassed while others were not?

She directs most of her scorn at Wiesel’s lies of omission, lamenting his refusal to discuss all the fixes that had to be put in place over the years by his Jewish and Zionist handlers to build his career. Sardonically, she calls Wiesel “the shy boy who became a cautious man who became Elie Wiesel.” She then cuts to the jugular of our Holocaust High Priest:

There is a beguiling, if not entirely convincing lack of individual will throughout this recounting, as though the author has intuited that ambition yoked to moral purpose is so problematic that it is best to act as though he simply wandered into the Nobel Prize.

Merkin’s review demonstrates once again the degree to which fellow New York Jews look askance at Wiesel. This negative portrait was apparently strident enough to keep the New York Times from asking her to review the second installment of Wiesel’s autobiography when it appeared a few years later.


	1995: Official Remembrance of Auschwitz

In January 1995, the Zionist media began its retrospectives on the fiftieth anniversary of the liberation of the various German concentration camps, and Auschwitz, overrun by the Soviets in January 1945, was at the top of the list. Wiesel had originally been listed as one of the speakers to appear at the ceremonies planned by the Polish government at Auschwitz. But the Polish authorities had not taken into account the fact that Wiesel dislikes the Polish people, whom he considers, in comparison to the Jews, culturally inferior. Thus, they were surprised when he discovered something objectionable in the calendar of events planned for Friday, January 27. Using a variation on the usual theme of taking offense over the failure to mention the word “Jew,” described above, he was now “offended by what he called sloppy organization and the failure of the Polish Government to include the Kaddish, the prayer for the dead. Mr. Wiesel had said he was not sure he would attend, even though he was listed as one of the main speakers.”571 Since the Holocaust fundamentalists were not exactly happy about having to share victimhood with the Catholic Poles at Auschwitz, it should come as no surprise to us that Holocaust High Priest found their preparations “sloppy.” Also, the New York Times’s reporter was merely reflecting her employer’s Judeo-centric bias when she wrote:572

The organizers have no comprehension of the Jewish component, which is central, really.

When Wiesel finally got to Auschwitz, he was still unhappy. As the leader of the U.S. delegation to this commemoration and as the man who, according to Chmiel, had undergone “transubstantiation” when President Reagan had made him the High Priest of the Holocaust, he represented all U.S. citizens, not just Jews. Yet he brazenly threatened to lead an alternate ceremony to protest what he and fellow Jews said was Poland’s de-emphasis of Jewish suffering in the Holocaust.573 As usual, Wiesel knew that no politician, public figure, or member of the Zionist media would dare to question his unilateral making of such a threat. By doing so, he once again offended the Polish people in the name of the United States, and showed his utter contempt for both the Poles and for all non-Jewish Americans.

The New York Times, committed as always to the uniqueness of Jewish suffering and thus to the higher appropriateness of Jewish prayers over those of other people, added additional disinformation to its news reporting when it editorialized:574

That the killings continued even to the last moment darkens the blot on Germany’s reputation. Yet it is also a matter of record that when the Americans and British learned what was happening at Auschwitz, senior officials rejected pleas to bomb the death camp and its rail approaches, a failure of imagination that today seems incomprehensible. The only preventive for a repetition of Auschwitz is remembrance. That is why the Polish Government was so wrong in its initial decision to prevent the recitation of the Jewish prayer for the dead at commemoration ceremonies, and why Elie Wiesel and others were so right to insist on its inclusion.

As we see, this particular Holocaust scam, the failure to mention specifically the word “Jew,” or to recite the specifically Jewish prayer, mixed in with the failure-to-bomb trope, is an eternally repeatable formula that the New York Times cynically recycles year in and year out.


	Chirac in France, Like O’Connor in New York, Forced to Apologize

Elie Wiesel’s friend François Mitterrand never apologized during his fourteen years in power (1981-1995) for the involvement of the Vichy government in the deportation of a minority of Jews resident in France during the war years. Opinions vary as to why France’s Jewish Holocaustians accorded him this dispensation, but he rendered them so many services, including the organization of the Barbie show trial and the appointment of Wiesel to a quasi-ambassadorial position with the Académie Universelle des Cultures, that they most likely did not want to cause any unnecessary political trouble for a trusted friend. But when Jacques Chirac came to power in 1995, the Zionist media began a campaign to elicit such an apology from him. As a result, he had to move this issue to the top of his agenda. Since Chirac had opposed passage of the Gayssot Law in 1990 on the grounds that it would establish a government-approved, official or authorized version of history, as had been the case under Communism, the Holocaustians did not trust him. Thus, as they had done with Cardinal O’Connor a few years earlier in New York, they sought to bring him into line through their media campaign.

In 1990, as a member of the French Senate, the upper house of France’s bicameral legislature, Chirac had attended the debates and voted against this law three times. On each occasion, June 11, June 29 and June 30, 1990, he had done so because it threatened “freedom of expression” (la liberté d’expression).575 By 1995, when France’s Jewish-dominated media beat their media drums for him to make this symbolic recognition of Jewish victimhood under the Vichy government, Chirac realized that he would never be able to govern effectively if he did not make amends to France’s Holocaustian Jews for having placed his country’s interests ahead of their narrow ones when he had cast these three votes. Thus, one of Chirac’s first acts on becoming president was to apologize for the deportation and alleged deaths of nearly 74,000 French Jews.576 This gesture, which was purely political, had little historical basis in fact. Until the names of all the deportees alleged to have died are checked through the now-suppressed files of the International Tracing Service, there is no reason to believe that the death toll among these deportees was anywhere near as high.577 Chirac’s act of subservience to CRIF and the other groups composing France’s Jewish Lobby forced the bishops of France to apologize in a similar manner on September 30, 1997.578


	1997: Wiesel’s Hypocrisy at De Paul University, Chicago

On June 15, 1997, Wiesel delivered the commencement address at De Paul University, a Catholic institution in Chicago. It was entitled “Learning and Respect,” and he was able to impart his core message while keeping a straight face:579

Furthermore, humiliation. Always remember, my good friends, that there is one sin we must never commit, and it is to humiliate another person or to allow another person to be humiliated in our presence without us screaming and shouting and protesting.

Incredibly, the man who has never uttered a word of protest against the daily humiliation of the Palestinians by his fellow Jews in Israel went unchallenged by his largely Catholic audience for this expression of hypocrisy.


	1998: More Hypocrisy at Boston University

In October 1998, a symposium on the subject of “The Claims of Memory” was held at Boston University to celebrate Wiesel’s 70th birthday. One of the speakers was Prof. Susan Suleiman of Harvard University. As the New York Times reported:580

[She] spoke about the “institutional boundary” between fiction and nonfiction. It is notable, she said, that it can really only be violated in one direction. “If a memoir is felt to be fraudulent, there are shockwaves,” especially if the events described are traumatic. If a novel turns out to be a memoir, she said, people don’t care as much. “I don’t think there should be limits on what one can do with the Holocaust in literature,” she said. But, she added, “I think the category of memoir implies a kind of contract.” 

Prof. Suleiman implies, but does not state specifically, what this supposed “contract” involves, but she does seem to say that a memoir writer is expected to tell the truth and refrain from making up stories. Not one of the Holocaust profiteers invited to speak at this symposium condemned Wiesel or confessed to feeling “shockwaves” from the many lies found in Night. Not surprisingly, the last word in this article was given to Wiesel himself, who confided:

Memories, even painful memories, are all we have. In fact, they are the only thing we are. So we must take very good care of them.

Sadly, Wiesel’s mendacious “memory” functioned to perfection when he imagined Dr. Mengele as looking very much like Erich von Stroheim. And then of course there is his clear “memory” of a foot injury that later turned – rather magically – into a knee injury.


	1999: Faurisson’s Ecrits Révisionnistes Appear as an Underground Publication

When Jacques Chirac became president of France in 1995, he made a symbolic gesture, as explained above, to the Holocaustians who rule France from behind the scenes by offering a public apology in his capacity as head of state for the deportation of 25 percent of France’s Jews under the Vichy regime. This act, by a man who had opposed the Gayssot Act of 1990, set the tone of subservience to a foreign lobby for his remaining twelve years in office.

In 1999, Professor Faurisson published a monumental four-volume collection of his revisionist writings under the title Ecrits Révisionnistes. But thanks to Holocaustian censorship, enforced by the subservient Chirac, Faurisson could not offer the book for sale in public without incurring a serious jail term for négationnisme, the Orwellian word the French use for “Holocaust denial.” Thus, the four volumes were circulated privately, around the world, with the words édition privée hors-commerce (private publication not for sale) prominently emblazoned on their covers. In this way, Faurisson avoided having his work fall under the purview of the Gayssot Act. That he had to do so offers further proof of two important facts: that the Holocaustians of France know that Faurisson is right and that they are wrong on this historical question, and that France’s politicians have brought incalculable shame upon themselves by adopting the Shoah as their nation’s state religion.


	1999: Peter Novick on Wiesel and “the Holocaust”

In 1999, Peter Novick’s The Holocaust in American Life appeared. Novick, like Finkelstein, whose Holocaust Industry would appear a year later, claimed to believe that the Holocaust is a true story, and that it really happened. Like Finkelstein, he also attacked Wiesel, but his mockery was more ironic and nuanced than Finkelstein’s. Toward the end of his book, he writes of Wiesel’s theatrics:

Elie Wiesel, of course, became the emblematic survivor. His gaunt face, with its anguished expression, seemed to freeze time – to be staring out from a 1945 photograph of the liberation of the camps. (273)

Novick quickly adds that Wiesel’s media image is not only contrived; the hypocrisy contained in it also drives innumerable Jews crazy. Regarding this hypocrisy, he writes:

Numerous Jewish critics – occasionally in print, more often in private – have been acerbic about what they see as Wiesel’s carefully cultivated persona as a symbol of suffering, as Christ figure. (274)

Although Novick at least mentions this taboo subject, he does not have the courage to explore it and to ask: “Why is it that so many fellow Jews despise Wiesel?” However, his statement does support one of the major themes of the present study, which is that many, if not most, U.S. Jews are skeptical, perhaps even “acerbic,” about Wiesel. Their concern is not only with the man’s exploitation of the Holocaust in the Zionist media to advance his career; it also relates to Wiesel’s persona as a professional Jew.

An unknown factor that might explain this overall Jewish silence about Wiesel, even though many if not most of them know he was a fraudster, is the Jewish principle of mesirah. According to this tradition, Jews are enjoined to never inform on another Jew to secular authorities about fraudulent activities.581


	Rabbi Neusner: Wiesel’s “Holocaust-and-Redemption” Cult Turns off Young Jews

As the century came to an end, Rabbi Jacob Neusner, quoted above at a time when the Holocaust was just beginning to take over Jewish life in the United States, issued a further assessment of the effect that Wiesel’s self-aggrandizing obsession with the Holocaust was having on young U.S. Jews. As the game of ethnic politics in the defense of Israel had replaced traditional Jewish belief and practice, young Jews began to be turned off by Jewish identity in unprecedented numbers. Neusner wrote:582

Now, 25 years later, an entire generation of Jews has grown up with the ethnic Jewishness of Holocaust and Redemption. Don’t trust the Gentiles; do depend for psychic security on Israel.

He continues:

And how have the children responded to this Judaism consisting of only memory? The same years that mark the triumph in American Jewry’s civil religion of Holocaust and Redemption also have witnessed an unprecedented wave of intermarriage between Jews and unconverted gentiles. In the past eight years alone, more than half of all Jews entering marriage did so with gentiles.

Neusner concludes, obviously, that Gentiles want to marry Jews, so U.S. society is not Nazi Germany. On the Jewish side, however, he notes:

Jews vote not only with their feet – choosing not to live in Israel – but also with their heart – choosing not to raise another generation of Jews. Holocaust-and-Redemption Judaism simply has failed in its chosen mission to keep Jews Jewish.

 


Chapter XI
2000s: Wiesel, His Credibility Eroding,
Is Satirized by Tova Reich,
and Denounces “Deniers”

	New Elements in Second Volume of Wiesel’s Autobiography

The second volume of Wiesel’s autobiography, entitled And the Sea Is Never Full, appeared in 2000. James Carroll, by then a well-established Catholic Judeophile and Zionist, reviewed it for the New York Times Book Review.583 An ex-priest, he now holds the post of Distinguished Scholar in Residence at Suffolk University in Boston and continues to write opinion pieces for the Boston Globe. In 2000, he was apparently considered to be a safer bet to review Wiesel’s autobiography than Daphne Merkin, who had reviewed the first volume.584 Although Carroll predictably heaped praise on both Wiesel and his book, he nonetheless managed to include a few critical comments. Alluding obliquely to those many Jews who detest Wiesel’s exploitation of the Holocaust, Carroll wrote that Wiesel “has become an even more passionate and, to some, problematic voice, obsessed with the subject.” He also lists some of the objections that are made with regard to Wiesel’s sanctimony:

He has been rebuked for being too attached to Israel and for not living there (an American citizen, he has made his home in the United States since 1956). His insistence on the uniqueness of the Holocaust has been taken to denigrate the suffering of others, like the millions of Ukrainian victims of Stalin’s terror-famine.

Finally, Carroll gets around to mentioning Wiesel’s utter failure as an intellectual and as a writer:

His writing has been neglected by critics even as his fame has been exploited by the self-interested.

Carroll is an approved Catholic voice in the Zionist media. For this reason, his editors at the Times allowed him to criticize Wiesel, but only within permissible parameters. The most-serious critique that he makes of Wiesel is that, although he is widely criticized – even despised – in the U.S. Jewish community, Jewish rabbis, intellectuals, and other leaders generally do not dare to criticize him publicly. Carroll is repeating here what Novick had written a few years earlier to the effect that “numerous Jewish critics – occasionally in print, more-often in private – have been acerbic about what they see as Wiesel’s carefully cultivated persona as a symbol of suffering […]” (see p. 312 here). Novick, in turn, was merely repeating what Samuel Freedman had written in 1986 when he stated that “with Wiesel’s fame has come, on the one hand, a dehumanizing sort of adulation and, on the other, a criticism of his writing and his personality – little of it rendered in public – from some leading American Jewish intellectuals” (see p. 258 here). Freedman, of course, was recycling what Edward B. Fiske had reported at the beginning of Wiesel’s career in the 1970s about “some Jewish leaders” accusing “Wiesel of going beyond the bounds of good taste in building his career on […] the holocaust” (see p. 204 here).

The silence of the Jewish elites, with their privileged and often direct access to the Zionist media’s gatekeepers, with whom, in addition, they share various biases and predispositions, is truly deafening. They refuse to speak out about Wiesel, for the benefit of their non-Jewish fellow citizens, and to denounce his chicanery in public. This behavior suggests they might feel compelled to do so by the Jewish tradition of mesirah.

The title to Carroll’s review opens with the words “[…] For Elie Wiesel Silence Is Not an Option.” It would have been more accurate if it had read “For Elie Wiesel Silence Is Always an Option.” Examples of Wiesel’s various silences have already been given to the reader. A truly classic silence on his part, however, has been the one he has employed with respect to the repeated written requests he has received for over two decades from the Palestinian human rights organization, Deir Yassin Remembered. That organization has asked him to apologize for the massacre and ethnic cleansing of the Arab village of Deir Yassin on April 9, 1948. This terrorist attack was carried out by Wiesel’s employer, the Irgun, for whom he proudly worked, allegedly from late 1947 to early 1949. His answer is always the same: no answer. In response the group has coined the phrase “Wieselian Silence.”


	Wiesel Testifies under Oath That Everything in Night Is True

On February 1, 2007, Wiesel attended a conference at the Argent Hotel in San Francisco on the theme of “Facing Violence: Justice, Religion and Conflict Resolution.” While he was there, a young man named Eric Hunt accosted him and was arrested. Since I strongly oppose the use of violence or coercion of any kind in opposition to the Holocaust fundamentalists, I unequivocally condemn what this young man allegedly did when he is said to have placed hands on Wiesel. At his trial, Hunt was found guilty and served an eighteen-month prison sentence. However, the trial also included sworn testimony by Wiesel on one important aspect of his Holocaust claims. On July 8, 2008, Judge Robert Donder questioned Wiesel and received the following answers:585

Q. And is this book Night that you wrote a true account of your experience during World War II?

A. It is a true account. Every word in it is true.

[…]

Q. And what was your – what day were you born in Sighet, Romania?

A. September 30th, 1928.

[…]

Q. And what [number] was tattooed on your left arm?

A. My number was A7713. My father’s number was 7712.

If Wiesel was not in fact Prisoner A-7713, and if his father was not Prisoner number A-7712, then he is guilty of perjury.


	Holocaust Museum Gift Shops Encourage More Faux “Memoirs”

The dreaded revisionists would never have been able to demolish the Holocaust as history without the help of the Holocaustians themselves. The latter, driven by their lust for both money and control, remained in perpetual need of new products, however ridiculous. As this need burgeoned, the Holocaust fundamentalists revealed not only that the Holocaust is a business, “Shoah Business,” but also that they needed to discover new eyewitnesses and new “survivors” in order to develop this market. Their books and videos are sold in the gift shops housed at all the Holocaust museums, and are also utilized by those teachers who deliver state-mandated Holocaust brainwashing instruction in the nation’s schools. The Holocaustians also need scripts, no matter how absurd, for Holocaust-related movies. Thanks to the tightly controlled distribution and reward system, such movies receive advertising support, and positive reviews are assured in advance, since no corporate-employed reviewer would risk his or her job by criticizing a Holocaust film. Likewise, such productions automatically receive primary consideration for Oscars and other awards. By the beginning of the Twenty-First Century, the only caveat seemed to be that such books, videos, and films avoid direct treatment of Auschwitz.


	Revisionist Researchers Germar Rudolf and and Carlo Mattogno

Although Professor Lipstadt insists that there is no “other side” to the debate on the historicity of the Holocaust, her view contains a greater dose of wishful thinking than she would probably be willing to admit. To be sure, the revisionists are silenced by the Holocaustians and their stooges wherever possible. They are ostracized and persecuted in every imaginable way, and in many countries they are even prosecuted, fined and sent to prison for their peaceful dissent. Hence it is not surprising that only very few individuals have dared to openly and publicly voice their dissent on this subject. With these harsh facts in mind, I would like to briefly profile two of the most-prolific revisionists of the past twenty years. The totality of their work is simply monumental. Even better, it is ongoing.

Although the saga of Germar Rudolf’s persecution by the German (and US) government for his revisionist views and publications began in the 1990s, it extended into the early years of the new century, and so will be treated here. Carlo Mattogno’s career has followed a similar arc. Although he began publishing revisionist essays in the mid-1980s, his productivity reached its pinnacle only after the turn of the millennium.

In 1993, Germar Rudolf (b. 1964) was a young German chemist preparing his PhD thesis at the Max Planck Institute for Solid State Research in Stuttgart. He would soon become a redoubtable addition to the forces of revisionism. Unfortunately, he would also pay dearly for his courage in searching for the truth. Asked by a fellow German citizen, who had been indicted for expressing doubts about the Holocaust, to present an expert opinion on his behalf in court, Rudolf agreed to do so. Not surprisingly, however, Rudolf’s expert opinion was disallowed by the judge because its conclusions not only questioned but disproved the gassing myth at Birkenau. Rudolf was then fired from his job, and shortly thereafter forced out of the doctoral program at the University of Stuttgart.586

In April 1993, a book containing the essence of Rudolf’s technical research on the gas chambers of Birkenau was published bearing the title Gutachten über die Bildung und Nachweisbarkeit von Cyanidverbindungen in den ‘Gaskammern’ von Auschwitz [Expert Report on the Formation and Detectability of Cyanide Compounds in the ‘Gas Chambers’ of Auschwitz].587 For this Expert Report, Rudolf was indicted by the German judiciary and tried in 1994/95.

Also in April 1993, Rudolf published a less-technical book titled Vorlesungen über Zeitgeschichte: Strittige Fragen im Kreuzverhör [Lectures on Contemporary History. Controversial Issues Cross Examined], which is based on presentations of revisionist research results made by Rudolf before German academic audiences in 1992.588 The book also appeared in an expanded and updated form in English.589

While being tried for his Expert Report in late 1994, Rudolf published another work in collaboration with other revisionists including Udo Walendy, John Clive Ball, Carlo Mattogno and Professor Faurisson. It appeared under the title Grundlagen zur Zeitgeschichte: Ein Handbuch über strittige Fragen des 20. Jahrhunderts590 [Foundations of Contemporary History: A Handbook on Disputed Issues of the Twentieth Century]. It was later published in English under the title Dissecting the Holocaust.591

In early 1995, while Rudolf’s first trial was still in session, the German authorities once more emphasized their indifference to freedom of thought and expression by initiating criminal investigations against Rudolf, several of his co-authors and his publisher for his 1994 Grundlagen book.

At the end of his first trial in June 1995, Rudolf was found guilty of what was essentially a thought crime and sentenced to fourteen months in prison for his Expert Report.

In November 1995, Rudolf published yet another revisionist anthology together with Serge Thion, Robert Faurisson and Carlo Mattogno: Auschwitz: Nackte Fakten—Eine Erwiderung an Jean-Claude Pressac592 [Auschwitz: Naked Facts—A Response to Jean-Claude Pressac], which also appeared in English ten years later.593

In March 1996, Rudolf’s appeal against his first verdict was rejected, his second trial for his Grundlagen book was scheduled to start in June of that year, while another criminal investigation was prepared for his Auschwitz book. Fearing that he would actually have to serve a much lengthier jail term under Germany’s Orwellian judicial system – there were additional criminal investigations pending for magazine articles Rudolf had authored – he fled to England in early 1996. While in England, the German court sentenced the publisher of Rudolf’s Grundlagen book to pay a fine of 30,000 DM, issued an arrest warrant against the absent Rudolf, and ordered that the book’s printing plates and all existing copies be destroyed. They were burned in waste incinerators under police supervision.

In England, Rudolf started his own little publishing company focusing exclusively on scholarly revisionist material, initially only in the German language. When the British media initiated a campaign to have Rudolf extradited to Germany in late 1999, he fled to the United States where he eventually applied for political asylum.

Rudolf’s publication output was prolific during his next six years in the U.S. One of the major works produced at this time was the English translation of his already mentioned book Vorlesungen. While in the U.S., he also launched the series Holocaust Handbooks, in which forty titles have already appeared.594 These studies, which are based on scientifically sound, evidence-based studies of data, systematically dismantle many of the Holocaust’s standard myths. In doing so, they stand in sharp contrast to the standard works on the Holocaust produced by the conformist and self-censoring U.S-American university presses and other publishers. Perhaps the best proof of their validity is the fact that their very existence cannot even be mentioned in the Zionist media, and that Amazon delisted them in 2017.

Rudolf remained in the U.S. until October 2005, at which time he was arrested and four weeks later deported to Germany, where he was found guilty in a trial that was a travesty of justice, sentenced and imprisoned for 30 more months for having written his Lectures book and for revisionist texts posted online. After his release in 2009, he returned to England. In 2011, he immigrated again to the U.S. where he presently resides with his U.S. wife and children.

Carlo Mattogno, born in 1951, ranks among the most-important active revisionists. His work on Wiesel, quoted above in Chapter V and printed in an updated version in the Appendix, is an essential feature of the arguments presented in this study about Wiesel’s false identity as an Auschwitz veteran.

Starting with his first revisionist book published in 1985,595 Mattogno’s revisionist writings were first published in Italian in his native country Italy. When Mattogno contacted the Institute for Historical Review a few years later, his œuvre was discovered by the U.S. revisionist and IHR supporter Russ Granata, a decorated U.S. Navy veteran and retired school teacher of history, literature and German. After becoming aware of Mattogno’s work, Granata initiated a correspondence with him and began translating his works into English.596 As a result of these efforts, Mattogno’s early work The Myth of the Extermination of the Jews appeared in two parts in 1988, and is now available online.597 This paper fulfilled all the promises implicit in the earlier works, and hinted at more-detailed studies to come, first on the Auschwitz-Birkenau Camp, and then on the mythical extermination camps in eastern Europe associated with “Operation Reinhardt.” Myth was breathtaking in range, and brought to its readers sources of information that the conformist historians had dutifully avoided so as not to upset their own, cherry-picked narrative of the Holocaust.

At his own expense, Granata published and promoted several seminal early works by Mattogno, including My Banned Holocaust Interview (1996), and The Crematories of Auschwitz: A Critique of Jean-Claude Pressac (1993). In bringing the latter work to the attention of the Anglophone revisionist community, he paved the way for the publication of a revised version of this book by the IHR entitled Auschwitz: The End of a Legend.598

In 1989, Mattogno made his first visit to the U.S. in order to attend the 9th International Revisionist Conference. He read a paper in Italian, with Granata interpreting. He returned to the U.S. again for the 12th International revisionist Conference in 1994. There he met the multi-lingual Swiss revisionist Jürgen Graf and discussed with him the possibility of conducting research in the Russian archives, which were just becoming available at that time. Then, beginning in 1995, Mattogno, Graf and Granata actually traveled to Russia, rented two apartments in Moscow, and settled in for a lengthy period of work in the archives with documents captured by the Soviets in 1945 and suppressed until then.599 As they did so, they were doing work that the conformist historians, with their automatic access to archives, should have conducted years earlier, but never did and still have not.

The total number of Mattogno’s published pages on the Holocaust legend is simply massive, and numbers in the tens of thousands.600 Fortunately, however, his work has been brought to the attention of all World War II researchers through the ambitious publication program launched by Germar Rudolf’s series Holocaust Handbooks. To date, almost half of the forty books to have appeared in the series are authored by Mattogno.601


	Prof. Deborah Lipstadt, Emory University, and the Collapse of Fragments

As indicated in Chapter IX, the best-selling British historian David Irving testified on behalf of the defense during the second Zündel trial. This brought upon on him the wrath of organized Zionism, which has been trying hard ever since to destroy the man’s reputation and livelihood. One important step during this process of character assassination was Deborah Lipstadt’s 1993 book Denying the Holocaust, which is almost completely devoid of any scholarly content, but replete with ad hominem attacks. David Irving was one of Lipstadt’s main targets in that work, and her attack on him consisted mainly of name-calling. That did not go down well with the belligerent Irving, who subsequently sued her and her British publisher Penguin Books for libel. The public hearing of the ensuing court case started in early 2000 and attracted the attention of the world’s mass media.602

During his preparation for this trial, David Irving made the fatal mistake of assuming that the trial would not be about the Holocaust, but only about whether or not Lipstadt’s remarks were libelous. A few months before the hearing, however, Irving was confronted with a massive expert report on the alleged mass exterminations at Auschwitz. It was submitted by Prof. Dr. Robert J. van Pelt, a Jewish cultural historian who had been employed by the defense team to testify against Irving. Irving was utterly unprepared for this surprise attack, the preferred Zionist modus operandi, both because he was not a Holocaust expert at all – he even admitted that he had never read a single revisionist book on the topic – and because he had little time left to mount a counterattack. Hence he lost the case, and the Holocaustians were jubilant, claiming that they had scientifically refuted Holocaust revisionism.603

Nothing could be farther from the truth, though, because no Holocaust revisionist was ever present in that court room. The real battle of arguments was yet to follow, first when Prof. van Pelt published his revised and expanded expert report as a book,604 which was then followed by a thorough and devastating revisionist critique of it authored by Carlo Mattogno.605 While van Pelt’s book was showered with the usual uncritical praise in the media and academe, Mattogno’s response – delayed for five years due to his publisher’s – Germar Rudolf’s – imprisonment for thought crimes (see the previous section) – was met with deafening silence.

Lipstadt’s battle against, and victory over, Irving turned her into a Holocaustian heroine, although her contribution to Holocaust research is basically zero. But that was no obstacle for her growing fame, for her mission was obviously not one of education but rather of indoctrination and enforcement, as we will soon see.
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Illustration 34: Dr. Deborah Lipstadt, emerging victoriously from her court battle with British historian David Irving


		

	

As the new millennium began, Holocaust media frauds that had been concocted during the 1990s were publicly unraveling. A man born with the name Bruno Grosjean, who later went by the name of Bruno Dössekker, published an “autobiography” in 1995 under the name of Binjamin Wilkomirski. Entitled Bruchstücke: Aus einer Kindheit 1939–1948 (Fragments: Memories of a Wartime Childhood), the book was so utterly lacking in credibility that it was clear to revisionists from the beginning that it was a botched attempt at deception. Originally published in Switzerland, the book was hyped by the Holocaustian media as a new and important eyewitness account by someone who had been a child at Auschwitz! Fawning reviewers fell over each other comparing this bogus memoir to Wiesel’s Night, while Wiesel, not exactly happy that someone was poaching on his private preserve, kept his distance from the book and did not publicly endorse it.

Another reason for Wiesel’s negative reaction to the book was that, as the Zionist media were still hyping it and various Jewish groups were awarding it literary prizes, there was speculation that Fragments would make an excellent Hollywood movie. This was of course a strong slap in the face to Wiesel, since, as is well known, the Jewish moguls of Hollywood have never dared to invest the millions that would be needed to bring Wiesel’s “memoir” to the screen. They maintain a safe distance from Night because they know that the book is toxic. In fact, their rejection of it for the last sixty years offers firm proof that they fear that its lies would be evident on the screen.606

Wilkomirski hit the jackpot when the Holocaust fundamentalists arranged a national tour for him, including a $150-a-plate luncheon sponsored by the USHMM at a fancy New York hotel. Wilkomirski’s tour featured a personal visit with the emerging Holocaust commissar, Professor Lipstadt, in Atlanta. Meanwhile, in the background, the revisionists were having a merry time of it as they went about disemboweling Wilkomirski’s faux memoir while it was still being treated in the Zionist media with awe and admiration.

Before long, however, thanks to the revisionists’ revelations, the more prudent Holocaustians began to suspect that there was something seriously wrong with Wilkomirski and his memoir. Slowly, and very late, they realized that Fragments was indefensible. Thereupon, the Holocaustians threw in the towel and admitted that Wilkomirski and his book were complete frauds. Tom Gross, covering the affair after the fact in the Wall Street Journal, asked:607

What does Deborah Lipstadt, author of Denying the Holocaust, think of the fact Dössekker [Wilkomirski] has become (against his wishes) a hero for Holocaust deniers? Professor Lipstadt assigned Fragments to her class reading list, and spent a whole day with “Wilkomirski” when he came to Atlanta as part of his speaking tour.

Gross ought to have added the fact that, even after the Holocaust fundamentalists were obliged to acknowledge that Fragments had been just another Holocaust scam, Professor Lipstadt still kept his book as a classroom text for discussion in her Emory University course on the Holocaust. She later justified her position by stating that it “might complicate matters somewhat, but it’s [the book] still powerful.”608 For Lipstadt, like Wiesel, emotion and feeling are more important than established fact. Like Wiesel, Lipstadt accepts fiction as historical truth as long as it has the right political spin, that is, posits fellow Jews as victims.


	Wiesel’s Endorsement Propels a New Holocaust Scam, Misha

Misha Defonseca received an important endorsement from Wiesel in 1997 when she published her purported autobiographical account of her experiences during World War II. Entitled Misha: A Mémoire of the Holocaust Years, the book appeared in Boston and probably would have gone nowhere except for the fact that Wiesel had penned a publicity blurb for it. Wiesel’s statement to the effect that Defonseca’s “memoir” was “very powerful” appeared on the back cover and surely enabled the book to gain traction, especially at the beginning.

Another advantage that the book enjoyed was that it recounted Holocaust-related events that had allegedly taken place far away from Auschwitz, which is the Holocaust fundamentalists’ preferred approach nowadays. Misha claimed to be a Belgian Jew who had been separated from her parents during the war. Just a little girl, she then spent years trekking 1800 miles across Europe on foot in search of them. Incredibly, she claimed that she eluded capture by living in the wild with packs of friendly wolves. In a word, the book was utter nonsense.

Misha became a bestseller in Europe, however, and was translated into eighteen languages. The Holocaust gravy train was rolling, and the Zionist media got on board. The Holocaustians arranged for the book to win an impressive number of literary prizes. The book next became the basis of a French movie called Survivre avec les loups (Surviving with Wolves). It was filmed in a short sixteen weeks in 2006 and released in 2007. From its publication in Boston in 1997 through the release of the film in 2007, the revisionists, just as they had done in the case of Wilkomirski and his bogus memoir Fragments, exploited the burgeoning Internet to mock the book, and then the movie, as a ridiculous Holocaust scam. Then, suddenly, the dam broke. Defonseca, whose actual name turned out to be Monique de Wael, and who was not even Jewish, was forced to admit that the whole story had been a hoax. Her excuse was that, although the story existed only in her mind, it was still true. When the scam collapsed for good in February 2008, there had already been 540,000 paid admissions to the movie, which was immediately shut down and withdrawn from circulation.
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Illustration    35 : Misha Defonseca / Monique de Wael


		

	

As for Wiesel, the complaisant Zionist media, including the New York Times and the Washington Post, excused his enthusiastic endorsement of the fraudulent memoir, although it was important to its success. When the dust had settled, a reporter reached Wiesel on the phone and asked about the scandal. He said: “It is sad. It’s just very sad.” He went on:609

In truth I don’t recall reading it. You see, when I speak with Holocaust survivors, [sic] I am always urging them to write, write, write. So whenever I receive a memoir, I am willing to say something about it. But it doesn’t mean I have read every page.

Incredibly, “sad” was the most damning word that Wiesel had for this ridiculous Holocaust deception. But what did the Holocaust High Priest mean by “sad?” Was it sad that Defonseca had lied, further diminishing the rapidly shrinking credibility of the Holocaust story as a whole? Or was it just sad that she had been caught?


	Herman Rosenblat’s “Memoir,” Angel at the Fence, Turns out to be a Novel

As a result of the collapse of these two media scams, the Holocaustians seem to have realized that their policy of publishing ridiculous Holocaust horror stories was helping to create cynicism about the Holocaust among non-Jews. This growing awareness of their own guilt in promoting the sensationalization of the Holocaust dovetailed with their realization that the explosive growth of the Internet was also sapping whatever credibility the Zionist mainstream media still retained regarding the Holocaust. A policy change was needed, and its implementation became apparent when a new Holocaust swindler, Herman Rosenblat, was just about to cash in with a big book and movie contract. His story, eventually titled Angel at the Fence, had first been publicized by Oprah Winfrey in 1996, when he appeared on her show. Predictably, since it pertained to the Holocaust, Oprah called it “the single greatest love story” she had ever heard. The ridiculous tale deals with two Jewish people who met on a blind date in Coney Island. At the time, they had no inkling that they had met during the Holocaust when she, Roma, had tossed an apple to Herman each day over the fence at Buchenwald. Among the story’s ludicrous details was Herman’s appointment, in advance, to enter Buchenwald’s gas chamber on a particular day – not even Holocaustians claim the camp had such a chamber. As for the camp’s layout, including the location of the Kinderblock, Herman didn’t have a clue. In summary, the story, like Wiesel’s Night, was clearly a fabrication.
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Illustration 36: Herman and Roma Rosenblat


		

	

The Rosenblats made two more appearances on Oprah’s show in 2007, and the book was scheduled to appear in February 2009. The fix had been in from Day One at Berkley Books, a division of Penguin, to launch yet another money-making book and movie project exploiting – indeed trivializing – the Holocaust. Leslie Gelbman, editor and publisher at Berkley, in cahoots with Rosenblat’s editor, Natalie Rosenstein, had cynically exploited their Jewish media power to push this book forward. They had also hired a New York ghostwriter, Susanna Margolis, “who polished Mr. Rosenblat’s manuscript.”610 This need for polish reminds us of, and corresponds to, Mauriac’s involvement in the redaction, or perhaps I should say polishing, of La Nuit. But what these deliberate deceivers did not understand is that, in the wake of the collapse of both the Wilkomirski and Defonseca scams, the Holocaustians were apparently reconsidering the advisability of continuing along this path. By publishing such rubbish, they were strengthening the revisionists’ hand, while also displaying contempt for the non-Jews who were expected to consume these ersatz cultural products.

After his story was called into question, Rosenblat stoutly defended it, but did so with Elie Wiesel doubletalk, that is, defended the story’s alleged truth as based on “memory.” He told one interviewer: “This is my personal story as I remember it.”611 In another interview, he phrased it a bit differently, claiming:612

I saw things through a young child’s eyes. But I know and remember what I saw. What I offer in this memoir are the images, sounds, smells and feelings that have stayed in my mind for some seven decades.

A day later the story collapsed when Rosenblat admitted his deception. Then it was learned that Rosenblat’s children and relatives had known that the story was false from 1996 through his fall from grace in 2008, but never said anything. The relatives’ silence corresponds to the similar, tribal silence referred to above, mesirah, according to which vehement, even acerbic criticism of Wiesel by other Jews is rarely if ever made publicly. In self-defense, Rosenblat then took another page from the Elie Wiesel playbook when he began comparing his alleged experience to a dream. Like Wiesel, who has been trying to figure out for decades if the flaming pits were real or a dream, Rosenblat played the same game, stating:613

My mother came to me in a dream and said that I must tell my story so that my grandchildren would know of our survival from [sic] the Holocaust.

He went on:

In my dreams, Roma will always throw me an apple, but I now know it is only a dream.

In conclusion, it was only after the smoke had cleared that the Holocaust gatekeepers at the New York Times publicly informed their readers that Holocaustian watchdogs were now trying to prevent the repetition of such egregious scams. The newspaper of record explained solemnly (ibid.):

Holocaust survivors and scholars are fiercely on guard against any fabrication of memories because they taint the truth of the Holocaust and raise doubts about the millions who were killed or brutalized.

This statement, with its reference to “the fabrication of memories,” was a major concession to the revisionists, although of course the latter could not be mentioned by name. This new media policy is probably intended to protect Wiesel, for there is a creepy similarity between Wiesel’s and Rosenblat’s lies. But since the Holocaustians invested heavily over many years in order to create and maintain the Holocaust High Priest as a man of unquestionable integrity, his reputation must still be protected. In addition, his memoir is a dogmatic text in our state religion. It plays a major role in the Holocaust brainwashing of America’s vulnerable youth. On the other hand, the Holocaustians owed nothing to the grasping Rosenblat, so he could be cut loose. The only question that remains is not if, but when, Wiesel’s inevitable fall from grace will occur. Time will tell.

By the end of the first decade of the new millennium, the publication and promotion of these deliberately mendacious memoirs had badly damaged the master narrative of the Holocaust. In an apparent attempt to engage in damage control, Ruth Franklin, senior editor at the ardently Zionist New Republic, published a book entitled A Thousand Darknesses: Lies and Truth in Holocaust Fiction.614 In doing so, she broke a taboo by admitting that most, if not all, Holocaust narratives, whether fiction or memoir, contain “lies.” Thus, it would seem, the “scholars who are fiercely on guard against any fabrication of memories,” alluded to above by the New York Times, are wasting their time. Lamely trying to explain away the fact that many prominent Jewish intellectuals, including Deborah Lipstadt of Emory University, had heaped praise on Wilkomirski’s and Defonseca’s clearly fraudulent memoirs, Franklin argued that Holocaust writers have the dual task of remaining truthful overall while also presenting an entertaining story, even if it contains lies on supposedly minor points. She conceded that even Wiesel, whom she called “by any estimation the most influential Holocaust survivor in America if not the world,” (Thousand, 5) told lies. Incredibly, she claimed that “the only real challenge to Night’s credibility as a memoir” came from Alfred Kazin. Why? He did not believe that Wiesel had really lost his faith during the war, as claimed in Night, and he turned out to be right. Franklin actually wants her reader to believe that this is the only credibility issue contained in the novel. As for the revisionists, she admitted their existence, but dismissed them: “I am discounting the Revisionists, who have leaped like hyenas on each perceived discrepancy” (80) in the novel. The bottom line is that Franklin’s book consists essentially of pious readings designed to reassure the Holocaust faithful of the truth of their religion and of the sanctity of their Holocaust High Priest.


	Fatelessness Poses a Threat to Night’s Hegemony

One final point to be made about these three attempts at creating new memory-driven Holocaust consumer products to be sold to gullible non-Jews is that, in each case, the story line took place far from Auschwitz. U.S. Holocaustians, aware that the legend of Auschwitz as a death camp is, itself, quite dead, seem to want to stay as far away from it as possible. Further proof of this fact emerged when the Hungarian movie Fateless, dealing with the alleged experiences of a teenage boy at Auschwitz and Buchenwald, did not exactly receive a warm welcome from these powerful Jewish arbiters of what can be read or seen in the “mainstream” media.

In 2002, the Hungarian novelist Imre Kertész won the Nobel Prize for Literature. Although the total impact of his work had been, and remains, rather unremarkable, he had published a “semi-autobiographical” novel entitled Sorstalanság (Fatelessness) in 1975. In it, Kertész trespassed on Wiesel’s subject matter in Night by telling the story of a fifteen-year-old boy who had been deported to both Auschwitz and Buchenwald. Even worse, he wrote a kind of modern day Candide, in which a naïve Voltairian hero discovers a concentration camp. Although the book had apparently been written with the best of Holocaustian intentions, it lends itself quite readily to a revisionist interpretation.615 This fact helps to explain why the Holocaust fundamentalists have been wary of it; that wariness resulted, outside of Hungary, in an almost complete silence about the book’s existence. As a result, the novel was not translated into German for fifteen years, first appearing in that language in 1990 under the title Roman eines Schicksallosen (A Novel of the Fateless). In the Holocaustian-dominated English-language publishing world, the censorship policy was even stronger, for it was ignored for almost two decades, and did not appear in English translation until 1992. Even when it did, no commercial publisher would touch it, and it had to be published by a university press.616 After Kertész, who is, after all, a veteran of the camps who writes about the Holocaust, received his Nobel Prize in 2002, a new and supposedly improved translation of the novel came out in New York in 2004.617 At this time the book was finally translated into French under the title Être sans destin (To Be Fateless).

The momentum generated by the Nobel Prize continued into 2005 as a film version of the novel was launched and completed in Hungary. That film, entitled Fateless, opened in American theaters on January 6, 2006; the reviews, as expected, were overwhelmingly positive. After all, this was a film about the Holocaust. In fact, many critics, assuming that it would be among the five films selected as contenders for an Oscar as Best Foreign Language Film, naively believed that it had a strong chance to win. But such people did not take into account the fact that Fateless would have to overcome several major hurdles in order to do so.

First, Wiesel is America’s established Holocaust High Priest, and his novel Night is a basic text in Holocaust brainwashing classes, with millions of copies already sold to indoctrinate the young. He and his book are the established brand name as far as the subject of teenagers at Auschwitz is concerned. If an Oscar were to be awarded to the new film, it would only cause confusion, especially since its appearance in DVD was scheduled for May 9. One can easily imagine that the last thing the Holocaustians wanted was for overzealous and misguided Holocaust teachers to show that film to students in conjunction with the reading of Night!

The second problem was that the very appearance of this movie about a teenager at Auschwitz risked reminding people of the fact that Night has never been turned into a film and, given the narrative’s improbabilities (conceded even by Holocaustians), probably never will be.

The third problem, discussed below, had to do with the new translation of Night that Wiesel’s wife had just prepared for publication, which was to be marketed in conjunction with a nationwide essay contest in which teachers would assign students to write essays stating why Night is still relevant today.

Fourth, at that very moment, amidst the snows of January, Wiesel and Oprah Winfrey were filming a propaganda documentary about Auschwitz at the Birkenau Camp.

Thus, despite the proliferation of overwhelmingly positive reviews of the film following its January 6 release, with many reviewers calling it a “can’t miss” for an Oscar, the wardens of the Oscar system, seeing the dangers described above, made sure that Fateless was not one of the five Oscar-nominated films announced on January 31. Thus, the danger to Wiesel’s primacy was nipped in the bud, and all further discussion of the film’s Oscar eligibility ceased. Now, several years later, the Zionist media have succeeded for all practical purposes in “disappearing” both the novel and the film. It has been almost completely “retconned” out of existence.


	Wiesel, the Catholic Church, and the Holocaust

	Wiesel and John Paul II Offer Bush Conflicting Advice on Iraq

In the run-up to the invasion of Iraq, Wiesel, in his priestly capacity, made a lightning visit to the White House on February 27, 2003. The Holocaust fundamentalists were pushing for a needless, immoral and illegal war. Vice President Cheney was on board, but Bush seemed to be wavering.

The New York Times, which since late 2001 had been running Judith Miller’s deceitful articles on Saddam Hussein’s alleged plan to acquire nuclear and biological weapons, heartily endorsed the U.S. drive toward war.618 Miller’s newspaper fables also helped to spur sales of her 2001 book Germs.619 When Wiesel visited Bush on that day in February, the Times, instead of reporting the event, suppressed coverage. This was business as usual for both the New York Times and the Zionist media in general; this particular lie of omission, or silence, contributed, as is often the case, to more U.S. non-Jews dying for Israel.

Fortunately, however, Robert Woodward did mention Wiesel’s surreptitious visit to the White House in his 2004 book Plan of Attack. Ironically, Woodward was writing at a point in time when the invasion and occupation were supposedly going well. Thus, his intent in mentioning Wiesel’s dramatic performance at the White House was not to criticize the man, but rather to praise him, while also offering an honest portrayal of his immense power. In doing so, Woodward made it clear that this “war of choice” was as much about Israel as it was about oil.

Woodward stressed that Bush had been wavering about his decision to unleash the dogs of war until he received Wiesel’s blessing. Wiesel had told him that Iraq was a “terrorist state and that the moral imperative was for intervention.” Israel’s security was supposedly at stake. He asked: “In the name of morality, how can we not intervene?”620 Woodward concludes:

In the days after, Bush routinely repeated Wiesel’s comments.

He leaves it to us to fill in the winks and nods that must have gone with that statement, for what Bush in effect was saying was that by launching a proxy war for Israel he was averting another “Holocaust.” Colin Powell, apparently referring to our High Priest’s influence on Bush, later stated sardonically that the president had relied on “divine guidance” in deciding to go to war, as if the mendacious Wiesel were some kind of a holy man.

At about the same time that Wiesel was giving Bush his blessing for the invasion, Pope John Paul II sent Cardinal Pio Laghi, who had formerly been the Vatican representative in Washington, to the White House. His charge was to argue against undertaking a disastrous war. Since Laghi had enjoyed cordial relations with the Bush family over the years, he was a trusted friend. He brought with him a letter from the Pope, and both the contents of that letter and his own verbal exhortations asserted that the coming war would be unjustified on both moral and legal grounds.621

The difference between the Catholic position, as voiced by Laghi, and the one espoused by the Holocaust fundamentalists, as voiced by Wiesel, could not have been more radically different. Bush, of course, aware of who has power in this country and who does not, ignored the advice of John Paul II and his emissary, for their opinion was irrelevant – as was that of the millions of believing Catholics in the U.S. Since he realized that Wiesel spoke for the Holocaust fundamentalists, he understood that the man’s very presence at the White House – uninvited – offered proof that the Zionist media would support him in this reckless gesture on behalf of a foreign country, Israel.
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Illustration 37: U.S. President George W. Bush and the Dalai Lama with the Holocaust High Priest
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Illustration 38: Elie Wiesel and Colin Powell: brothers in war.


		

	

Now, over a decade later, tens of thousands of American men and women – and countless Iraqis – have been killed and maimed in a needless war. Their blood is on Elie Wiesel’s hands.


	Wiesel Attacks John Paul II over Israel’s Apartheid Wall

In November 2003, as Israel was building its apartheid wall in occupied Palestine, Wiesel expressed his support for the project, even though it would impose additional inhuman hardships on the Palestinians. Then, when Pope John Paul II stated on November 16, 2003 that “the Holy Land does not need walls, but bridges,” Wiesel erupted in defense of Israel’s latest crime against humanity:622

From the leader of one of the largest and most important religions in the world, I expected something very different, namely a statement condemning terror and the killing of innocents, without mixing in political considerations and above all comparing these things to a work of pure self-defense. To politicize terrorism like that is wrong.

Ironically, the same man who accuses Pius XII of silence wanted John Paul II to be silent about Israel’s so-called separation barrier.


	The Strange Fate of Amen, a French Film Version of The Deputy

In 2002, some forty years after the original stage production of Hochhuth’s The Deputy, which the Zionist media had hailed as a masterpiece, even though ordinary folk could see that it was a rather pathetic piece of Zionist propaganda, the Holocaust fundamentalists decided to revive it for a new generation. Filmed in 2001, the movie Amen opened in France on February 27, 2002. France’s Holocaustians spent a large sum of money on their new product, which deals directly with the alleged extermination program at Auschwitz. They were aware that in making the movie they were going against the policy that the Jewish moguls of Hollywood had been imposing since Schindler’s List in 1993. They went ahead anyway since their primary market, France, was quite different from the U.S. market. The reader will recall that Schindler’s List, in which Schindler’s Jewish women were shown entering simple disinfestation showers rather than gas chambers, revealed that Steven Spielberg did not dare to take the revisionists head-on by attempting to physically portray the totally imaginary gas chambers of Auschwitz. Despite the multiplicity of Academy Awards that were ritually showered upon Schindler’s List, the film can be seen in retrospect as the Stalingrad of the Holocaust as far as visual representation of the alleged gas chambers is concerned. In a word, Spielberg had capitulated to the revisionists, and since then Hollywood has avoided making any Holocaust film that deals directly with Auschwitz and its problematical gas chambers.623

While Amen alluded to Auschwitz only from a distance, and no attempt was made therein to recreate the gas chambers, the strategy made absolutely no sense. After all, the whole point of the play on which the film was based was that Pius XII had been silent about the gas chambers. Since one of the key differences between stage and film is the latter’s superior capacities in terms of representation, this refusal by the makers of Amen to touch the subject of Pius XII’s alleged silence turned out to be yet another surrender to the revisionists.

As might be expected, in France, where public expression of doubt about any aspect of the Holocaust is a crime punishable by severe fines and prison terms, the Holocaust fundamentalists had no trouble lining up top awards for their film. Amen won awards for Best Writing, Best Actor, Best Cinematography and Best Director. It was also nominated for Best Film, Best Sound and Best Music for a Film. This list of awards, and the obvious manipulation that went into it, help to explain why the movie was made in the first place. Since belief in the Shoah is mandated with the force of law in France, the French Holocaustians seemed to have had a triple goal in making their film: 1) to use their money and media power to increase their mind control over the French population as a whole; 2) to produce a film for use in state-organized brainwashing classes for students; and 3) to provide a distraction as the Second Intifada continued in full swing in Occupied Palestine.

Despite the film’s many awards and its apparent success in indoctrinating a new generation of French children on the alleged silence of Pius XII during the Holocaust, Wiesel held his tongue about this particular propaganda operation. One searches in vain for any comment from him about it. Once again, Wieselian silence was resounding.

In the U.S., Amen’s fate was quite different. Released in the American market in late January 2003, it was shown in a small number of theaters and withdrawn from circulation shortly after release. The Jewish-dominated film distribution network treated Amen, which was presented in French with English subtitles, like a generic foreign-language art-house movie. Given the work’s subject matter, however, one wonders why a dubbed version in English was not made for a mass audience. During its 26-week run, it was never shown in more than eight theaters at any one time. Amen grossed a paltry $274,299 in the U.S., which was a miniscule portion of its worldwide receipts.624 In France and elsewhere, mostly in countries where it is a crime to question the Holocaust, it sold 1,320,000 tickets and grossed €15,800,000.625 The film was clearly a work of propaganda; doubtless it was too shrill for the Zionist moguls of Hollywood to deem worthy for a mass Gentile audience, which explains why a dubbed version in English has not been released.

By 2003, there was also a factor peculiar to the U.S. market, and thus absent from France in 2002. The Holocaustians in the U.S. were already attacking Mel Gibson’s The Passion of the Christ, which was in the pipeline. A major publicity campaign for Amen might have offended many Christians and in turn further justified Gibson’s film. As it was, Gibson was forced to finance The Passion of the Christ himself, and find an independent distributor for it on his own. Released on February 24, 2004, just thirteen months after Amen, Gibson’s film opened on 4,400 screens in 3,170 theaters and grossed $125 million in its first week, dwarfing the performance of the French Holocaust film.


	Benedict XVI Visits Auschwitz as Wiesel Attacks Pius XII on CNN

Joseph Ratzinger was elected pope on April 19, 2005; he took the name Benedict XVI. As a native of Germany who had been a member of the Hitler Youth at the end of World War II, he risked, from the very first day of his pontificate, being pressured by the Holocaustians to apologize for both his nation of origin and the church he now headed. The former had supposedly carried out the Holocaust, while the latter, personified by Pius XII, had remained silent while this alleged event unfolded. Such an apology would give formal, papal recognition to the Holocaustian religion of the six million. The stakes were huge. It did not take long for the Holocaustian pressure that was being brought to bear on the pope, presumably in the name of Jewish-Catholic relations, to bear fruit. In fact, a little more than a year after his election, on May 28, 2006, Benedict XVI visited the Auschwitz Camp complex.

Benedict clearly made the trip to demonstrate his recognition (though not necessarily his approval) of the reality of Zionist Jewish media, political and economic power. In doing so, he must have pondered the possibility that he might be seen by some as establishing an extremely dangerous precedent for future popes.

In any case, his act mirrored Jacques Chirac’s trip to the Vélodrome d’Hiver, the indoor skating rink in Paris, on July 16, 1995, at the very beginning of his first term in office. While Ratzinger’s baggage, mentioned above, consisted essentially of the fact that he was a German national who now held the job that Pius XII once had, Chirac’s revolved around his three 1990 votes against the Gayssot Law criminalizing revisionist questioning of the Shoah in France. Chirac explicitly apologized for the role played by the French state, the Vichy government, in arresting and deporting about 25 percent of France’s Jews, most of whom were either foreigners or stateless, or had been naturalized only recently, hence were considered security risks by the Germans. In doing so, he showed that he did not possess the personal political capital that major figures like de Gaulle and Mitterrand had enjoyed, for the latter had never allowed France’s Jewish community to publicly manipulate them on this issue, and thus had never apologized on behalf of people who were no longer living. From the very moment when Benedict XVI’s travel plans were announced, the major question was whether or not he would apologize.

Benedict XVI visited both the Auschwitz main camp and the Birkenau Camp, spending a total of two hours in an act of public commemoration of the victims of the Holocaust. His every word and gesture were watched closely by the Zionist media in order to interpret their meaning. Although many Holocaustians expected an apology on both the German and the Catholic accounts, none came. The New York Times had to admit as much when their reporter wrote that Benedict “spoke eloquently about ‘forgiveness and reconciliation,’ but he did not beg pardon for the sins of Germans or of the Roman Catholic Church during World War II.”626

Since the Pope had failed to provide the response expected by so many Holocaustians, the newspaper of record consulted Rabbi David Rosen of the American Jewish Committee. Asked to evaluate the import of the day’s events, Rosen called Benedict’s “omission of a broader, national responsibility, ‘lamentable,’ but nothing new in the pope’s often-expressed interpretation of the war.” Clearly, then, on the issue of national guilt and responsibility, Benedict XVI had not taken the bait, and thus failed to perform to the liking of the visit’s Holocaustian stage managers.
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Illustration 39: Benedict XVI entering the Auschwitz I Camp


		

	

On the second issue, the lack of an apology for supposed Catholic guilt, Rosen was asked if the visit would make any difference in Jewish-Catholic relations, his specialty. He responded:

No, because Jewish-Catholic relations anyway are no longer based upon our view of the past but on the nature of relations in the present, and from that perspective Benedict XVI is as good as it gets.

Rosen’s emphasis on the present over the past can be read as a possible indication that Zionist Jewish opposition to the canonization of Pius XII is weakening. If that is in fact the case, this change has not been caused by Pacelli’s Church-approved Catholic defenders, who never question Holocaust dogma, but by the withering attacks that the revisionists have brought to bear on the Holocaust faith since 1976.

Rabbi Rosen’s emphasis on the present also seems to refer to the ongoing success of the abusive relationship that exists between Jewry and the Vatican. In fact, the very fact that a pope now seems to feel that he must publicly bow to the memory of “the six million,” if he wants to avoid Zionist media abuse and get his pontificate off to a good start, demonstrates the power that the Jewish side wields in this sick relationship. This abuse also includes the free access that the Jewish propagandists continue to have to Catholic youth. Brainwashing classes on the Holocaust, conducted in Catholic schools by rabbis, faux veterans, children of such veterans, or ADL and AJC staffers, are an ongoing feature of this systematic abuse taking place in Benedict XVI’s domain. Sadly, these classes sometimes involve a very serious form of child abuse of highly impressionable Catholic youth.
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Illustration 40: Benedict XVI bowing in memory of “the six million” at Auschwitz I


		

	

For this and other reasons, the ongoing “dialogue” is at the very least misguided, and at the worst heretical. I say this because the Jewish side is allowed to present the martyrdom of “the six million” as a modern-day version of (and replacement for) the sacrifice of Christ. Strangely, this “dialogue” also fails to make any reciprocal provision for Catholics to tell young Jews about Christ. Rosen was right, this is “as good as it gets.”

After the Pope’s visit to the main camp, a convoy of vehicles drove the dignitaries about two kilometers to the Birkenau complex. One Zionist newspaper, caught in a time warp, as if the Jewish Holocaust narrative still claimed that the Germans had killed four million people at Birkenau, wrote:627

The convoy moved on to Birkenau, an adjoining camp, which was built with such grim efficiency that it could kill and incinerate 20,000 people every day.

Of course, the aerial photos, coupled with revisionist research, have relegated to libel the very existence of such “grim efficiency.”

The papal visit to Auschwitz on Sunday, May 28, happened to occur just after Wiesel had made his three appearances on the Oprah Winfrey Show. That evening, CNN saw fit to invite Wiesel to be interviewed by their staffer Carol Lin in order to comment on the Pope’s visit. The fact that CNN called upon Wiesel, and not on one of the innumerable other Jewish experts who consult for them, to comment on Benedict’s visit to Auschwitz illustrates quite clearly that in the Zionist media Wiesel and whoever happens to be pope at the time share equal status. The interview between Lin and Wiesel appears to have been carefully scripted in advance, with Lin tossing softball questions to the Holocaust High Priest. After commenting to Wiesel that people had been “brutally murdered” at Auschwitz, she said:

The Catholic Church in the past had been criticized for not doing more to stop the Holocaust. And here today, we see Pope Benedict visiting Auschwitz, saying a prayer. I am wondering how that moment struck you, and what you think the Catholic Church should do, needs to do, to prevent another Holocaust from happening again?

This was an amazing question, for it posited as fact the totally unwarranted claim that the Catholic Church was guilty of not doing more to stop the Holocaust. Her query also presumed that the Catholic Church has within its power the ability to prevent another Holocaust in the future. Once Lin had set the stage, Wiesel, on cue, told his listeners that Jews died in the Holocaust for one simple reason. It was “because there was a pope who was silent, Pope Pius XII. And then came John XXIII, who was a great pope, and John Paul II was a great pope. I think this one is trying.”628 Of course, no dissenting voice was invited on the show to dispute Wiesel’s absurd contention. The Holocaust High Priest had spoken.


	Holocaustian Softening-up Campaign against Benedict XVI

After the visit to Auschwitz, Benedict XVI continued to encounter Jewish enmity, just as John Paul II had in the early years of his pontificate before granting diplomatic recognition to Israel in 1993. In 2007, Benedict reinstated a traditional Latin prayer for the salvation of the Jews. Suppressed since Vatican II, the prayer’s return was requested by Catholic conservatives. It is said only in the traditional Good Friday ceremony when the Church has historically prayed for the Jewish people. The words were:629

Let us pray also for the Jews: that almighty God may remove the veil from their hearts; so that they too may acknowledge Jesus Christ our Lord. Let us pray. Let us kneel. Arise. Almighty and eternal God, who dost also not exclude from thy mercy the Jews: hear our prayers, which we offer for the blindness of that people; that acknowledging the light of thy Truth, which is Christ, they may be delivered from their darkness.

Predictably, the Holocaustians were outraged, with Abe Foxman speaking for them:630

We are extremely disappointed and deeply offended that nearly 40 years after the Vatican rightly removed insulting anti-Jewish language from the Good Friday Mass, that it would now permit Catholics to utter such hurtful and insulting words by praying for Jews to be converted.

Here once again, a dominant bully in a one-sided, abusive relationship was informing his victim of an infraction of the code. Under this arrangement, Catholics are not supposed to express their faith among themselves as they see fit without express prior approval from the likes of Abe Foxman.

As the result of this Holocaustian criticism, in February 2008 Benedict published a change in the prayer that had been the cause of offense several months earlier. It read:631

Let us also pray for the Jews: That our God and Lord may illuminate their hearts, that they acknowledge Jesus Christ is the Savior of all men. Almighty and eternal God, who want that all men be saved and come to the recognition of the truth, propitiously grant that even as the fullness of the peoples enters Thy Church, all Israel be saved.

Needless to say, this modification was also rejected immediately by the Jewish side. Even though a Catholic spokesman stated that the prayer would be heard only by “a tiny minority of Catholics and they will hear it in Latin,” that was still not good enough.632

Tensions between Benedict and the Holocaustians continued in this vein into 2009 and heightened on the eve of Benedict’s planned trip to Israel. In January, the Pope was attacked by Italian rabbis for having changed the prayer back in 2007. This rather tardy contrivance masked what was probably the real issue here: Benedict’s plan to honor the “heroic virtues” of Pope Pius XII and to declare him ready to be considered for canonization. A newsman reported:633

Jews have asked the pope to freeze the procedure that could lead to Pius being made a saint.

Also at this time, Benedict reinstated Bishop Richard Williamson when he revoked the excommunications of four bishops from the Society of St. Pius X, a schismatic group founded by Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre in 1970 in opposition to the liberal reforms of Vatican II. (The Williamson “Holocaust denial” issue will be discussed below.)

Also in the background, the Jews of Israel launched a murderous criminal offensive against the civilian population of Gaza from December 27, 2008 to January 18, 2009. Their behavior reaffirmed once again Pius XII’s wisdom in opposing the creation of a racially exclusive Jewish state in the Holy Land.

Israel’s Yad Vashem Holocaust memorial has kept the propaganda campaign against Pius XII alive by means of a picture of the man, accompanied by a caption beneath it, accusing him of “silence and the absence of guidelines” during the Holocaust.634 Various Vatican and other Catholic notables have protested this distortion of history, but to no avail, for the Jewish side maintains that the condemnation of Pius XII will remain in place until the Vatican releases all of its archival documents from the World War II era. As noted above in Chapter I, Pius XII was firmly supportive of the Allied cause, and his supposed “silence” is best understood in the context of many other “silences” observed by various Allied leaders and organizations at the same time. This Israeli position also expresses in a nutshell the extent of Jewish hypocrisy about the Holocaust, for it is the Jewish side that is actually exerting censorship, most recently by keeping the millions of documents from the International Tracing Service under lock and key.635

Benedict had apparently learned nothing about his detractors on his 2006 visit to Auschwitz, and so he went poorly armed into his grueling eight-day visit to Israel in May 2009. Throughout that year, the Vatican continued its policy of appeasement, some would even say of self-debasement, toward world Jewry. On his trip, Benedict XVI made the obligatory visit to Yad Vashem, but did not enter the room in which Pius XII is insulted. He made this bizarre pilgrimage as part of the “Catholic-Jewish dialogue” that calls for Church officials at all levels to bow down before the golden calf of the Holocaust. While there, he expressed his compassion for Jews who had died in the Holocaust, but he and his staff must have known in advance that, no matter how much he humiliated himself before Jewish media and economic power, his enemies would nonetheless play the “failure to say the word Jew” game, or the equivalent thereof with some other word. In making this gesture, he was also acting in a manner that contradicts his job description, which is to preach Christ, not the Holocaust. Yet, while his physical presence represented, on one level, surrender to Jewish power, his words, carefully chosen, hinted that he entertained doubts about the Holocaust narrative. The Holocaustian leadership, especially the notional veterans among them, was irked.

After the visit, the chairman of Yad Vashem, Rabbi Yisrael Meir Lau, himself a Holocaust veteran, complained of the Pope’s usage of the word “millions” instead of the more specific “six million” in speaking of the Holocaust’s Jewish victims, as well as his use of the word “killed” rather than “murdered.” “There’s a dramatic difference between killed and murdered, especially when a speech has gone through so many hands,” Lau said.636

Rabbi Lau’s ritualized objection is a variation on the “Olympics of Suffering” meme so dear to the New York Times. That newspaper uses it when the word “Jew” has either not been specified, or has been used in a way that conflates suffering that is specifically Jewish (worthy victims) with that of others (unworthy victims). This meme has proved to be a useful tool for controlling the public utterances of Gentile public figures. Yet, Benedict’s words were, in retrospect, subversive, especially his refusal to mouth the non-historical Zionist propaganda term “six million.” Surely Rabbi Lau was not the only major Jewish figure to be upset by Benedict’s show of independence, for which the latter would be made to pay.

Later in the year, almost to the day when Wiesel was in Hungary calling for jail terms for “Holocaust deniers,” Benedict XVI offered yet further evidence of his refusal to completely knuckle under to the Holocaustians. Unexpectedly, although he knew in advance that the Zionist media would mete out serious payback for what he was about to do, he announced that he considered Pope Pius XII to be “venerable,” and thus worthy of canonization as a saint of the Church. He paired the announcement of Pius’s new status as “venerable” with that of John Paul II. The Holocaustians had no trouble with John Paul II’s proposed canonization, since they were already covertly lobbying for it. But they were still opposed to any softening of their line on Pius XII. Of course, Abe Foxman, the national director of the Anti-Defamation League since 1987, was outraged. Reaching into his toolbox of Holocaust kitsch, he asked:637

Why the rush to open up the wound again before the opening of the archives?

The New York Times echoed the same Holocaustian propaganda line, stressing the notion that Pius XII must be considered guilty of silence as long as Vatican documents allegedly remain sequestered. A reporter wrote:638

Pius XII, however, has been a point of contention between the Vatican and some Jewish groups, who say he did not do enough to stop the Holocaust. They have called on the Vatican to open the sealed archives from Pius’ papacy, from 1939 to 1958, for examination by scholars. On Saturday, the American Gathering of Holocaust Survivors and their Descendants called the decision on Pius “profoundly insensitive and thoughtless” and said it would cause “an inevitable blow to interfaith relations.” A spokesman for the group added: “Pairing the announcement on Pius – who remained publicly silent during the Holocaust – with that on John Paul II, himself a victim of the Nazis, is a particularly disturbing and callous act.”

It can be argued, however, that both Abe Foxman and the interest group calling itself the American Gathering of Holocaust Survivors and Their Descendants were also being insensitive to the wound that their ongoing silence is causing, both to historical truth about the Holocaust and to the reputation of Pius XII before the court of history. If they really wanted to know what happened during the Holocaust, they would call for a speedy release of all the documents transferred by the International Tracing Service to the USHMM. However, if these records of the personal fate of millions of individuals caught up in the Holocaust were made wholly and completely available to any and all researchers, the Holocaust fundamentalists would risk seeing their whole edifice collapse, and the true identity of Elie Wiesel revealed.

By the end of 2009, Benedict must have been weary of the constant barrage of criticism coming from his Jewish Holocaustian tormentors. Since the latter have multiple connections inside the Vatican government and church hierarchy with like-minded Holocaustian Catholics, the latter were also able to make trouble for Benedict on issues not directly related to the Holocaust in order to contribute to the overall softening-up process. Unlike John Paul II, who ended his own media persecution at their hands by granting Vatican diplomatic recognition to Israel, Benedict had nothing that his enemies wanted, other than his disappearance from the scene. In the end, that is what he was forced to give them. He resigned the papacy on February 28, 2013.


	Wiesel’s New Protégé: French Priest Patrick Desbois

As skepticism about Auschwitz and the Holocaust continued to grow during the first decade of the Twenty-First Century (two decades after Wiesel’s installation by President Reagan as our Holocaust High Priest), the Holocaustians sought to divert public attention as much as possible from Auschwitz and onto outlying elements of the master narrative of the Holocaust. This fact helps to explain how and why, seemingly out of nowhere, a Catholic priest named Patrick Desbois suddenly appeared on the scene in 2004. His mission, bizarrely reminiscent of that of Cardinal O’Connor, who wanted to teach the New York faithful about the Holocaust in the last years of his life, is to tell the world, through the bullhorn of the Zionist media, about what he calls la Shoah par balles (the Holocaust by bullets). His tale is risible, yet the various worldwide Zionist media outlets treat Desbois as if he were a true prophet.

The background of Desbois’s Shoah par balles is the Holocaustian claim that between 1.3 and 3 million Jews were murdered during the war by the German Einsatzgruppen on the territory of the Soviet Union temporarily occupied by German forces.639 The Einsatzgruppen were a task force officially set up to combat partisans behind the German-Russian front, among other duties. The Holocaustians, however, claim that these groups were primarily engaged in doing something else: ethnically cleansing the German-occupied Soviet Union of its Jews by means of either mass shootings or gassings in so-called “gas vans.”640 This massacre is said to have left behind thousands of mass graves, and Desbois set out to locate some of them. Before examining Desbois’s activities, some background information is required.


	Holocaustians Seek to Brand Ukrainian Victims of the Holodomor as Unworthy

Since the breakup of the Soviet Union, the Ukrainian people have commemorated their own holocaust, which they call the “Holodomor.” The word refers to Stalin’s program, begun in 1932, of imposing systematic starvation on the Ukrainians because of their resistance to his efforts to force them to adopt collective farming. The man Stalin appointed to lead the effort, which culminated in the extermination of seven million people, or about twenty-five percent of the Ukrainian population, was a bloodthirsty Jewish fanatic named Lazar Kaganovitch.641 Many of his key underlings were also Jewish. In retaliation against the nationalist Ukrainians for launching this campaign of remembrance that highlights the role of Jews as murderers, the Holocaust fundamentalists sought to stigmatize the Ukrainian people as “anti-Semitic,” and Desbois is simply a cog in that machine.

Desbois’s mission to locate mass graves containing Jews massacred by Germans inevitably encountered massive problems precisely because the Ukraine has been the location of so many human disasters ever since the Russian Revolution. Even before the “Holodomor,” Lenin’s and Stalin’s previous waves of forced collectivization had created many victims, and the millions of victims of these disasters were followed by millions of military and civilian casualties during the German-Russian war between 1941 and 1944. To this we have to add the uncounted victims of Stalin’s mass reprisals, right after the war, against those Ukrainians accused of having collaborated with the Germans.

Thus, considering the fact that the Ukrainian countryside must be littered with mass graves that perhaps hold as many as 10 million victims, or maybe even more, it is a challenging task indeed to attempt to single out the mass graves of Jews allegedly murdered by Germans. This job is rendered even more difficult by the fact that such graves in that particular region of the former Soviet Union probably hold no more than a few hundred thousand victims. In other words, unless proven otherwise, any mass grave found in the Ukraine is at least ten times more likely to hold – usually Christian – victims of Communist massacres and war casualties than Jewish victims of German atrocities. Distinguishing the one from the other, if even possible, requires careful, professional forensic methods. What Desbois did, however, was the exact opposite, as we will see below.

While there seems to be no interest, let alone an initiative, to locate and forensically examine the tens of millions of preponderantly Christian victims of Communist mass crimes of the Twentieth Century, any search for the claimed one million plus Jewish victims of alleged Nazi atrocities is always worthy of praise and publicity.

The Holocaustians also attempt to diminish the Ukrainian claim to victimhood in the Holodomor by emphasizing that the Jews were allegedly killed not so much by Germans but by Ukrainian neighbors who were hostile to Jews.

In other words, this campaign is really all about seeking to make sure that the Ukrainians will remain “unworthy victims” like the Palestinians, while the Jews retain primacy in suffering as the world’s foremost “worthy victims.”


	Desbois: First-Class Catholic Holocaustian

Patrick Desbois started out as a seminary teacher and follower of Mother Teresa. Later, for reasons unknown, the bishops of France appointed him as their delegate to France’s Jewish lobby. From 1992–1999, Desbois served as Secretary for Jewish Relations under Cardinal Decourtray of Lyon. In 1999, he was appointed as Secretary of the French Bishops’ Committee for Relations with Judaism.

In 2004, as he neared fifty, the Jewish organizations took full control of him. They appointed him the figurehead leader of a new interfaith group called “Yahad – In Unum,” which means “together” in both Hebrew and Latin. Real power in the organization was actually wielded by the notorious Israel Singer, who was also head of the World Jewish Congress from 2001 to 2007, at which time he was unceremoniously sacked by Edgar Bronfman amidst accusations of theft and embezzlement. Simultaneously, Desbois, who had never been to the Ukraine, was shipped off to that country by the Holocaustians. The alleged reason for the trip was to see the place where his grandfather had been a prisoner of war during World War II.

While Desbois was there, his Jewish handlers informed him that, although upwards of 1.5 million Jews had been killed there in 1941/42, not a single Jewish victim’s grave had ever been marked. Desbois perhaps considered that one possible reason for the absence of markers above ground was the lack of bodies below-ground, but he seems to have swallowed any such doubts. Thus began Desbois’s journey to media celebrity, a pilgrimage that led directly to his friendship with the Holocaust’s ultimate charlatan, Elie Wiesel.

This story gets even better, in a perverse fashion. Desbois’s new priestly vocation became to find and to mark at least some of these alleged graves! One wonders what this job has to do with his priestly commitment to preach Christ. And how could Desbois carry out this Herculean task, especially since he couldn’t speak the local language and has no expert knowledge of Ukraine’s history or geography? Thanks to his Holocaustian backers, Desbois suddenly became capable of finding and paying very old peasants presumably capable of remembering 65 to 70 years in the past to tell him where the unmarked graves of some 1.5 to 2 million Jews are located.

According to the Zionist media:642

Desbois cross-checks every statement [from a peasant] with Soviet Archives at the Holocaust museum in Washington and German records. He registers an event or new grave site only after obtaining three independent witness accounts.

One can only imagine the vast number of hours that would be required to carry out such research, if indeed it were possible. But then Desbois dug up the bodies, right? Wrong. First of all, there is no proof that Desbois has ever located the remains of even one Jewish victim, because he did not undertake any kind of forensic examination of the human remains he did find in order to determine the victim’s identity and their probable time and cause of death, as is standard practice in similar cases.643 Worse still, he did not even record the size of the mass graves he located nor determine how many victims they contained, as he stopped digging as soon as he reached the upper layer of bones. He then simply refused to dig up remains because rabbis had told him that he would be committing a sin if he disturbed the Jewish dead. Here is how Desbois explains this problem in his bizarre book:644

It has been decreed [by the rabbis] that all the Jews assassinated under the Third Reich were tsaquidim, that is, ‘saints,’ and that eternal life has been granted unto them. For this reason, their graves […] must remain intact so as not to upset their tranquility.

It is for this reason, a hoary rabbinical statute, that Desbois can claim to have found proof that over a million Jews were shot to death in the Ukraine without having to produce the remains of even one victim! Carlo Mattogno has shown, however, that this alleged law has not prevented proper exhumations in many other cases.645 This “law” therefore seems to be a mere smokescreen behind which the Holocaustians want to hide what they don’t want to be seen: the lack of hard forensic evidence for the claimed mass murder. This suspicion is supported by the fact that the mass graves Desbois had opened were later filled with bitumen, allegedly in order to prevent grave robbers from digging for gold.646 As unlikely as that is, this act surely impedes any future forensic research.647

Desbois’s particular scam includes some of the tried-and-true staples of Holocaust kitsch. According to the New York Times:648

There are stories of how the Nazis drummed on empty buckets to avoid having to listen to the screams of their victims, how Jewish women were made sex slaves of the Nazis and then executed. One witness said that as a 6-year-old he hid and watched as his best friend was shot to death. Other witnesses described how the Nazis were allowed only one bullet to the back per victim, and that the Jews sometimes were buried alive. “One witness told of how the pit moved for three days, how it breathed,” Father Desbois recalled.

Here we observe once again the Times, in service to the Holocaust religion, casting aside its obligation to check facts before going to print and debasing itself to the lowbrow level of a tabloid.

In the course of this ongoing program to distract the public from the collapse of the Auschwitz gas-chamber myth, it did not take long for Desbois to make Wiesel’s acquaintance. After that, the two men routinely made public appearances together. On April 20, 2009, on the opening day of the so-called “Durban II” Conference on racism held in Geneva under the auspices of the UN, the madcap Desbois spoke about “la Shoah par balles,” stating that “more than two million Jews were killed like animals and buried like animals in ditches, behind churches and in parks. That was the holocaust by bullets.”649 Here he was pushing the upper limit past the inflated two-million figure, even though he has not yet produced even one dead body! A few weeks later, on May 8, 2009, Wiesel and Desbois appeared together at a Holocaust remembrance event at Touro College in New York City.
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Illustration 41: Desbois (right) with Wiesel observing Holocaust Day in Geneva, Switzerland, on April 20, 2009.


		

	

As 2009 came to a close, the English translation of Desbois’s bizarre book, The Holocaust by Bullets: A Priest’s Journey to Uncover the Truth behind the Murder of 1.5 Million Jews (N.Y.: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), appeared. Its publisher stated that it had been “published with the support of the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum,” which is tantamount to admitting that it is a work of pure propaganda. Desbois provides absolutely no forensic evidence for the historical claims that he makes, but his book does serve a very important purpose for today’s Holocaust fundamentalists. It distracts both the Holocaust faithful and the goyim who pay taxes and trustingly send their children to Holocaust brainwashing classes from the fact that at Auschwitz the Holocaust is now in a state of utter collapse. The Holocaustians want the public eye to be focused as far away as possible from Auschwitz as they slowly, over time, “retcon” the Holocaust master narrative by downsizing the scope and importance of the non-existent gas chambers, and by completely eliminating Wiesel’s untenable flaming pits.

Desbois has received a long list of Jewish prizes and awards, much like the ones that had been conferred upon Wilkomirski and to Defonseca before their collapse as eyewitnesses to the Holocaust. They include honorary doctorates from at least two universities in Israel and a nomination by President Sarkozy of France to the rank of Chevalier de la Légion d’Honneur for his service… to Israel! In his newly acquired exalted status, he became a traveling companion not only to the Holocaust High Prist, but also to Pope Benedict XVI, as when the latter visited the Jewish synagogue in Rome on January 17, 2010.


	Wiesel Accuses Bishop Williamson of “Holocaust Denial”

One of the most-refreshing events to take place in many years in Catholic-Jewish relations was the revelation that Father Richard Williamson, a British-born traditionalist bishop and a member of the Society of St. Pius X (SSPX), had told an interviewer for a Swedish television station in November 2008 that he thought there had been no gas chambers in the German camps and that only 300,000 Jews had died in the Holocaust, not six million. The Zionist media, tightly-controlled and disciplined, sat on this information for two months as they waited for Pope Benedict XVI to formally lift the excommunication that had been in effect against the SSPX clergy. When the news was announced that Benedict XVI had brought the SSPX back into the Church, the Zionists released the two-month-old “news” that Williamson was a “denier.” It was a classic Zionist media trap.

Of course Wiesel had been informed in advance by his media friends about what was likely to happen, so he had his press statements ready to hand. Speaking as one “pope” about another, he verbally attacked Benedict XVI:650

What does the pope think we feel when he did that? That a man who is a bishop and Holocaust denier – and today of course the most vulgar aspect of anti-Semitism is Holocaust denial – and for the pope to go that far and do what he did, knowing what he knows, is disturbing.

When asked in the same article if perhaps the Pope did not know that Williamson was a “denier,” Wiesel replied:

Oh no! The Church knows what it does, especially on that level for the pope to readmit this man, they know what they are doing. They know what they are doing and they did it intentionally. What the intention was, I don’t know.

Then, asked if this rather old news would have an effect on Catholic-Jewish relations, which had experienced a supposed golden age during the papacies of John XXIII and John Paul II, Wiesel replied:

The Vatican created the situation. It’s up to them to resolve it. As it is, it is a very sad situation. So unexpected because we had high hopes for the relations between Jews and Catholics because they had been so good under those two popes […] and now it’s the opposite.

Wiesel concluded:

One thing is clear. This move by the pope surely will not help us fight anti-Semitism. Quite the opposite.

As one looks back on Wiesel’s words, they have a premonitory ring to them. When he stated that “it is up to them to resolve it,” it is almost as if the Holocaust High Priest was issuing a warning to his liberal supporters in the Catholic Church that they had better get rid of Benedict XVI.

The Catholic press in the U.S. immediately echoed the Holocaustian line on this issue. Since the U.S. bishops have sold their souls to the Zionist cause, and are locked in an abusive relationship with the ADL, the AJC and various other Jewish groups and individuals, they espouse, almost to a man, the teaching of Holocaust brainwashing classes in their schools. Thus, the reaction that came from Archbishop Wilton D. Gregory of Atlanta, chairman of the Catholic Bishops’ Committee on Ecumenical and Interreligious Affairs, was not surprising. In fact, in his own newspaper, he accused Bishop Williamson of anti-Semitism for daring to entertain doubts about the gas chambers, stating that “there is no place in the church for anti-Semitism or racism. None. Absolutely none.”651
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Illustration 42: Elie Wiesel at the World Economic Forum on Jan 28, 2009, where he was given the opportunity to influence the flow of Big Money worldwide.


		

	

While Gregory was correct in principle, the problem with his comment was that there was not the slightest trace of anti-Semitism in Bishop Williamson’s remarks. In fact, the man was simply telling what he believes to be the truth about a historical matter – one on which the Zionist media monopolists will allow no discussion. The article stated, correctly, that Bishop Williamson “has claimed that reports about the Holocaust were exaggerated and that no Jews died in Nazi gas chambers.” But it also highlighted the state of abuse in which Archbishop Gregory finds himself when it quoted, approvingly, a Jewish abuser, one Rabbi Gary Greenebaum, who referred to “Williamson’s disgraceful remarks” as proof of his “Holocaust denial.” Abuser Greenebaum then put the cherry on the cake when he stated:

Doubtless this will contribute to the deterioration of the excellent relations between Jews and the Catholic Church.

Here was a textbook case of a Jewish Holocaustian heaping abuse on his compliant Catholic victim, Archbishop Gregory. In a threatening, bossy and possessive manner, he was ordering Archbishop Gregory to criticize a fellow bishop for reasons that had nothing whatsoever to do with Catholic belief and practice. Of course, the “excellent relations” to which Rabbi Greenebaum refers are excellent for the Jewish side because they have total control, while the Catholic side is afraid to even make a request, for fear of angering the abuser.


	Wiesel’s Public Persona as Holocaust High Priest

	Holocaust High Priest’s 75th Birthday Celebration

In May 2004, the ADL celebrated Wiesel’s seventy-fifth birthday, even though his birthday falls on September 30, and the party was about six months too late. But the date did not really matter, for the event was actually about money and power, as four hundred powerful and wealthy people gathered at New York’s Waldorf Astoria Hotel. The master of ceremonies for the evening was Tom Brokaw, an ever-faithful servant of Zionism throughout his career. Fittingly, he introduced himself as “your Shabbos goy for the evening.” Abe Foxman, not surprisingly, outdid all the other speakers for the evening’s Holocaust kitsch award when he said:652

Elie, you have given voice and continuity to a million and a half children who were murdered.


	Wiesel and Oprah, Redux

In early 2006 Wiesel appeared on Oprah Winfrey’s television show. According to the official story, she had invited him in part because a previous guest, James Frey, had been accused of using her show to spur sales of his supposed autobiographical book, even though it contained many fictional elements. Winfrey thus sought to redeem herself from this accusation of fraud by bringing in a man who, according to the Zionist media, represents the absolute essence of truthfulness.653

Winfrey’s first step was to select Wiesel’s supposed autobiography, Night, to be read by her book club in January 2006. The catch here was that Wiesel’s wife had just prepared a new English translation of Night; it was to be published later that month by Farrar, Straus & Giroux with a first printing of a million copies in paperback and hardcover. Oprah’s selection of Wiesel’s book meant that tens of thousands of copies of the new translation would probably be sold as a result of her endorsement. Oddly, this huge printing took place despite the fact that the original 1960 translation by Stella Rodway was still adequate. In addition, Rodway’s translation had been published by Hill & Wang, which, by 2006, was owned by Farrar, Straus & Giroux. This meant that the parent company was launching a new product, even though its subsidiary still had tens of thousands of copies of the original translation in its inventory. The justification for this expense, however, was that the new translation by Wiesel’s wife would be “closer to the original.”654

As I have shown above, however, Marion Wiesel’s many mendacious translations of various words, phrases and sentences found in the original version of La Nuit actually took the English-language reader further away from the French original. She had done this to rectify factual absurdities and to cover up evidence of Wiesel’s possible plagiarism in the writing of La Nuit. She had also begun collecting the royalties that had formerly been paid to Rodway.

In order to boost sales of the new translation, Wiesel and Winfrey traveled together to Auschwitz in late January 2006. The trip was filmed, and a Holocaust “documentary” was presented on her TV show on May 24. The day before, Wiesel had appeared on Oprah’s show to hype both the film and the new translation of his novel. When the film was aired, out of deference to its religious nature, network and corporate overlords decreed that there would be only “limited commercial interruptions.” After all, it dealt with our nation’s Holocaust High Priest, and his visit to the Holocaust’s Golgatha. Wiesel reappeared on the show the following day, May 25, when the names of the winners of a nationwide essay contest were announced.
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Illustration    43 : Holocaust kitsch at Auschwitz in January 2006


		

	

The Zionist media gave these events wide coverage. For example, after the trip, but before Wiesel’s appearances on her show, Oprah published an op-ed piece in Time about her several days with the Holocaust High Priest at Auschwitz. Of the man who has borne a heart of stone throughout his public career to the inhuman suffering that the Jews of Israel have imposed on the Palestinians, she wrote:655

He is my hero not only for what he has endured, but for what he has become – a teacher, a sage, an activist, a humanitarian, a great spirit. Despite the horrors he has survived, he is one of the most loving spirits I have ever known.

If this expression of hypocrisy were not enough, Oprah, in her obsequious servitude to Zionism, went on:

Evil is never the end of the story; the end of the story is still ours to write. Wiesel, 77, has taught us that we must not forget; that there is no greater sin than that of silence and indifference.

Yet, despite Winfrey’s words of praise, the reality is that her hero has not only lied about virtually every aspect of his so-called experiences during the Holocaust, he has also actively supported and made excuses for Israeli war crimes during his five decades in public life.

Perhaps the most-sickening aspect of this whole affair is the fact that, behind Wiesel’s TV appearances, the apparatus of the organized Holocaust state religion was at work. At the grassroots level, teachers encouraged and helped students to write about Night and its effect on their life, with the best essays submitted to the contest judges. Students were strongly encouraged to display emotion, not to employ reason. Backing up the teachers in each state were curriculum committees, school boards, and the various state commissions on the Holocaust. Wiesel is said to have read some of the essays and helped choose the winners. In a word, it was a major religious event for the young students, while for Wiesel and his wife it was another payday, since many, if not most, of these youngsters bought a copy of his wife’s new translation of his “autobiography.” Many school systems had to stock up on the new translation, now that the old one was suddenly outdated. This large-scale exploitation of credulous children by an arch con man continued on May 25, when the winners were paraded before Wiesel and Winfrey on national television.


	The Holocaust High Priest Presides over Holocaust Remembrance Day in 2009
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Illustration 44: Elie Wiesel with U.S. President Barack Obama


		

	

President Barack Obama came into office in January 2009. Three months later, on April 23, 2009, Holocaust Remembrance Day, he played to perfection the role of sycophant to Holocaust High Priest Elie Wiesel in the Capitol Rotunda. In his speech, Obama warned of the danger represented by those who seek to discuss the Holocaust in a free and open manner. He stated:656

To this day, there are those who insist the Holocaust never happened, who perpetrate every form of intolerance – racism and anti-Semitism, homophobia, xenophobia, sexism and more – hatred that degrades its victim and diminishes us all.

It was distressing indeed that the president chose to disparage in this way the integrity and sincerity of revisionist researchers and to conflate their quest for historical truth with “intolerance, racism and anti-Semitism.” After Obama’s speech, the same source reported that “Wiesel waded into present day politics as well, condemning Iranian President Ahmadinejad as a Holocaust denier and thanking President Obama for boycotting the recent Durban II U.N.”


	Wiesel Joins Obama on Sacred State Pilgrimage to Buchenwald

Obama then reportedly invited Wiesel to accompany him on a trip to Buchenwald in June 2009. But even before that trip took place, Wiesel assured the media that Obama would play the role assigned to him without a hitch:657

Based on my sense of him, what I know about him, I am sure of it. He is the sixth American president I have met, whom I see regularly – I am sure that with him [the visit] will be very powerful.

True to Wiesel’s prediction, Obama proclaimed, with the Holocaust High Priest standing nearby:658

To this day, there are those who insist that the Holocaust never happened – a denial of fact and truth that is baseless and ignorant and hateful. This place is the ultimate rebuke to such thoughts, a reminder of our duty to confront those who would tell lies about our history.
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Illustration 45: Elie Wiesel with German Chancelor Angela Merkel and U.S. President Barack Obama at the Buchenwald memorial.


		

	

The legend of the Holocaust as history was slowly shriveling before the eyes of the world as the worm of mendacity devoured its innards. Panicked, Holocaust fundamentalists were forcing the president of the United States to come to their rescue. Ironically, no Holocaustian has ever claimed that the Buchenwald camp was a part of the so-called “Final Solution.” No gas chambers or other means of mass annihilation existed there. Hence Obama’s words that “this place is the ultimate rebuke” to “those who would tell lies about our history” hit the nail on the head.


	Wiesel in Performance of His Official Priestly Duties

Throughout the decade, Wiesel continued to carry out his office as Holocaust High Priest on both the national and international levels. For example, in the United States he spoke at the opening of a new Holocaust museum in Skokie, Illinois, on April 19, 2009; on the international level he was the guest of honor at a dinner hosted by Prince Albert of Monaco on May 6, 2009. Yet, behind the Holocaust High Priest’s glittering façade of success, the corpse of the official and state-mandated Holocaust continued to decay. While Wiesel increasingly basked in the adulatory light the Zionist media shone upon him, his duplicity about his life, including his very identity, and the double standards implicit in his values, were becoming, to a growing number of Americans, glaringly evident.
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Illustration 46: President Shimon Peres seen awarding Nobel Peace Prize recipient Elie Wiesel the Presidential Medal of Distinction.
The Times of Israel, November 26, 2013.


		

	

Traveling to Chicago in his capacity as Holocaust High Priest, Wiesel celebrated the fifteenth anniversary of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum. In one of his typical “Kafka meets Orwell” speeches, he stated that “the 20th Century was a failure [despite] all the good things that happened – the end of colonialism, the end of official racism, the end of imperialism, communism, fascism.” The three thousand people gathered at the posh Sheraton Hotel and Towers were also able to hear him invoke the most colossal lie of the Twentieth Century as if it were something that had actually occurred:659

The dominant element, the dominant event, the dominant fact of the 20th Century was [the Holocaust], and that was a failure of humanity.

Wiesel’s venality plays a major role in both his private and public life. On October 25, 2009, he delivered a speech before a crowd of six thousand Christian Zionists. The event was entitled “Night to Honor Israel,” and took place at Pastor John Hagee’s Cornerstone Church in San Antonio. Hagee, whose lobbying group is called Christians United for Israel, had previously given Israel a check for $9 million. In the course of the evening, Hagee presented Wiesel with an additional $500,000, with the money supposedly earmarked for the Elie Wiesel Foundation for Humanity.


	Obama Serves the Holocaust High Priest a “Good Kosher Lunch” at the White House
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Illustration 47: Elie Wiesel teaches U.S. President Barack Obama a lesson.


		

	

As President Barack Obama’s presidency went forward, he sought to court the Holocaust fundamentalists whose support for Israel is unconditional. Since many of them thought his foreign policy was not sufficiently pro-Israel, he needed to reassure them. As a part of that campaign, he invited Wiesel to have lunch with him on May 3, 2010, in his private dining room at the White House. Wiesel, after all, was a living symbol of what these Israel-loving extremists stand for. The Holocaust High Priest emerged afterward and decreed not only that the president had provided a “good kosher lunch” for him, but also that he had given his guest sufficient assurances that his devotion to the interests of a foreign country, Israel, remained intact and unshakable.660 The union between synagogue and state remained as rock-solid as ever. Yes, presidents come and go in the United States of America, but its state religion, the Holocaust, endures.


	Wiesel Recommends Jail for “Holocaust Deniers” in Hungary

In March 2009, an article about Miklós Grüner and his allegation that Elie Wiesel was not Auschwitz Detainee A-7713 appeared in a Hungarian newspaper (see Chapter V). Although it was translated almost immediately by a Canadian revisionist and then flashed around the world over the Internet, the tightly controlled Zionist media buried it. But Wiesel must have been rankled by the fact that a Hungarian newspaper had dared to publish an article that questioned his identity as Detainee A-7713, for it revealed that skepticism of the official Holocaust story was very much alive in that country.

Thus, when Wiesel visited Hungary in December 2009, he demanded that the Hungarian government criminalize questioning of the Holocaust. “I ask you,” he said, “why don’t you follow the example of France and Germany and declare Holocaust denial not only indecent, but illegal? In those countries Holocaust deniers go to jail.”661 This statement was tantamount to an admission by Wiesel that the Holocaust as history is dead. For if the Holocaust were in fact a historical narrative based on fact, it would not need laws to protect it. Furthermore, if his eyewitness testimony were true, he would not be demanding jail sentences for those who contend that his story is largely imagined. When the most egregious of all the mendacious eyewitnesses to the Holocaust demands a jail sentence for anyone who questions the Holocaust narrative, he is only offering further proof that the Holocaustians are unable to furnish historical proof that the gas chambers or the flaming pits ever existed. This explains Wiesel’s and the others’ embrace of the Stalinist option: reliance on censorship and legal repression of revisionist dissidents to keep their myth afloat.

To put Wiesel’s words in perspective, it is important to recall that he has stated on a number of occasions his utter hatred of the Hungarian nationalists. In 1995, he wrote of the day on which his family was deported from Sighet: “It would be hard to exaggerate the maliciousness of the Hungarian gendarmes,” who treated Wiesel and his neighbors with “a zeal and brutality that will forever remain the dishonor of the Hungarian army and nation.”662 This is the same hatred he had already expressed about the Hungarian people in Night when he wrote:663

It was from that moment that I began to hate them, and my hate is still the only link between us today.

But the Hungarians have the right, notwithstanding Wiesel’s hatred of them, to create their own, non-Zionist, version of history, and they have been doing just that since the fall of Communism. Not only has historical revisionism made major inroads in Hungary, the whole Zionist worldview is under assault there. One major factor in this turn of events is the memory that the Hungarians have of the leading role played by Jewish political commissars under Communism in persecuting the country’s native, largely Catholic, population.

The new Hungarian Holocaust-denial law may actually have backfired, as a public debate unfolded in Hungary in early 2010 about revisionist arguments, triggered exactly by this new law.664 That debate might otherwise not have happened.


	Wiesel Advocates Denial of Free Speech Rights for U.S. “Holocaust Deniers”

In June 2010, Wiesel called for the selective denial of the First Amendment guarantee of free speech to U.S. Americans. This suspension of a fundamental Constitutional right would apply only to “Holocaust denial;” such speech, he claimed, causes “pain” to the children of “survivors.” Quoting Wiesel on the basis of a personal interview, Canadian journalist Joseph Brean wrote:665

His argument about free speech is compassionate, focused on the “pain, humiliation and agonies” of the children of Holocaust survivors. “When I think of them, I accept that freedom of speech in this case should be against the law,” he said.

Brean also asked Wiesel about free speech for those who defame Muslims and their religion:

Mr. Wiesel agreed to a point that religious defamation should not be illegal. He said religion is like money and love. “It all depends what you do with it,” he said. “It can and should be noble, but it can also be a vehicle for fanaticism.” He said the sole exception should be Holocaust denial, which must be banned.

The demand by Wiesel that “Holocaust denial” be criminalized, and the declaration by Benedict XVI that Pius XII could be considered “venerable,” indicated that the Holocaustians were meeting resistance. Had they been able to prove that the Holocaust actually happened as they say it did, Wiesel would not have been offering the world a parody of himself by demanding that the United States of America criminalize free speech on the Holocaust.

As for Pope Benedict’s decree, it offered reassurance that he had not abandoned the need for the rehabilitation of Pius XII. But his courageous December 2009 announcement of support for Pius XII, coupled with his refusal to mention the “six million” during his visit to Auschwitz in 2006, sharply increased Holocaustian animosity against him. In retrospect, it is possible that his Jewish enemies played a role, as yet unclear, in Benedict’s subsequent decision to “resign” from his papal office, a precedent of many centuries’ standing.


	Wiesel’s Holocaust Gradually Formalized as New Global Religion

	United Nations Creates Holocaust Remembrance Day

As sincere belief in the Holocaust continued to wane and as its historical basis continued to falter in the face of revisionist research findings, the United Nations took formal steps to make the Holocaust the world’s official and universal religion. Needless to say, Wiesel actively promoted this project from the beginning, since its primary beneficiary is Israel. Those who supposedly lead the world body, following orders from Zionist states like the U.S., Israel, and their allies, thus elevated the Holocaust from its status as secular religion of the Western democracies to that of secular religion of the whole world. Their intention was to support the ongoing campaign to criminalize any questioning of the Holocaust as history.

Thus, in December 2005, the UN General Assembly passed a resolution on Holocaust Remembrance which designated “27 January” – the day the Auschwitz Camp was occupied by the Red Army – “as an annual International Day of Commemoration in memory of the victims of the Holocaust,” thus instituting a holiday for the new world religion to be observed annually throughout the world. The resolution also included the statement that the UN General Assembly “rejects any denial of the Holocaust as an historical event, either in full or part.”666 If this affront to freedom of thought and inquiry were not bad enough, about fourteen months later, in January 2007 and in reaction to Iran’s organization of a revisionist conference in Tehran in December 2006,667 the Zionist puppets in the UN General Assembly passed a new resolution stating that it “condemns without reservation any denial of the Holocaust.”668


	Rothschild Financial Backing for the New Faith

By 2009, the Holocaustians took a further step toward the institutionalization of the Holocaust as our world religion when, on January 27 of that year, the UN conducted its first quasi-religious ceremony marking that date as the world’s official “feast day” in the Holocaust’s world religious calendar.669 On that occasion, UN General Secretary Ban Ki-moon reminded the world’s leaders that they all “must combat Holocaust denial.”670 This was a statement which, in effect, offered a blanket warrant for the world’s Holocaust infidels and heretics to be prosecuted anywhere and everywhere on the planet.

Two months later, on March 27, a new project, this one under the aegis of UNESCO, was launched. Called “Project Aladdin,” it is the UN-endorsed Inquisition of the Twenty-First Century, for it is designed specifically to combat the Great Heresy of our time. According to its Zionist sponsors, “the Aladdin Project was founded primarily because of the growing problem of Holocaust denial.”671 The project is funded by David de Rothschild, whose lobbying group, La Fondation pour la Mémoire de la Shoah (Foundation for Holocaust Remembrance), serves as his front organization. In this manner, private funds disbursed by a Zionist Jewish self-interest group are used to purchase the UN’s stamp of approval for the Zionist Aladdin Project as a morally worthy project.

When Jacques Chirac, during his last two years in office (2005-2007), became a strong supporter of Aladdin, he also suddenly became a friend of Wiesel, with whom he had never been close in the past. After stepping down as France’s president, he continued to serve as a Rothschild front man for the Aladdin Project.
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Illustration 48: Holocaust High Priest Elie Wiesel preaches to the world’s leaders at the UN General Assembly.


		

	

It should be noted that each of the UN initiatives on the Holocaust mentioned above stands in total contradiction to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights promulgated in Paris on December 10, 1946. Article 18 of that document reads:

Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others and in public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship and observance.


	Sanctification of the Auschwitz Holocaust Pilgrimage Site

On December 18, 2009, it was announced that the Auschwitz pilgrimage site had been violated when the famous “Arbeit Macht Frei” sign at the entrance to the Auschwitz I camp had been stolen.672 The details of the crime remain suspiciously murky, and the Zionist media so far have shown little interest in elucidating them. To understand the true meaning of this event, two important pieces of background information are necessary. First, in 2009, the Auschwitz camp complex broke all attendance records. Most visitors came from Poland, Great Britain, Israel, Italy and Germany, with the total amounting to 1.3 million, of which 821,000 were young people. Thus, Auschwitz plays an important role in the brainwashing of Europe’s youth about the Holocaust. In fact, the museum’s director, Piotr Cywinski, who announced the figures, stated correctly that “these young people represent the world’s future. Without a solid understanding of Auschwitz, today’s Europe is incomprehensible.”673

The second thing that must be understood about this event is that Poland still remains, even as a member of the EU, a very poor country, and that the buildings at the Auschwitz pilgrimage site are falling apart. Given this situation, it was perhaps no accident that, on the day before the theft, the German government, in an Orwellian press release, announced that it would pay sixty million euros toward the cost of the upkeep necessary to maintain the Holocaust pilgrimage sites of Auschwitz I and Auschwitz II. Yet, even more money was needed. Both camps now constitute a Disneyland of horror that brings in badly needed tourist dollars to Poland, while also demonstrating to the satisfaction of the Holocaustians that Germany is ever  willing to assume its burden of “guilt.”
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Illustration 49: Entry gate to the Auschwitz Stammlager with the notorious sign “Arbeit macht frei” – labor liberates.


		

	

It could be argued therefore that it might not be pure coincidence that the theft dovetailed so nicely with the need, in the eyes of the Holocaustians, to get other countries to contribute to this effort. Not surprisingly, over the following weeks and months various government entities in Europe, at different levels, announced that they would donate taxpayer-confiscated funds to pay for the maintenance of the Auschwitz Holocaust pilgrimage sites. In France, for example, not only President Sarkozy and the national government, but local entities such as the City of Paris (€310,000), as well as France’s 22 mainland regions (€1 to €2 million), announced that they would chip in.674 These gifts are completely consistent with the status of the Holocaust as the religion of the West, that is, for all practical purposes, the world. In comparison to the Catholics’ Rome and the Muslims’ Mecca, which are beautifully maintained and which also offer excellent hotel facilities, Auschwitz lags far behind. Thus, this suspiciously timely theft lent new impetus to refurbishing and promoting the Holocaust cult’s holiest shrine.


	Wiesel’s Achilles Heel: Holocaust-Doubting Fellow Jews

	Jewish Revisionists

Even though it is usually taken for granted that Holocaust revisionism and Jewish interests are in irreconcilable opposition to each other, this is not necessarily true. As a matter of fact, it is the opposite position which must be argued, for the orthodox Holocaust narrative teaches Jews that all Gentiles are a potential and permanent threat to their very existence.675 It is therefore the Holocaust narrative itself which pits Jews against Gentiles, while its revision should tend to reconcile the two groups.

It can moreover be argued that Israel, which among Jews is considered the Zionist answer to the Holocaust, is not the only safe haven for Jews in the world, but rather the exact opposite: it is the biggest threat to Jewish survival. Never before in their history have so many Jews lived on such a small piece of land surrounded by a sea of hundreds of millions of potentially lethal enemies: the Arabs alienated by 70 years of brutal Zionist conquest and expansion. And never before have “the Jews” antagonized more people on this planet – including the sycophantic, yet resentful Gentiles who are officially in power – since Zionists have hijacked the foreign policy of the United States and other western countries in order to provide unconditional support to Israel’s racist imperialism in the Middle East.

Anyone who is truly interested in making sure that Jews are safe should argue that the mousetrap called Israel be abandoned. But as long as the orthodox Holocaust narrative is used as a means to frighten Jews into maintaining this trap and, even worse, to force many of them to actually remain in it, the trap will remain set until, one day, it snaps on them.

Many Jews understand this. Yet, only a few dare to go the distance and speak out against both this Zionist menace to Jewry and the root cause that fuels Zionist power: the mendacious and deceitful Holocaust narrative.

The first Jewish voice to openly do both was that of Josef Ginsburg, who wrote a number of books in German, each one more revisionist and anti-Zionist in nature than the previous. Unfortunately, none of his books has ever been translated into English.676

The most prominent Jewish revisionist in the U.S. is, without a doubt, David Cole. In 1993, wearing a yarmulke, he went to Auschwitz to record the lies told by the Polish Auschwitz Museum guides to the visiting tourists. After taping his Polish tour guide as she confirmed repeatedly that the alleged gas chamber on display at the Auschwitz Main Camp was authentic in all details, Cole spoke to Dr. Franciszek Piper, who at the time was the museum’s curator. Prodded by Cole in the course of a filmed interview, he admitted on camera that the alleged gas chamber was not authentic at all, but rather a crude postwar “reconstruction.”677 Cole later appeared on a number of high-profile U.S. TV shows where he managed to argue his revisionist take on the Holocaust.678 What happened next was typical: Cole was labeled a “self-hating Jew” and “traitor” by Zionist extremists and, after receiving death threats, changed his identity in 1998 and disappeared from public view. He remained in hiding for some fifteen years until, in 2013, a disgruntled girlfriend blew the whistle on him.679

Since the turn of the century, the number of Jews converting to revisionism has seemed to swell. The most-prominent figures today are Paul Eisen with his courageous initiative “Jews for Justice for Germans,”680 Gilad Atzmon681 and Gerard Menuhin.682

And make no mistake: it is certain that behind every Jew who dares to stand up against the Zionist bullies, who wield almost absolute power over them, there are hundreds of fellow Jews out of sight on the sideline who are cheering them on. It is as if an avalanche was slowly building and could be triggered at any moment.

When will it come tumbling down to bury Wiesel’s mendacious legacy and his tall tales? Time will tell.


	Tova Reich, Wife of Former Holocaust Museum Director, Lampoons Wiesel

I have argued throughout this study that many, if not most, U.S. Jews are fed up with hearing about the Holocaust, and might actually suffer from “Holocaust fatigue” more than non-Jews do. A glaring example of the validity of my assertion appeared in 2007 when Tova Reich’s satirical novel, entitled My Holocaust, appeared. It savagely lampooned both Wiesel and his friend and fellow “survivor,” Miles Lerman, for the novel’s protagonist, Maurice Messer, seems to be a composite of the two men. A self-proclaimed veteran like Wiesel, the Polish-born Messer is also chairman of the board of the USHMM. Also like Wiesel, he speaks broken English and has lied outrageously about all of his supposed eyewitness experiences. Having started out selling ladies’ underwear, he now hucksters the Holocaust through his company Holocaust Connections. Helped by his nebbish of a son, Norman, he has turned the Holocaust into a commodity.

The Messers organize visits, raise funds, and in many other ways enrich themselves by exploiting the Holocaust. Norman knows that his father’s stories are utterly false and that his tales of derring-do in the Jewish resistance never happened. Tova Reich uses her third-person, authorial, stream-of-consciousness voice to describe Norman’s dilemma:683

[…] now since his father had become such a public figure, the chairman of the premier Holocaust shop in the world, the consequences of exposure of these lies would have been not only personally catastrophic but also potentially ruinous to faith in the integrity of Holocaust history, [and] deniers everywhere who insisted that the entire Holocaust was a hoax would be given a field day thanks to the old man’s pitiful bragging, for the life of him Norman could not understand what suicidal urge impelled his father to persist in risking everything by telling these pathetic stories.

When, later in the novel, another character asks Norman whether his father’s outlandish stories are true or not, he replies with postmodern Holocaustian panache:

I guess what my father is trying to say here is that the story needs to be taken as a paradigmatic or archetypal conceit rather than literally or at face value. (My Holocaust, 56)

Finally, on this theme of how Holocaust mendacity fosters Holocaust denial, Reich rips another character, Bunny Bacon, who is “so new to the Holocaust game” that she goes around “spouting canned opinions.” (85) This character’s most-strongly held canned opinion concerns Holocaust deniers. She states:

When it comes to artistic expression, I reject all forms of censorship. In my opinion, artistically speaking, nothing’s off limits, even with respect to the Holocaust, except, of course, denial. Holocaust denial? That’s where I draw the line, that’s the only no-no. Denial has to be outlawed everywhere, across the board, universally banned as a hate crime. I personally wouldn’t dignify a denier by arguing with him even for two seconds. Give a denier a platform, and you give him legitimacy, it’s as simple as that. But as long as you don’t deny the Holocaust happened more or less the way it happened, it’s out there for everyone’s creative expression. […] It’s raw material for all humanity. The Jews don’t own the Holocaust.

Tova Reich’s novel oozes with scorn for fellow Jews who con the gullible goyim into believing in their ridiculous folktale and, as one reads the book, one cannot help but suspect that she too may be a “denier.”

Such a frank portrait, especially coming from the wife of Walter Reich, former director of the USHMM (1994–1998), hints at the degree to which many members of the Jewish elite have turned against the Holocaust fundamentalists and their imposition of the Holocaust as our state religion.

The book’s truth content can be gauged by the ferocity of the review devoted to it by the Holocaust custodians at the New York Times. David Margolick, selected to write the review, and identified as an editor at Vanity Fair, condemns Reich’s entire project:684

At a time when morons and bigots say the Holocaust never happened, or that it wasn’t such a big deal if it did, the business of publicizing and exploiting the mass murder of European Jewry for political, financial or institutional gain is something we Jews would rather not discuss, except among ourselves. Reich has taken this taboo and built an entire novel – wickedly clever and shocking, tasteless and tedious, infuriating and maybe even marginally constructive – on it.

Rightly, Margolick understands that Reich is targeting not only the false witnesses and other phonies who make money on the Holocaust, but also the USHMM itself, for he reminds his reader that her husband had once been the director there, but resigned in protest. The apparent reason for his departure was his basic disagreement with Miles Lerman, who chaired the museum’s governing board from 1993 to 2000, about the nature of the museum’s basic function. To Reich, its role was to focus on documentation of the Holocaust. It was a historical, not a political, endeavor. For this reason, he opposed Lerman’s attempted “universalization” of the Holocaust through various political arrangements with non-Jews.685 Lerman, for instance, had originally authorized, as a friendly gesture to Christians, that John Paul II’s giant cross remain in place at Auschwitz. As a friendly gesture to Muslims, he had invited Yasser Arafat to visit the museum. But Reich opposed such moves, which he saw as inherently political and thus a betrayal of the museum’s mission.

We cannot say for sure what Walter Reich’s personal view of Wiesel and Lerman was, but his wife displays utter contempt for them through her portrayal of Holocaust survivors as morally impaired fakers. Margolick observes correctly that,

[…] apart from our righteous and very learned narrator, no one here comes off as anything but a scoundrel, fool, lecher or slob. The bile extends, inexplicably, to Holocaust survivors. Every one of them here is grotesque, obsessed with sexual organs, bodily fluids and digestion.

Poor Margolick does not recognize satire when he sees it. Reich evidently took this approach to satirize the lowbrow cultural elements that are part and parcel of both the Holocaust story as a whole and the fictional works based on it. That is one of the things that satire does.
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Illustration 50: Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu speaks with author Elie Wiesel after speech to US Congress in Washington.
The Jerusalem Post, March 5, 2015


		

	

In a wonderful display of his own orthodox belief in the Holocaust, as contrasted to Reich’s suspected apostasy, Margolick thanks her for at least including what he calls a few “Auschwitz factoids” in her book. He writes:

Did you know, for instance, that Jews were burned in open pits when the four working crematoria, designed to process 132,000 corpses a month, could no longer handle the load?

Ironically, Margolick does not get the irony that Reich intends with this supposed “Auschwitz factoid,” for her reference to this supposed event, clearly satirical and aimed at Wiesel and his novel, should not be taken literally. After all, Reich knows as well as anybody that Wiesel’s flaming pits have long been written out of the Holocaust master narrative. In reply to this cunningly thickheaded review, Reich wrote a reply to the New York Times. Here is a piece of it:686

I believe the review was wrongheaded and surprisingly ad hominem, reflected no understanding of either fiction or satire, was strikingly at odds with the many other very positive reviews that have appeared, and left your readers with a deeply and relentlessly distorted impression of my book.

She was right. However, in the matter of Holocaust orthodoxy, the Holocaust fundamentalists who run the Times will tolerate no public display of doubt, much less ridicule, from fellow Jews.

Tova Reich’s novel should be welcomed as a public manifestation of the undercurrent of discord, documented throughout this study, which exists among an unknown number of U.S. Jews about Wiesel and the Holocaust. It is a very hot topic, and it divides them. Unfortunately, the Jewish cultural instinct to maintain the mesirah code of silence has resulted in a tacit policy of group solidarity that has kept their discussion out of earshot of non-Jews.

Against this background, Tova Reich has courageously spoken in denunciation of both Wiesel and the false-witness veterans who exploit the gullibility of their non-Jewish fellow citizens and taxpayers. But perhaps the most-welcome element in her book is her denunciation of the mendacious and utterly corrupt operation of the USHMM itself. Long after Wiesel is gone, that U.S. government-sponsored institution, which is essentially a Jewish propaganda ministry, is still here sequestering documents, placing false or misleading captions on photographs, politically restricting access to all source materials, influencing legislation, and brainwashing future generations of American youth.

Hopefully, the present study will help to change the way that propaganda institution does business, Shoah Business. That change would consist in forcing an end to the present policy of Holocaustian Jewish sequestering of its archives by opening them for the perusal of all. Once that happens, the corpse of the Holocaust scam will be able to receive a decent burial, and an unwarranted government entitlement for a subset of extremist U.S. Jews, the Holocaustians, will be cut from the federal budget. Then, finally, Holocaust history will be rewritten, and documented, on the basis of millions of additional facts.

A Pew Research poll conducted in 2013 corroborated Rabbi Neusner’s findings about the effect of Holocaust and Redemption Judaism à la Elie Wiesel on young Jews: it continues to be a factor in alienating them from their roots in unprecedented numbers. Although the Holocaust narrative has served the Zionists quite well over the years as the sword and shield of Israel, it has done a very poor job of convincing U.S. Jews to move there and, even worse, to even retain their Jewish identity. According to the New York Times, young Jewish men and women are abandoning their identity in growing numbers through the simple act of intermarriage with non-Jews:687

The intermarriage rate, a bellwether statistic, has reached a high of 58 percent for all Jews, and 71 percent for non-Orthodox Jews – a huge change from before 1970 when only 17 percent of Jews married outside the faith. Two-thirds of Jews do not belong to a synagogue, one-fourth do not believe in God and one-third had a Christmas tree in their home last year.

The article goes on to quote Professor Jack Wertheimer, a specialist in American Jewish history at the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York:

It’s a very grim portrait of the health of the American Jewish population in terms of their Jewish identification.


	Pope Pius XII: Final Considerations

I have dedicated the present study to the memory of Pius XII for several reasons.

The first is that during the war years he proved himself to be a man of probity, patience, fortitude, judgment, equanimity and calm while the fate of Europe and the world was in the balance, even as he and the Vatican were physically captive to the fascists.

The second reason is that he did everything that he possibly could, including the expenditure of his own personal funds, to help any and all threatened Jews who were within his reach.

The third reason is that, with some misgivings, he sympathized with the Allied side throughout the war, even though that made him an ally of Communism. He must have spent many a sleepless night over this decision, especially in the final months of the conflict and afterward, as all of Eastern Europe, with its tens of millions of Catholic souls, sank into the darkness of Communist occupation, where they were to suffer intensely for half a century.

Fourth, and perhaps most important, his overall support of the Allied cause was not a blank check. Thanks to his own worldwide intelligence networks, he often had a better idea of what was happening within the German sphere of influence than the Allies did. Because of this knowledge, he was convinced – correctly – that the alleged “extermination” program of Jews was nothing but a wartime rumor. This conviction of his must also be contextualized by the fact that during the war, at every level and in all theaters, whether in the civilian or military realm, new rumors of every kind were cropping up almost every day. This is another reason why he resisted Allied blandishments to publicly refer to Jewish suffering specifically, instead of referring to it in traditional, universalist, diplomatic terms. In other words, he was convinced that the German resettlement of Europe’s Jews outside the Reich was nothing more than that, and, however brutal and unjust, it was not an “extermination” program. During his lifetime, Jewish leaders worldwide found no reason to complain about any type of “silence” on his part with regard to Jewish suffering, and this view was communicated in Israeli PM Golda Meir’s press release upon his death.

When, after the 1967 war, Israel needed to justify its conquest and occupation of millions of Arabs along with the seizure of their land, it sensed a need to create an alibi and an excuse for the crimes it was committing against the Palestinians. The 1967 sneak attack had been so successful in stealing large parts of historic Palestine from its rightful owners that Israel’s Jews suddenly found themselves an occupying force. They had captured the Palestinians’ land but had no means of evicting them by systematic and forced transfer. Thus, they found themselves holding hundreds of thousands of Palestinians under their guns. Ironically, in this new situation the Israeli Jews were emulating the Germans who, after their successful Blitzkrieg into Poland in 1939, occupied about two thirds of that country (with the Soviet Union taking the eastern third), and enjoyed military domination over the millions of human hostages who came with that conquered land.
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Illustration 51: Pope Pius XII, March 18, 1939, 16 days after his election.


		

	

In 1967, this new Jewish status and image as “victors” and “conquerors” contradicted the dominant image of Jews projected in America’s Zionist media: that of Jews as eternal victims. It was here, in the perceived need among powerful U.S. Jewish leaders to refocus non-Jewish attention away from Jews as land grabbers and killers and back onto Jews as eternal victims, that the seeds of “the Holocaust” as America’s secular religion were planted.

To meet this goal, the Holocaust narrative was placed center-stage in the media, and non-Jews were bombarded with Holocaust propaganda day and night. As in all propaganda campaigns, its originators kept the plot simple. Israel is a refuge for Jews, and everything the Jewish state does – even its crimes against humanity – must be understood in the context of the Holocaust. It was a morality tale with its “perpetrators,” the Germans, and its innocent victims, the Jews. But, partly in order to settle a historic score with the Catholic Church, which had protected its people for centuries by standing in opposition to Jewish economic, media and cultural influences, a second category of guilt was established in the tale for those to be labeled as “bystanders,” and that role was assigned to Catholics, with Pope Pius XII in the starring role. The fact that there was no basis in fact for this accusation did not make the slightest difference. Jewish media power would take care of it, and the success, at the time, of the propaganda operation known as The Deputy, is a classic example of Jewish abuse of media and academic power.

After the Catholic Church recovered from the shock of this surprise attack, Pope Paul VI, who had worked closely with Pius XII during the war years, ordered in 1964 that a team of historical experts be appointed to mount a defense of his friend. The case was to be based on evidence locked away in the Vatican Archives, and the serious expertise of trained historians would be required for this effort. It resulted in the 12-volume work entitled Actes et documents du Saint-Siège relatifs à la seconde guerre mondiale, which appeared from 1965 to 1982.688 The team that conducted the work was led by four Jesuits, Pierre Blet from France, Robert A. Graham (the lead editor) from the U.S., Angelo Martini of Italy, and Burkhart Schneider of Germany. In addition to this project, each of these men also published prolifically elsewhere in defense of Pius XII during the rest of their careers. However, because the Catholic Church had suddenly, at Vatican II, become a “friend” of world Jewry and Israel, these four scholars obeyed their superiors and either suppressed or glossed over whatever doubts they had about the evidence on which the Holocaust myth is largely based.

Two of these experts, Pierre Blet, and Robert H. Graham, could be considered as “deniers” today on the basis of their private relationships and correspondence with the major revisionist figures of that era, Profs. Faurisson and Butz. For instance, Faurisson’s 2002 study Le révisionnisme de Pie XII appears to owe much to Blet, especially in the array of sources to which he had access, and this hints at the possibility that the two men engaged in a secret correspondence for many years. It must also be said that Blet, in his monumental two-volume study Pie XII et la seconde guerre mondiale d’après les archives du Vatican at times has difficulty in hiding what appear to be serious revisionist convictions.689 As for Butz, he initially contacted Graham in 1977 after the publication of the first edition of Butz’s Hoax of the Twentieth Century. The reader will recall that Butz included a 12-page appendix in that study, entitled “The Role of the Vatican,” and it presented a portrait of Pius XII and his diplomatic staff that was in conformity with the archival materials available to him. As such, it stood in opposition to the Holocaustian smear campaign then underway. Butz’s first contact led to a correspondence that lasted many years until Graham’s death in 1997, and during which the Jesuit scholar expressed to Butz his personal doubts about the Holocaust narrative.690

At present, there continue to be Catholic defenders of Pope Pius XII against the charge of silence. However, like the authors of Actes et Documents, they refrain from expressing their true, personal convictions, whatever they might be, about the historicity of the Holocaust. Instead, they adhere to the Vatican line on the subject and do not express doubt about the Holocaust. Nor, of course, would any of them ever think of publicly criticizing the Holocaust High Priest. They generally defend the Pontiff on the basis of his record of saving Jews and, at times, on the basis of the discovery of new documents or the reinterpretation of known sources. They also attack the work of figures like Cornwell, Carroll, Wills and similar conformist authors, whether Catholic or not, whose publications advance the traditional Holocaustian propaganda line.

William J. Doino, Jr., to whom Robert H. Graham bequeathed his personal papers, has done important work in this field. Also active have been the nun Sr. Margherita Marchione, Rabbi David Dalin and the legal scholar Ronald Rychlak.691 Another source of support for a fair and unbiased view of Pius XII’s life and work is the Catholic League for Religious and Civil Rights.692 Under the leadership of its director, Dr. William A. Donohue, it has sponsored and published important work in defense of the slandered pontiff. The fact that the Holocaustians have been generally successful in keeping all this work out of view in the mainstream media is surely a testament to the fact that much truth, however limited its impact, lies therein.

These defenders of Pius XII are forced to avoid reference to revisionist knowledge, and even to condemn revisionism in principle, because the people in charge of the post-conciliar Catholic Church have completely integrated the Holocaust myth into its theology of the relationship between the Old and New Testaments. The Holocaust myth is now treated as if it were some kind of divine revelation that took place in the 20th century. Through the creation of an interfaith group called The Pontifical Biblical Commission on the Jews, a number of new theological documents have been generated on this subject. They have enabled the Church to abandon its two thousand years of teaching on this subject and replace it with a new one. Two documents worthy of mention are “We Remember: A Reflection on the Shoah” (1998),693 and The Jewish People and Their Sacred Scriptures in the Christian Bible (2002). These works are built on the assumption that the Holocaust myth actually tells the story of a documented historical event, which is surely not the case. The latter states, for instance:694

The horror in the wake of the extermination of the Jews (the Shoah) during the Second World War has led all the Churches to rethink their relationship with Judaism and, as a result, to reconsider their interpretation of the Jewish Bible, the Old Testament.

One of the prime movers in the development of this novel theological approach is the German theologian Johann Baptist Metz, who just happened to be a friend of the Holocaust High Priest himself. In fact, the two actually collaborated on an interview book entitled Hope against Hope: Johann Baptist Metz and Elie Wiesel Speak out on the Holocaust.695 In light of these developments, revisionist work on the Holocaust can be said to have theological as well as historical importance.

Pius XII was assigned the role of villain among the “bystanders” in the Jewish Holocaust narrative in the 1960s, as that story was becoming the secular religion of the U.S. and Western Europe. But with the passing of six decades since this brutal and unjustified campaign of defamation first began against Pius XII, the playing field has been radically altered. When this assault on historical truth first began, there were, to be sure, those who doubted what was gradually coming to be called “the Holocaust,” but historical revisionism as such did not exist. But ironically, as the exposures of Holocaust lies have piled up over the decades, and as the media have continued to put forth the most mendacious of all the alleged Holocaust “eye witnesses” – Elie Wiesel – as a secular saint, unimpeachable witness and ultimately the High Priest of the new religion, the revisionist backlash and resistance movement have increased in intensity. The Holocaustians, fully aware that they have lost the debate, are now circling their wagons around the Holocaust sanctuary, and are deploying the final phase of the defense of their myth: protection through the power of penal law.

I now come to my fifth reason for dedicating this study to Pius XII. As the developments mentioned above have taken place, it has become more and more clear why the first generation of revisionists like Butz and Faurisson sought to clear Pius XII’s name: they saw him not only as an innocent victim of slander, they also saw him as a kind of precursor, and they are right.

As mentioned above in Chapter VII (p. 186), Pius XII did not believe the Germans had engaged in an “extermination” program against the Jews during the war. Even more startling is the fact that, in the same speech in which he expressed that view, he also condemned the moral and legal validity of the Nuremberg trials when he stated:696

Someone who is not directly involved in the disagreement gets an uneasy feeling when, after the cessation of hostilities, he sees the victor judge the vanquished for war crimes while this same victor had been guilty of doing the same thing to the vanquished.

Let us stop for a moment and ponder this astounding statement by a head of state. Since 1946, the trials had been condemned by a few men of conscience in the U.S., but no one had done so more forcefully or eloquently than Senator Robert A. Taft of Ohio. Like Pius XII, he condemned the trial as an example of “victor’s justice” based on the use of “ex post facto” laws, that is, laws that did not exist at the time the alleged crimes were committed. He saw the trials as a violation of the most-basic principle of U.S. justice, since the Allies played the roles of prosecutor, judge and jury, with the Germans being denied the most-fundamental rights. He might have added, but did not realize, that some of them were also being tortured by Allied goons. In a word, Taft saw that the trials were a formalized exercise in neo-barbarian vengeance dressed up in juridical finery. Of course, Senator Taft was not the only American of conscience to publicly voice such an opinion, but he was probably the most important and influential one to do so. Historians agree that his principled stand cost him any chance he might have ever had to secure the Republican nomination to run for president, but he paid that price.697 Senator John F. Kennedy later praised Taft for his principled stand in the face of criticism from across the political spectrum, and those words ring as true today as they ever did. In his Pulitzer Prize-winning Profiles in Courage, Kennedy chronicled the political courage of eight great American senators, and placed Taft in that elite company.698

But when Pius XII spoke as he did in 1953, he was making a statement of conscience that no other head of state had ever dared to make, and it is possible that it was this statement of disparagement of the Nuremberg Tribunals which is the real reason for the campaign of slander waged against him for the last half century. While we cannot be sure whether this conjecture has any basis in fact, we can be sure of the incontrovertible fact that Pius XII’s position statement does indeed plant him firmly within the revisionist camp and prefigures the arguments the revisionists would make beginning in the 1960s with Paul Rassinier. It justifies completely the view shared by so many revisionists that he is indeed the precursor of their movement, and that is why this study has been dedicated to his memory.

 


Conclusion: What Is Needed to Happen Now

The major economic, social and political tempests that buffet U.S. society today threaten to shake the nation to its foundation. In the face of them, various Holocaustian groups like the ADL have demanded the imposition of ever-stricter limits on permitted public speech and discourse. The Holocaust, our state religion, is both their sword and their shield, for the sword of the Holocaust also shields their sacred cow, the Israeli apartheid state.

Elie Wiesel knew that the revisionists, who should actually be called something like “Holocaust liberationists,” as well as untold numbers of others around the world, are increasingly aware that he was a fraud. He remains immune to well-deserved ridicule and to exposure as an imposter, because the U.S. political establishment, its academic and educational apparatus and media outlets, are all under firm Holocaustian Jewish control. These powerful individuals use their powers of censorship to silence anyone, even, and perhaps especially, those fellow Jews who know there is something wrong with both the Holocaust master narrative and Wiesel’s role in its promotion. Wiesel’s calls for the complete silencing of the revisionists, even at the expense of violating their First Amendment rights under the U.S. Constitution, offer further proof that he was a charlatan, and knew it. His excuse for censorship, to avoid causing pain to Holocaust survivors and their children, is actually a poorly concealed attempt to protect the Holocaustians’ income streams and reputations.

In conclusion, I would recommend that measures be implemented to lift the censorship policies that currently protect Wiesel and his lies from public scrutiny.

First, researchers must be allowed to have access to Wiesel’s complete file at Les Éditions de Minuit. With regard to La Nuit, it is imperative that all manuscripts, letters and other documents (especially those contributed by François Mauriac) relating to the novel’s preparation for publication be opened to the public.

Second, a diplomatic translation of Un di velt into both French and English should be made a top priority of the scholarly community. Such translations should be published in facing-page format to allow scholars to compare Un di velt and La Nuit line by line.
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Illustration 52a-d: Whenever Elie Wiesel rolled up his sleeves, no tattoo could be seen on his lower left arm where it should have been, as he himself claimed.


		

	

Third, Elie Wiesel must allow all the letters he exchanged with François Mauriac to be published in a scholarly edition prepared by an entity that is independent of the Holocaustian power structure.

Fourth, the video (accompanied by a printed transcript) of Wiesel’s testimony at the Klaus Barbie show trial should be released to the public, as was promised by the French government decades ago.

Fifth, all personnel and health records relating to Wiesel and his family members that are currently being held in Auschwitz and Buchenwald camp files should be published.

Sixth, all documents from the International Tracing Service (ITS) relating to Elie Wiesel and his family members must be opened to public scrutiny. Those records, now held by the USHMM, are presently being sequestered.

Seventh, all the ITS records now in the possession of the USHMM should be transferred to the National Archives with the guarantee that inquiring scholars will have free and unfettered access to them.

And last but not least, Elie Wiesel’s family should allow the public to see whether he had a tattoo on one of his arms showing his Auschwitz registration number, or in case it is missing, a verifiable explanation as to why it is missing, like a comprehensible reason as to why he was not tattooed at Auschwitz in the first place, or medical records and/or scars on his arm showing that the tattoo was removed.699

 


Appendix
Elie Wiesel – the “Symbol of the Shoah”

by Carlo Mattogno


	Elie Wiesel in Italy
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Ill. 53: Elie Wiesel with Gianfranco Fini


		

	

On 27 January 2010, the tenth “Holocaust Remembrance Day,” Elie Wiesel was invited into Montecitorio Hall, the seat of the Chamber of Deputies of the Italian Republic, where he gave a brief speech peppered with fatuous rhetoric and risible nonsense, such as his call to “introduce a bill defining suicide bombings as crimes against humanity,” or his hope that Ahmadinejad “should be arrested and taken before the Hague Court and charged with incitement to crimes against humanity.”

Wiesel’s most important statements, as we will see, are these:700

I, the number A-7713, am here to bring you a message about events that happened two thousand years later. [...]

Just this week, seventy five years ago, my father Shlomo, son of Nissel and Eliezer Wiesel, number A-7712, died of starvation and disease in the extermination camp of Buchenwald. (My emphasis)

Gianfranco Fini, the president of the Chamber at that time, introduced Wiesel as follows:

This day today is an exceptional event, because it is the third time in the century-old history of the Italian Parliament that a guest speaks solemnly to the Assembly. It is an honor which Elie Wiesel richly deserves, because he really is an exceptional person. In fact, among the survivors of the Nazi concentration camps, he is the most authoritative living witness of the horrors of the Shoah. (My emphasis)

Then he continued:

For decades, Elie Wiesel has been encouraging us in this vital effort not to forget and to advance the cause of human rights and peace in the world through his moral teachings, the energy of his intellectual and human charisma, and the strength of his commitment. [...]

In addition to being an eyewitness of the Holocaust, Wiesel is also a person full of faith and love. (My emphasis)


	Was Elie Wiesel an Impostor?

In 2007, Nikolaus Michael (aka Miklós) Grüner published a book in English titled Stolen Identity. Auschwitz Number A-7713.701 Grüner is a Hungarian Jew who was deported from Hungary to Auschwitz in May 1944 (where he received the inmate number A-11104), then transferred to the Monowitz Camp and finally evacuated to Buchenwald in January 1945 (where he received the inmate Number 120762). In his book, Grüner accuses Elie Wiesel, who received the Nobel Prize for Peace in 1986, of stealing the identity of another Jewish-Hungarian inmate of Auschwitz and Buchenwald, Lazar Wiesel, and also of stealing his memoirs, which he had published in 1956 in Buenos Aires under the name of Elizier Wiesel with the Yiddish title Un di velt hot geshvign (And the World Remained Silent).

In his book, Grüner declares that at Auschwitz he had made friends with two brothers, Lazar Wiesel, born in 1913, who had the inmate number A-7713, and Abraham Wiesel, born in 1900, with the inmate number A-7712. According to Grüner, Elie Wiesel appropriated the identity of Lazar Wiesel and usurped that of Abraham for his father. Grüner adds that, during a meeting with Elie Wiesel, who had been introduced as his friend Lazar Wiesel, Wiesel refused to show the serial number allegedly tattooed on his forearm. Grüner then researched the matter and discovered that an Elie Wiesel was never interned in a concentration camp, and that he was not included on any official list of deportees.

Grüner’s book contains documents of considerable importance, even if the author’s interpretation of certain documents can be questioned.

Miklós Grüner’s declarations have been repeated many times, but have not caused any major research effort. We will thus scrutinize them critically but soberly.

Grüner’s credentials as a former deportee are impeccable. A letter from the Auschwitz Museum of July 7, 2003, addressed to Grüner states that a prisoner Miklós Grüner, a Hungarian Jew born on April 6, 1928, in Nyiregyhaza, received the inmate number A-11104 at Auschwitz. As for Buchenwald, Grüner’s name and birthdate show up accurately in a “Concentration Camps Inmates Questionnaire” of the Military Government of Germany. The serial number is recorded by hand on the top left: 1207624 (see Document 1).702

About Elie Wiesel we only know that he claims to have been born in Sighet, Romania, on September 30, 1928, to Shlomo Wiesel and Sarah Feig, daughter of Dodye Feig, and that he is said to have been deported to Birkenau on May 16, 1944.703 As to the father Shlomo, there is no document, and we do not even know the date of his birth.

In the minutes of the trial by the State of California against Eric Hunt on July 8, 2008,704 Elie Wiesel made under oath the following statements:

A. French Lanueit, L-A-N-U-E-I-T [sic; La Nuit], and in English Night.

Q. And was Night your first book published in English?

A. Yes.

Q. First book published anywhere, correct?

A. First book published anywhere.

[…]

Q. And is this book Night that you wrote a true account of your experience during World War II?

A. It is a true account. Every word in it is true.

[…]

Q. And what was your – what day were you born in Sighet, Romania?

A. September 30th, 1928.

[…]

Q. And what [number] was tattooed on your left arm?

A. My number was A7713. My father’s number was 7712. (emphasis added)

The key persons here are obviously Lazar Wiesel and his alleged father Abraham, who according to Grüner was actually Lazar’s brother. Considering the documented age difference of just 13 years, and assuming that this is correct, then Abraham could indeed hardly have been Lazar’s father. Abraham’s and Lazar’s internment at Auschwitz and Buchenwald is well documented.

A letter dated 15 May 2002, addressed to Grüner by the Buchenwald Gedenkstätte (memorial), contains the following information:705

Lazar Wiesel, born on 4 September 1913 at Maromarossziget, arrived at Buchenwald with a transport from Auschwitz (Buchenwald archives, microfilm Auschwitz, p. 41). On this page 41, under entry number 2438, you will find the data on Lazar Wiesel: Buchenwald number 123565, born on 4 September 1913, Auschwitz number A-7713. These data are confirmed by the numerical file card at the camp office [Schreibstube]. Lazar Wiesel appears on the American questionnaire (NARA Washington, RG 242, microfilm 60) with the number 123165 and a different date of birth (4 October 1928); he went to Paris on 16 July 1945 with a convoy of surviving children (Buchenwald archives, 56-6-12, p. 9). Here, however, there is a disagreement with respect to the numerical file card. The Schreibstube file card numbered 123165 was made out for a Slovenian Jewish detainee, Pavel Kun, who died at Buchenwald on 8 March 1945.

The above-mentioned letter from the Auschwitz Museum to Miklós Grüner dated 7 July 2003 states that Detainee ID A-7713 appears in a list of the SS Hygiene Institute dated 7 December 1944-Monowitz, and that it contains the following data:

A-11104 Grüner Miklos, Hungarian Jew, born on 6 April 28 at Nyiregyhaza, El. Tech (electrical technician)

A-7712 Viesel Abram, born on 10 October 1900 at Marmarosz

A-7713 Wiesel Lazar, born on 4 September 1913 in Marmarossziget, Schlosser (locksmith)

The above-mentioned list, which was published by Grüner,706 is not of much help, though, because the header is illegible and the meaning of the document is unclear. It is not even clear to what the date stamp of 7 December 1944 refers, i.e., whether it was a transfer of the listed prisoners to the Monowitz Camp or something else.

In a letter dated March 15, 1987, the director of the Auschwitz Museum, Kazimierz Smolen, informed Mrs. Eva Kor, founder of CANDLES (Children of Auschwitz Nazi Deadly Lab Experiments Survivors), as follows:707

2. In the concentration camp of Auschwitz, a Mr. Lazar Weisel [sic] was given A-7713. He was born 4/9/13. He was a Jew from Hungary, born in Marmarossiget. This particular prisoner arrived in Auschwitz 5/24/44. He was there until the end of 1944 in KL Auschwitz III called Monowitz. Towards the end of the evacuation he was transferred to KL Buchenwald. He was registered there on the day of 1/26/45.

The inmate file card concerning Lazar Wiesel’s stay at the Buchenwald Camp has in its upper left-hand corner the handwritten entry “Ung. Jude” (Hungarian Jew), in the center, “Ausch. A 7713,” i.e. “Auschwitz A-7713,” the former Auschwitz ID number, and, on the right, “Gef.-Nr.: 123565,” (Detainee Number 123565, the new Buchenwald ID number). This detainee was born on 4 September 1913 (Lázár Wiesel’s year of birth according to Miklós Grüner) at Maromarossziget and was the son of Szalamo Wiesel, who was at Buchenwald, and of Serena Wiesel née Feig, interned at KL Auschwitz. The stamp “26.1.45 KL. Auschwitz” indicates that Lázár Wiesel was registered at Buchenwald on 26 January 1945 coming from Auschwitz.[707]

Note: Maromarossziget [Máramarossziget in Hungarian], now Sighetu Marmatiei (in Rumanian) is the same place which Elie Wiesel calls Sighet.708 The name “Szalamo” is the same as “Shlomo,” while “Serena” is phonetically close to “Sarah.”

A detainee registration card, probably stemming from the Buchenwald memorial archives, has the following data:709

123565

Wiesel, Lazar                                   Polit.

geb. [born] 4.9.13 Maromarossziget          Ungar [Hungarian]

Schlosserlehrling [locksmith apprentice]    Jude [Jew]

26. Jan. 1945

The list of new arrivals of January 26, 1945 (Zugänge vom 26. Januar 1945), prepared at Buchenwald on the same day, lists both detainees (see Documents 4f.):710

2438 123565 Lazar Wiesel 4. 9.13 Marmarossziget Schlol.[711] A 7713

And:

2372 123488 Viezel Abram 10.10.00 Marmaross Schl. A 7712

One document shows that Abraham Wiesel died at Buchenwald February 2, 1945:712

Database: Record of Change Buchenwald

Dataset: 9315

Inmate No.: 123488 [A 7712]

Name: Viezel, Abraham

Born: 10.10.00

Nationality: Category:              polit. Jew

Admitted:

Deceased: 02.02.45 in:           Block 57

Report of: 03.02.45

Hence, Abraham Viezel, born 10 October 1900, a Jewish political detainee with the ID numbers A-7712 for Auschwitz and 123448 for Buchenwald, died on 2 February 1945 at Block 57, according to the camp record of 3 February.

Concerning this detainee, we also have Document 6. In it, the date of birth and the ID number are exactly the same; “5514” is the registration number for his death.[702] 

In short:


– The Auschwitz ID Number A-7713 was assigned on 24 May 1944 to Lazar Wiesel, born on 4 September 1913 at Maromarossziget, who was later registered at Buchenwald under the ID Number 123165.

– The Auschwitz ID Number A-7712 was assigned on 24 May 1944 to Abraham Viezel (Wiesel), born on 10 October 1900 at Maromarossziget, registered at Buchenwald on 26 January 1945 under the ID Number 123488, who died in this camp on 2 February.

– Elie Wiesel has stated under oath that, at Auschwitz, he was assigned the ID Number A-7713, and his father the ID Number A-7712.



The following table summarizes the results of the above verification:


	
		
				
Wiesel:


				
Lazar


				
Elie


				
Abraham


				
Shlomo


		

		
				
Registration no.


				
A-7713


				
A-7713


				
A-7712


				
A-7712


		

		
				
Date of birth


				
4 Sep. 1913


				
30 Sep. 1928


				
10 Oct. 1900


				
?


		

		
				
Place of birth


				
Máramarossziget = Sighet


				
Sighet


				
Máramarossziget


				
?


		

		
				
Name of father


				
Szalamo = Shlomo


				
Shlomo


				
/


				
/


		

		
				
Name of mother


				
Serena Feig


				
Sarah Feig


				
/


				
/


		

		
				
Residence, early 1945


				
Buchenwald


				
Buchenwald


				
Buchenwald


				
Buchenwald


		

	

It is therefore irrefutably ascertained that Elie Wiesel is a liar and a perjurer.


	Was Elie Wiesel a Plagiarizer?

Another accusation levelled by Grüner concerns the origin of Elie Wiesel’s book La Nuit (in English Night). In the Hungarian version of the Internet news article on Grüner’s claims,713 it was claimed that the book was published in Hungarian in Paris in 1955 by his friend Lázár with the name of Eliezer and the title “A világ hallgat” (And the World Remained Silent). In the English version of the article, the title was instead given in Yiddish as Un di Velt hot Gesvigen (And the World Remained Silent).714

A search for the title in Hungarian gave no result, whereas the Yiddish book is indeed documented. It is registered in the Bibliography of Yiddish Books on the Catastrophe and Heroism,715 No. 549 on p. 81. The entry, in Yiddish, states: Eliezer Wiesel, Un di velt hot geshvign (And the World Remained Silent). Buenos Aires, 1956. Central Association of Polish Jews in Argentina. Series Das poilische Jidntum, Vol. 117, 252 pages. There is an English translation of this book, which corresponds to Chapter VII of La Nuit. We will discuss it further along in this article.

Michael Wiesberg provides some noteworthy details on this subject:716

Wiesel has often mentioned the story of how this book came about. Naomi Seidmann has noted that Wiesel himself, in Alle Flüsse fließen ins Meer [All Rivers Run to the Sea] has drawn attention to the fact that, in 1954, he gave the Argentinian publisher Mark Turkow the original manuscript of “La Nuit,” written in Yiddish. According to Wiesel, he never saw it again, but Turkow strongly denies this. This manuscript was published at Buenos Aires in 1955 under the title Und di Velt hat Geshveyn (And the World Remained Silent). Wiesel asserts to have written it in 1954 while on a cruise in Brazil. However, in an interview he declared that it was only in May of 1955, after an encounter with François Mauriac,[717] that he decided to break his silence. “And in that year [1955], in the tenth year, begins my story. It was then translated from Yiddish into French, and I sent it to him. We were very, very good friends until his death.”

Naomi Seidmann, in her research on “La Nuit,” brought to light that there are considerable differences between the Yiddish and the French versions, with respect to the length, the tone, the argumentation and the topics treated in the book. She attributes these differences to the influence of Mauriac who can be described as a very particular person

In this respect, hence, the least that can be said is that the origin of the book is quite uncertain and misty. I will return to this question further below.


	Was Elie Wiesel a False Witness?

This having been stated, we have yet to establish whether Elie Wiesel was also a false witness on the subject of Auschwitz.

We will examine his “eye-witness account” as it is set out in his “masterpiece” (Fini), “La notte.”718 As early as 1986, Robert Faurisson wrote an article entitled “Un grand faux témoin: Élie Wiesel”719 (A prominent false witness: Elie Wiesel). More recently, Thomas Kues wrote a further article entitled Una donnola travestita da agnello720 (A weasel in sheep’s clothing). Both authors approach the subject in general terms. Now the time has come for a more-thorough analysis.

We must stress that the overall tone of the account in question is that it tells a tale rather than describing something factual. Elie Wiesel goes to great lengths to avoid any verifiable details, and what he says about Birkenau, about Auschwitz, about Monowitz or about Buchenwald is so vague that his story might have taken place just as easily somewhere in Siberia or in Canada.

Quotes are from Elie Wiesel Night, His Record of Childhood in the Death Camps of Auschwitz and Buchenwald, Bantam edition (Translated from the French by Stella Rodway), New York 1982.


	a) Deportation

Elie Wiesel does not specify the date of his deportation to Auschwitz. His narrative starts, though, with reference to a specific date:

On the Saturday before Pentecost [“Shavuòth” in the Italian edition], in the spring sunshine, people strolled, carefree and unheeding, through the swarming streets. (p. 10)

In 1944, this holiday fell on 28 May 1944,721 a Sunday. The day in question was thus 27 May. The first transport of Jews left Sighet on the following day, hence, on 28 May. “Then, at last, at one o’clock in the afternoon, came the signal to leave” (p. 14). Elie Wiesel then speaks of “Monday” (p. 16), the dawn (p. 16), the day after tomorrow (pp. 15, 16) saying, at the end, “Saturday, the day of rest, was chosen for our expulsion” (p. 19) He then speaks about the traditional Friday evening meal and goes on to say: “The following morning, we marched to the station […]” (p. 20), which means that the trip to Auschwitz began on Saturday, 3 June 1944.

The duration of the trip is not given, but transports from Hungary usually took three or four days to reach Auschwitz-Birkenau. Elie Wiesel spent the night at Birkenau and was moved to Auschwitz the following day where he was given the number A-7713, which was tattooed on his arm (p. 39). Yet, according to him, “It was a beautiful April day” (p. 37).

This sequence is pure invention. If he did leave Sighet on 3 June 1944, he could not have arrived at Auschwitz in April. Moreover, the ID number A-7713 was given out on 24 May, the day on which 2,000 Hungarian Jews were assigned the numbers A-5729 through A-7728.722 According to Randolph L. Braham, a Jewish transport left Máramarossziget on 20 May 1944.723 Allowing four days for the journey, this was the transport of Lázár Wiesel who was assigned the ID number A-7713 precisely on 24 May 1944. But it may confidently be assumed that Elie Wiesel was unaware of all these things, as well as of the possibility that they might later be discovered.


	b) Arrival at Birkenau

Elie Wiesel writes:

But we had reached a station. Those who were next to the windows told us its name: ‘Auschwitz.’ No one had ever heard that name. (p. 24)

Toward eleven o’clock, the train began to move. We pressed against the windows. The convoy was moving slowly. A quarter of an hour later, it slowed down again. Through the windows we could see barbed wire; we realized that this must be the camp. […] And as the train stopped, we saw this time that flames were gushing out of a tall chimney into the black sky. (p. 25)

In front of us flames. In the air that smell of burning flesh. It must have been about midnight. We had arrived – at Birkenau, reception centre for Auschwitz (p. 26)

From the spatial point of view, this tale is nonsense. The spur towards Birkenau left the main track at a station (the so-called “old ramp”), some 500 meters from the camp, as the crow flies. The track initially ran north, almost parallel to the camp’s eastern fence, but immediately turned west and led through the entrance building into the camp. The spur was about 700 meters long. Even if the train had only been approaching the camp at walking speed (5 km/h), it would have taken only eight minutes to arrive at the camp.

There were four crematoria at Birkenau, named II, III, IV and V. The chimneys of the crematoria closest to the “old ramp” (II and III) were some 1,400 m away, in a straight line, and the other two (IV and V) about 1,800 meters. Over the last 400 m, the spur ran perpendicularly to the camp fence, which means that Crematoria II and III could not be seen from the windows of the train, being situated straight ahead, as they were. The others were hidden behind at least 12 rows of barracks and had, moreover, two chimneys each (see Document 7).

As far as I know, no other witness ever spoke of having seen the chimneys of the crematoria from the deportation trains, and for good reason.

Elie Wiesel’s arrival at the camp is described only vaguely in his account. He takes great care to skirt any detail that might be verifiable. Aside from the “chimney,” which will be discussed later, he speaks only of “barbed wire” (p. 25), then, inside the camp, of “the square” (p. 29), a “ditch” (p. 30), “another and larger ditch” (p. 30), a “barracks” (pp. 31, 32), and “a new barracks” and “another barracks” (p. 34).

There is no mention of all the things which attracted the attention of the real deportees, as is shown in the photographs of the so-called Auschwitz Album724 (which were taken a few days after the arrival of Lázár Wiesel’s convoy): The entrance building (Eingangsgebäude) with its archway through which the trains entered the camp, the ramp (the so-called Judenrampe or Jewish ramp) with its three railway tracks inside the camp, the fences, the innumerable rows of barracks on either side, the long roads which split the camp lengthwise and crosswise, the drainage ditches, the watch-towers, the water basins for fire-fighting, or Crematoria II and III at the far end of the ramp.

Then the tale becomes a little more specific:

A barrel of petrol at the entrance. Disinfection. Everyone was soaked in it. Then a hot shower. At high speed. As we came out from the water, we were driven outside. More running. Another barracks, the store. Very long tables. Mountains of prison clothes. On we ran. As we passed, trousers, tunic, shirt, and socks were thrown to us. (p. 34)

Again, this is pure invention: At the time, Birkenau had four disinfestation and disinfection installations (Entwesungs- und Desinfektionsanlagen). The main one was the so-called Zentralsauna (Entwesungsanlage, Bauwerk 32 (BW, building) in the shape of a T near the western fence of the camp with its three hot-air-disinfestation chambers (Heissluftentwesungskammern), three steam autoclaves (Dampf-Desinfektionsapparate), shower hall complete with undressing room and dressing room, barbershop. There were two more such installations, designated as BW 5a and 5b, located in Sectors BIb and BIa, similarly furnished with a shower hall, undressing room and dressing room, but one of them had a disinfestation gas chamber working with Zyklon B, the other one had two hot-air-disinfestation chambers. Moreover, BIIa, the Gypsy Camp, had 8 electrical disinfestation devices (elektrische Entlausungsapparate).725 In the first three installations, with their undressing rooms (Auskleideraum) and dressing rooms (Ankleideraum), all stages of the operation took place indoors. The disinfection procedure did not make use of petrol. But of all these things, Elie Wiesel did not have a clue.

We should also mention, at this point, the little tale of the “good” detainee, en vogue during the 1950s, who went around among the new arrivals, telling them to make themselves older or younger than their real age, in order to avoid being “gassed.” Elie Wiesel, who was not yet 16, was told to say that he was 18, while his father, who is said to have been fifty (although the aforementioned documents state his date of birth as Oct. 10, 1900, hence he would have been 43 years old), was advised to say “forty” (p. 28). This is a foolish story, because each transport was accompanied by a transport manifest which contained, i.a., the last name, first name and date of birth for each of the new arrivals, which means that any such calculated deception could be discovered immediately upon registration. It is also nonsense from the point of view of the orthodox Holocaust historians, because, according to a publication of the Auschwitz Museum, all children below age 14 were systematically gassed,726 whereas there was no age limit for adults. In the Auschwitz death registers (Sterbebücher) for 1943 we have 4,166 entries for persons between 51 and 90 years of age (registers for 1944 have not been found or made accessible).727


	c) “The” flaming chimney

Elie Wiesel had no idea how many crematoria there were at Birkenau, what they were like nor where they were located. Even though at one point he speaks of “six crematoria” (p. 64), he always talks about “the” chimney, as if there had been only one, without identifying the crematorium, as if there had been only one. Actually, there were four crematoria with altogether six chimneys at Birkenau: which one was spouting flames?

He dwells on a single strange phenomenon: “Do you see that chimney over there? See it? Do you see those flames? (Yes, we did see the flames.)” (p. 28; my emphasis). Now at last we know where the chimney was: “over there”!

From the Birkenau ramp, in May 1944, the chimneys of Crematoria II and III, one for each, were perfectly visible (see Document 9), but, strangely, Elie Wiesel “saw” only one.

The tale of the flaming chimneys was very popular in the 1950s, when Elie Wiesel’s Night was published (1958). Nowadays, nobody treats the matter seriously, not even Robert Jan van Pelt, who ignored the flame-claim but made an effort to prove that smoke came out of the chimneys of the crematoria… period.728 Actually, there is no technical basis to this tale of flaming chimneys, as I have shown in a specific article.729


	d) The “cremation pits”

We have here the most-sensational part of his “eye-witness account”:

Not far from us, flames were leaping up from a ditch, gigantic flames. A lorry drew up at the pit and delivered its load – little children. Babies! Yes, I saw it – saw it with my own eyes… those children in the flames. (Is it surprising that I could not sleep after that? Sleep had fled from my eyes.)

So this was where we were going. A little farther on was another and larger ditch for adults.

I pinched my face. Was I still alive? Was I awake? I could not believe it. How could it be possible for them to burn people, children, and for the world to keep silent? No, none of this could be true. It was a nightmare…

Soon I should wake with a start, my heart pounding, and find myself back in the bedroom of my childhood, among my books…

My father’s voice drew me from my thoughts:

‘It’s a shame… a shame that you couldn’t have gone with your mother… I saw several boys of your age going with their mothers…’

His voice was terribly sad. I realized that he did not want to see what they were going to do to me. He did not want to see the burning of his only son.

My forehead was bathed in cold sweat. But I told him that I did not believe that they could burn people in our age, that humanity would never tolerate it…

‘Humanity? Humanity is not concerned with us. Today anything is allowed. Anything is possible, even these crematories…’

His voice was choking.

‘Father,’ I said, ‘if that is so, I don’t want to wait here. I’m going to run to the electric wire. That would be better than slow agony in the flames.’

He did not answer. He was weeping. His body was shaken convulsively. Around us, everyone was weeping. Someone began to recite the Kaddish, the prayer for the dead. I do not know if it has ever happened before, in the long history of the Jews, that people have ever recited the prayer for the dead for themselves.

‘Yitgadal veyitkadach shmé rabai… May His Name be blessed and magnified…’ Whispered my father.

For the first time, I felt revolt rise up in me. Why should I bless His name? The Eternal, Lord of the Universe, the All-Powerful and Terrible, was silent. What had I to thank Him for?

We continued our march. We were gradually drawing closer to the ditch, from which an infernal heat was rising. Still twenty steps to go. If I wanted to bring about my own death, this was the moment. Our line had now only fifteen paces to cover. I bit my lips so that my father would not hear my teeth chattering. Ten steps still. Eight. Seven. We marched slowly on, as though following a hearse at our own funeral. Four steps more. Three steps. There it was now, right in front of us, the pit and its flames. I gathered all that was left of my strength, so that I could break from the ranks and throw myself upon the barbed wire. In the depths of my heart, I bade farewell to my father, to the whole universe; and, in spite of myself, the words formed themselves and issued in a whisper from my lips: Yitgadal veyitkadach shmé rabai… May His Name be blessed and magnified… My heart was bursting. The moment had come. I was face to face with the Angel of Death…

No. Two steps from the pit we were ordered to turn to the left and made to go into a barracks. (pp. 30f.)

Where did all this take place? As always, Elie Wiesel takes care not to furnish any kind of reference point as to the location. According to the orthodox Holocaust narrative, the “cremation pits” were located at two sites: one was outside the camp, across from the Zentralsauna at the alleged “Bunker 2,”730 and another was in the yard north of Crematorium V. We must exclude the first site, because otherwise Elie Wiesel would have had to mention their leaving the camp and walking several hundred meters in open terrain.

What about the other site? In my study Auschwitz: Open-Air Incinerations,731 I have shown, on the basis of an analysis of all available aerial photographs of Birkenau, that the story of the “cremation pits,” as far as their number, their size or their purpose are concerned, is not borne out by the reality on the ground. The only documented site of any kind of cremation that may have existed at Birkenau was a space behind Crematorium V, but it covered an area of merely some 50 square meters, as we can see from Document 10.

In contrast to this, if we follow the Holocaust propaganda, the alleged extermination of the Hungarian Jews would have required “cremation ditches” with an area of about 6,000 square meters altogether.732

We must remember, moreover, that in order to reach this point it would have been necessary to pass Crematoria IV and V, which surely would not have escaped the eye of as acute an observer of chimneys as Elie Wiesel – there were four chimneys, after all. What is more, there were no barracks in the vicinity, there was only Crematorium V. Finally, the nearest wire fence against which our witness wanted to throw himself (on the north side) ran along the far side of a drainage ditch.

Wiesel’s tale is not only historically unfounded, it is also absurd, because if Wiesel had really come within two steps of a real “cremation pit” – which would have had to be run at a temperature of about 600°C to be effective – he would have been killed by the intense heat.

The scene of the truck unloading children into a “cremation pit” is also one of the most-ludicrous propaganda arguments of the post-war era. It was illustrated by one of David Olère’s drawings in 1947 which was then to inspire a number of later “eye-witnesses” (see Documents 16a & b).733 Any normal truck would have caught fire in such a situation.

Wiesel’s story thus turns out to be both false and absurd, but it is also in blatant contradiction to the text: if he and his father had really been “selected” for work, why were they then taken anywhere near the “cremation pit”? So that they would discover the “terrible secret” of Auschwitz and spread their story to other camps?

Regarding Wiesel’s route, using a criterion of charitable interpretation, the following should be noted: Inmates slated to be registered walked from the ramp along the Hauptstrasse (main street), passed between Crematoria II and III, then turned to the right onto the Ringstrasse (perimeter road) and came to the Zentralsauna. After disinfestation, they continued along the Ringstrasse, then turned right and turned onto the Strasse B (Avenue B), which passed between Crematoria IV and V, and separated Camp Sector BII from Sector BIII. Because the only small area where smoke can be seen on aerial photographs of the time was located in the northern courtyard of the Crematorium V, which was obscured by a pine grove, Elie Wiesel could not, under any circumstances, have gotten close to it, because there was no road leading to it. If his story were true, the SS escorts would have had to divert the column of prisoners who had left the Zentralsauna away from Strasse B for a sight-seeing trip in order to see the “cremation pit,” and then bring them back onto Strasse B a little later.

It is obvious that we have here nothing but a simple subterfuge used by Wiesel to style himself as an “eye-witness” of a horrific but purely fictitious event.


	e) The transfer to Auschwitz

After a night spent in a barrack of the Gypsy Camp, Elie Wiesel was moved to the Auschwitz main camp. Here too, the description is exceedingly vague:

The march had lasted half an hour. Looking around me, I noticed that the barbed wires were behind us. We had left the camp.

It was a beautiful April day. The fragrance of spring was in the air. The sun was setting in the west.

But we had been marching for only a few moments when we saw the barbed wire of another camp. An iron door with the inscription over it:

‘Work is liberty!’

Auschwitz. (pp. 37f.)

He does not even seem to have noticed passing through the archway of the Birkenau entrance building. Along the way, he notices nothing, neither the bridge across the railroad tracks, nor the long tree-lined road leading to the main camp. On the other hand, he immediately sees the inscription “Arbeit macht frei” (but does not render it in German), as could anyone who ever heard of Auschwitz.

Needless to say that he makes sure not to provide us with an even sketchy description of the new camp. On arrival, he was taken to Block 17, about which he does not tell the reader anything, for obvious reasons.

In the afternoon we were made to line up. Three prisoners brought a table and some medical instruments. With the left sleeve rolled up, each person passed in front of the table. The three ‘veterans,’ with needles in their hands, engraved a number on our left arms. I became A-7713. (p. 39.)

Even this facet is false. I have already spoken of the fraudulent ID number. Here, Tadeusz Iwasko informs us that

The new arrivals (Zugang) were taken to the bathhouses which, at Auschwitz I, were located in Block No. 26.734

Elie Wiesel keeps quiet about all the preparatory operations prior to admission, which he is obviously unfamiliar with. Iwasko writes about it:735

Registration took place immediately after the bath and the consignment of the clothes; it involved the filling-out of a form (Häftlings-Personalbogen) giving personal data and the address of the nearest relatives. […] The detainee was then assigned a serial number which would be used instead of his name throughout his stay at the camp. Registration ended with this number being tattooed on his lower left arm.

Wiesel goes on to speak of the evening roll call:

Tens of thousands of prisoners stood in rows while the SS checked their numbers. (p. 39; my emphasis)

The Auschwitz camp strength, however, was far lower. On 12 July 1944, the camp held about 14,400 detainees.736


	f) The transfer to Monowitz

After having spent three weeks at Auschwitz (p. 41), Elie Wiesel was transferred to the Buna Camp (p. 43), also called Auschwitz III, at Monowitz. Here, again, we have no verifiable particulars.737 What few details he gives us are all fanciful. He starts out right away with a contradiction:

Our convoy included a few children ten and twelve years old. (p. 45)

Perhaps these youngsters, too, had told the Germans that they were eighteen years of age, so that they would be spared the gas chambers?

Then “[…] we were installed in two tents” (p. 45), as if Monowitz did not have the 60 barracks which Primo Levi told us about as follows:738

Our Lager is a square of about six hundred yards in length, surrounded by two fences of barbed wire, the inner one carrying a high tension current. It consists of sixty wooden huts, which are called Blocks, ten of which are in construction. In addition, there is the body of the kitchens, which are in brick; an experimental farm, run by a detachment of privileged Häftlinge; the huts with the showers and the latrines, one for each group of six or eight Blocks. Besides these, certain Blocks are reserved for specific purposes. First of all, a group of eight, at the extreme eastern end of the camp, forms the infirmary and clinic; then there is Block 24 which is the Krätzeblock, reserved for infectious skin diseases; Block 7 which no ordinary Häftling has ever entered, reserved for the “Prominenz,” that is,the aristocracy, the internees holding the highest posts; Block 47, reserved for the Reichsdeutsche (the Aryan Germans, ‘politicals’ or criminals); Block 49, for the Kapos alone; Block 12, half of which, for use of the Reichsdeutsche and the Kapos, serves as canteen, that is, a distribution centre for tobacco, insect powder and occasionally other articles; Block 37, which formed the Quartermaster’s office and the Office for Work; and finally, Block 29, which always has its windows closed as it is the Frauenblock, the camp brothel, served by Polish Häftling girls, and reserved for the Reichsdeutsche.

When compared to this text, Elie Wiesel’s non-description can only be characterized as pathetic.

When he spoke at Montecitorio, Elie Wiesel boasted of having known Primo Levi:739

At a certain point, both of us were assigned to the same barracks, but he was not there during the death-march towards the [railroad] cars which took us to Buchenwald; he stayed in the hospital. (My emphasis)

However, Primo Levi was assigned to Block 30,740 then to Block 45,741 and finally to Block 48.742 Which Block was Wiesel’s? The answer is not as simple as that. Initially, Wiesel speaks of “the orchestra block”743 which was, indeed, “near the door[!?] of the camp” (p. 47), then he mentions Block 36 a couple of times – “With all my might I began to run to block 36” (p. 69), “I ran to block 36” (p. 72) – without telling us whether he was actually lodged there. Finally he says clearly that he stayed in Block 57 (p. 80). In fact, Elie Wiesel and Primo Levi were never housed in the same barracks. A little white lie right in the middle of Montecitorio, right smack in the face of so many listeners!

The little tale of ripping out gold teeth from the mouths of living detainees (p. 49) and the ensuing closure of the dental station (Zahnstation, p. 50) is unfounded. Gold teeth were removed from corpses, and the Zahnstation, located in Block 15 and run by the SS, was never closed down.

Elie Wiesel then goes on to tell us about a detainee “selected” for death in the “gas chamber”:

When the selection came, he was condemned in advance, offering his own neck to the executioner. All he asked of us was:

“In three days I shall no longer be here… Say the Kaddish for me.”

We promised him. In three days’ time, when we saw the smoke rising from the chimney, we would think of him. Ten of us would gather together and hold a special service. All his friends would say the Kaddish.

Then he went off toward the hospital, his step steadier, not looking back. An ambulance was waiting to take him to Birkenau. (p. 73; my emphasis)

Our “eye witness” had either forgotten that he was at Monowitz where there was no crematorium or had such a keen eye that he could see the smoke from “the chimney” (one of six; the choice is yours) at Birkenau, something that would be rather improbable in view of the fact that the two camps were 5 km apart as the crow flies, and the town of Auschwitz stood between them.

Also, sending an ambulance to take one detainee to the gas chamber would really be an example of “Sonderbehandlung“, a very “special treatment”!

On the subject of “selections,” Elie Wiesel asserts that “the notorious Dr. Mengele” was present at one of them (p. 68). But Mengele was Lagerarzt of the Gypsy Camp (BIIe) at Birkenau, and certainly had other duties than to go to Monowitz and carry out “selections” there. Mengele, incidentally, is the only physician mentioned by Elie Wiesel, and is also the one who received him at Birkenau (p. 29). The name is very well known among those who never even came near Auschwitz.

Our eye-witness even mentions an occurrence that one can verify: an Allied air-raid. It took place “one Sunday” (p. 56). He remembers the day very well because he had decided “[…] to stay in bed late in the morning” (p. 56). “The raid lasted over an hour” (p. 57), and he comments:

To see the whole works [la fabbrica in the Italian edition, p. 62] go up in fire – what revenge! (p. 57)

In reality, the raid took place on 13 September 1944, which was a Wednesday; it lasted 13 minutes, from 11:17 through 11:30 a.m., and destroyed only part of the installations. Actually, at Monowitz there was not just one factory (la fabbrica, singular) but quite a few.

We will not go into minor silly statements, such as the death sentence pronounced “in the name of Himmler […]” (p. 59), and move on to his stay at the camp hospital (probably inspired by Primo Levi’s account). It took place “in mid-January” when his right foot swelled up because of chilblains, and he had to be operated on. He had to move into the hospital, and immediately noticed that “it was indeed true that the hospital was very small […]” (p. 75). Actually, it consisted of only nine Blocks, two for recovery (13 and 22), two for surgery (14 and 16), one for internal medicine and dentistry (15), two for internal medicine (17 and 19), one for out-patients and reception (18), and one for infectious diseases.744

In January 1945, 1,645 inmates were hospitalized at the Monowitz hospital (running numbers from 17,009 to 18,653). Needless to say, Elie Wiesel is not on this list, and there isn’t even a single inmate with an inmate ID number starting with A.745


	g) The transfer to Buchenwald

We do not have to go into the motivations for Wiesel’s decision to leave with the Germans rather than wait for the Soviets to arrive, because, in its literary context, it is psychologically explained by the (unfounded) fear that all those remaining behind in the camp would be shot.

Leaving aside all the vicissitudes of the evacuation march itself and the ride on the train, we will only consider the details of the arrival at Buchenwald, keeping in mind only the duration of the whole trip: three days’ stay at Gleiwitz (p. 91), plus one day for the march from Monowitz, and “ten days, ten nights of travelling” (p. 95) for a total of at least 14 days.

But during an interview in January 1995, Wiesel said:746

We were evacuated on January 18 [1945]. On the 19th we were loaded on a train, that is, into open cars.

Since the detainees boarded the train in Gleiwitz, this happened both on January 19 and 22, 1945.

On arrival at Buchenwald we have the usual fogginess – no part of the camp can be identified in any way. Wiesel speaks of showers on “the third day after our arrival at Buchenwald” (p. 102), but avoids any kind of detail regarding the registration procedure.

In the above-mentioned interview he merely repeats this:747

And we were welcomed. I remember it was already night. Finally to the shower. It was the small camp, and to me the small camp was initially almost worse than Auschwitz.

We have already seen that Miklós Grüner and Lázár Wiesel, who really did go to Buchenwald, were assigned the ID Numbers 120762 and 123565, respectively.

If Elie Wiesel had in any manner wanted to speak of the registration which he had to go through like everyone else, he obviously would have had to say something about two ID numbers: his own and his father’s. Worse still, there is neither a record of a person by the name of Elie (or Eliezer) Wiesel nor of any Shlomo Wiesel as his father in the Buchenwald files.

In his book Elie Wiesel stated that his father was ill with dysentery (p. 102) and told about his suffering until he died:

Then I had to go to bed. I climbed into my bunk, above my father, who was still alive. It was January 28, 1945.

I awoke on January 29 at dawn. In my father’s place lay another invalid. They must have taken him away before dawn and carried him to the crematory. (pp. 106)

In the above-mentioned interview he told a different story instead:[747]

It was the end of January. I remember that we were sprayed with water in front of the quarantine block with icy water. We turned into blocks of ice. I stood next to my father. And then suddenly my father was no more. My father had died.

Let us take a look at the account of his arrival at Buchenwald to see whether it agrees with the documents.

He states that he went to take a shower “on the third day after our arrival at Buchenwald” (p. 102); then “a week went by like this” (p. 104), and that it was then “January 28, 1945” (p. 106), which means that he had arrived at Buchenwald ten days earlier, on January 18, and hence must have left Monowitz two weeks before that, on January 4, reaching Gleiwitz three days later and starting the train ride on the 8th.

This chronology is inconsistent with what Wiesel writes about his last days at Monowitz, though: “Toward the middle of January, my right foot began to swell […]. I went to have it examined. ” (p. 74) “The doctor came to tell me that the operation would be the next day” (p. 75). “Two days after the operation” (p. 76) he was told that “Tomorrow […] the camp will set out” (p. 77), and so they did (p. 80). This would put the day he left the camp four days after “the middle of January”, around January 19.

Actually, there were three convoys of deportees from the Auschwitz-Birkenau complex which went to Buchenwald in January of 1945:748
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No convoy left on January 8 (or on the 19th or 22nd), and no convoy took longer than 8 days to arrive. The one arriving on 26 January had both Lázár Wiesel and Miklós Grüner on board, as we can see from the ID numbers assigned to them – 120762 and 123565.

The sixth chapter of Un di velt hot geshvign, which is entitled Der metim-zug (The train of the dead), is very similar to the seventh chapter of Night (the account of the journey from Gleiwitz to Buchenwald).749 The two texts are very similar, except that in the first book the number of detainees loaded into Elie Wiesel’s car is not 100 (pp. 92, 98) but 120.750 Moreover, there is a mention here of the number of cars on the train: 20.751 On the other hand, the number of detainees in Elie Wiesel’s car still alive on arrival at Buchenwald is the same in both: 12 (p. 98).[750] This means that, in this car, there was a mortality of 88 or 90%, respectively. But the entire convoy would have had a similar death rate:752

The journey lasted ten interminable days and nights. Each day claimed its toll of victims and each night paid its homage to the Angel of Death.

On the day of the arrival at Buchenwald, there were another 40 deaths.[750]

Thus, initially there would have been (20 × (110 ±10) =) 2,200 ±200 detainees altogether on this train, with most of them dying on the way.

On the other hand, it is known from the train manifests that the transport which reached Buchenwald on 26 January comprised, on departure, exactly 3,987 detainees.753 If 3,927 of them were registered at Buchenwald on arrival, then there had been 60 deaths along the way, or a mortality of 1.5%.

Taking all these aspects into account, one can see that, regarding the journey from Gleiwitz to Buchenwald, neither the description given in Night nor the one in Un di velt hot geshvign can be true.

The story, or more exactly the non-story, of Elie Wiesel’s alleged presence at Buchenwald is further proof that his story is completely invented, for in his book he jumps within half a page from events which allegedly occurred on January 29, 1945 (p. 106), to those of April 5 (p. 107)! Wiesel writes there:

I was transferred to the children’s block, where there were six hundred of us.

The Yiddish version reads as follows:754

I was transferred to the children’s block (Kinder-Block) No. 66, where there were about 600 children.

This block, as we shall see, is important for an accurate interpretation of the famous photograph taken on April 16, 1945.

In short, Elie Wiesel was never interned either at Birkenau, or at Auschwitz, or at Monowitz, or at Buchenwald.

Considering all this, Elie Wiesel’s extreme reluctance to show his alleged serial number may be taken as a confession.


	The Enigma of Lázár Wiesel

The letter by the Buchenwald Museum (Gedenkstätte) to Miklós Grüner of May 15, 2002 mentions a Lázár Wiesel, born on October 4, 1928, who was registered at Buchenwald with the ID number 123165. This results from a survey of the U.S. Military Government in Germany conducted in the Buchenwald Camp (see Document 11).

This detainee was born at Máromarossziget on 4 October 1928, he was a student, was arrested on 16 April 1944 and interned at Auschwitz and Monowitz. According to the Buchenwald Gedenkstätte, he was sent to Paris on 16 July 1945 with a convoy of surviving children and is registered on the respective list. Is this Lázár Wiesel the writer Elie Wiesel?

We see right away that the dates of birth are not identical: Lázár was born on 4 October 1928, Elie on 30 September of the same year. Since Lázár Wiesel, by his own hand, signed the questionnaire mentioned above – using the last name “Wiezel” – we may exclude an error as far as the date of his birth is concerned.

The second important point is that the Auschwitz ID number of this Lázár Wiesel is not known, but it could not have been A-7713 in any case, because at the Auschwitz Museum there is only one ID Number A-7713 in the men’s series, assigned to Lazar Wiesel, born on 4 September 1913. What is more, on the transport manifest for the transport from Auschwitz to Buchenwald there is only one Lazar Wiesel, the one born on 4 September 1913 and having the Auschwitz ID Number A-7713. Where did Lázár Wiesel come from? And what connection is there between Lazar Wiesel and Lázár Wiesel or Lazar Vizel who have such similar record data (except for the dates of birth)?

At the moment, we cannot answer these questions.

To complicate matters even further, there is also a birth certificate of the “Central National Record Office” of Romania dated November 27, 1996 in the name of Lazar Vizel, born in Sighet on September 30, 1928 as a child of Solomon Vizel and Sura Feig. We will return to this record later.

The third point is the fact that the date for Lázár Wiesel’s arrest – April 16, 1944 – does not agree with that of Elie Wiesel’s: after May 27, 1944, as we have seen earlier.

The fourth point is the Buchenwald ID number; if Elie Wiesel is indeed Lázár Wiesel, why did he not mention the ID number 123165?

Even the name is significant. It is true that Lazar is a diminutive of Eliezer, but this name in Yiddish sounds like אליעזר (Eliezer), while Lazar is לייזער (Leizer) or לאזער (Lozer). Why did the alleged Elie Wiesel at Buchenwald sign his name as Lázár? And why did he never indicate his ID number for this camp?

Lázár Wiesel’s Buchenwald ID number fits into the range of numbers assigned on 26 January 1945 to the convoy of 3,927 detainees arriving from Auschwitz: 120348 – 124274. It does not follow, however, that Lázár Wiesel was included in this list.

Actually, the question is even more-complicated than that, because we have yet a third detainee, assuming that Lázár Wiesel and Lazar Vizel are the same person.

About this Lázár Wiesel, Grüner has published two important documents. The register of Block 66 contains the following annotation (see Document 12):755 “[123]565 Wiesel Lazar U. Jun. A 4”

Grüner explained several times what he believes happened. Lazar Wiesel was assigned to Block 66:756

About a week later, I couldn’t believe my own eyes to see Lazar in our Block 66. He told me that Abraham had passed away four days after our arrival at Buchenwald. He made it clear that he had received special permission to join us children in Block 66, since he was so much older than us.

Several pages later he reaffirms Lazar Wiesel’s presence in Block 66.757 So far nothing about this is strange. But then he states cryptically and confusingly:758

From the ARCHIVE’S of Buchenwald: Sabine Stein; 08.12.00 and 15.05.02. Stating that; Lazar Wiesel’s identity number; 123565 according to the MILITARY GOVERNMENT OF GERMANY’S INMATES QUESTIONNAIRE (NARA Washington, RG 242, film 60) were changed to Number 123165 and the date of birth to 04.10.1928. With this new identity he (Lazar Wiesel) left Buchenwald with a HIAS convoy [Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society] of 675 survived children (S-414) on the 16th of July 1945 to Paris. However there is a noticeable difference of contents between Lazar Wiesel’s original registration card 123565 and the new Number 123 165; which did belong to a Jewish inmate from Slovakia; Pavel Kun, who died on the 8th of March 1945 in Buchenwald.

Later, commenting on the above-mentioned questionnaire, Grüner adds:759

Concerning Number:123165 the inmate “Wiesel Lazar” Male; Born October 4. – 1928 Dated Buchenwald: April 22– 1945 to follow.

This Affidavit[760] was drawn up in good faith to benefit Wiesel Lazar who was originally Born 04.09.1913 in Maramorossziget; and his registered Number in Buchenwald is 123565 was changed to 123165 for reason to suit Wiesel Lazar’s future and the purpose to benefit his coming future.

In another passage he speaks of the “falsified Buchenwald ID number 123165.”761

According to Grüner, therefore, someone (he does not clarify who) would have written “in good faith (?)” false data into the above-mentioned questionnaire. But the reasons he gives are downright silly: how could a change of the date of birth and the inmate number have benefitted Lazar Wiesel’s future? And who could seriously hope to pass a man of 32 years off for a boy aged 17? And why would a man of 32 years have been included in the transport of children to Paris?

Grüner published two documents (one page of the list of new arrivals from Auschwitz to Buchenwald on 26 January 1945, and a personal card) showing that the number of 123165 Buchenwald was actually assigned to the prisoner Pavel Kun, born on July 06, 1926, in Velka Bytca, and registered at Auschwitz with the number B-14131. He died on March 8, 1945.762 But why would the number of this inmate have been re-assigned to Lazar Wiesel, “faking” his real number 123565?

One gets the impression that this number, precisely because it had already been assigned to Pavel Kun, is the result of an error: 123165 instead of 123565. But how can the altered date of birth be explained: October 4, 1928?

The questionnaire was definitely filled out by one of three British officers listed in the document, which would certainly have been able to make such a mistake, but the person signed the document in his own hand with the last name “Wiezel,” endorsing either this alleged error or this falsification with his signature, so in both cases he would be the imposter.

In this Buchenwald questionnaire, answering the question “Give names and addresses, if known, of three reliable persons living in the locality where you intend to go, who can vouch for you,” Lázár Wiesel wrote:

Mr Ferenc Stark, Ferenc Pollak, Sámuel Jakobovits.

Sámuel Jakobovits was born on October 2, 1926, at Marmarossziget; his mother’s maiden name was Pollak, who may have been related to the inmate Ferenc Pollak mentioned by Lázár Wiesel. Jakobovits was deported to Auschwitz and registered there on May 24, 1944, with the ID number A-5763.763 On January 26, 1945, he was transferred to Buchenwald. His file card (Document 14) indicates that his Buchenwald ID number was 121761.

That Lázár Wiesel and Sámuel Jakobovits knew each other is confirmed by Jakobovits’s questionnaire (Document 15) filled out at Buchenwald on April 22, 1945, which lists on the reverse side as references the names of Hersch Fischmann, Antal Meisner and, specifically, Lázár Wiesel. The front page also gives the date of Sámuel’s arrest – 16 April 1944, the same date as Lázár Wiesel’s.

This friendship between Lázár Wiesel and the 19-year-old Sámuel Jakobovits (or Jakubowits) and the fact that Lázár chose this Sámuel as one of his three trusted people, supports the hypothesis that this was a boy of 17 years of age choosing as a guarantor a boy of 19, rather than the theory that a 32-year-old man chose a boy of 19 as a sponsor.

It is therefore difficult to accept the explanation that Lazar Wiesel’s personal information was falsified, although this would explain the disappearance of 32-year-old Lazar Wiesel and the appearance of 17-year-old Lázár Wiesel.

Conversely, if these were two different people, then why is Lázár Wiesel, born on October 4, 1928, not on the list of new arrivals from Auschwitz to Buchenwald dated January 26, 1945? And why is he not on the list of Jews deported to Auschwitz?

At this point we are confronted with the enigma of Elie Wiesel. Grüner does not explain how he would have been able to partially take over the personal data of Lazar Wiesel. Perhaps he managed to do that based on documents? Lazar Wiesel, as we have seen earlier, appears in various documents, but his parents’ names are mentioned only in his Buchenwald inmate file, where, however, his date of birth is given as September 4, 1913. To impersonate Lazar Wiesel, Elie would have had to know Lázár Wiesel’s documentation (especially in relation to his account on Block 66, where he joined the boys), but then why did he never mention either of the ID numbers of Buchenwald (neither 123565 nor 123165)?

The alternative is personal contact. Elie Wiesel may have known Lazar Wiesel and may have built his own history based on Lazar’s stories, liberally revised. Fact is that Lazar and Abraham Wiesel lived in the same town of birth as Elie Wiesel, and it is likely that they knew each other. In 1910 this town had about 21,000 inhabitants, some 8,000 of whom were Jews; in 1930 the population had risen to about 27,000.764 According to Braham, three transports with a total of 9,601 Jews (3,007 on May 16, 3,104 on May 20, and 3,490 on May 22) were deported from this town to Auschwitz,765 hence virtually the entire Jewish community. It is therefore more than likely that Elie knew the two brothers Wiesel and their personal information.

The other possibility, that Elie Wiesel is actually identical with Lazar Wiesel, is already ruled out for chronological reasons, for he would be 102 years old today! On the other hand, why would he have “falsified” his date of birth 4 days backward to September 30, 1928, from the already “falsified” one on October 4, 1928?

On November 27, 1996, the “Central Services of Civil Status” of Romania provided a copy of a birth certificate in the name of a certain Lazar Vizel (see Document 13), born in Sighet to Solomon Vizel and Sura Feig. Even though it bears the date of birth of 30 September 1928,766 this does not prove much, because it is unknown to whom it relates, by whom and why this certificate was requested, and especially, even if this refers to Elie Wiesel, it may merely be the result of Wiesel’s own initiative, like the entry made by Elie Wiesel on October 8, 2004, about his father in the Central Database of Shoah Victims at Yad Vashem.767

Currently, the correspondences between Lázár Wiesel’s data and those of the three other Wiesels don’t have an unequivocal explanation:
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It is beyond question, though, that Elie Wiesel can be neither Lazar Wiesel, nor Lázár Wiesel; the Number A-7713 was not assigned to him, but to Lazar Wiesel, while the Number A-7712 was not assigned to his father, but to Abram (or Abraham) Viesel (Wiesel).

The charge of identity theft raised against Elie Wiesel by Miklós Grüner does not merely concern Lazar Vizel, but Lázár Wiesel as well: from the former he took the Auschwitz ID number (A-7713), from the latter the stay at Buchenwald and the later transfer to Paris.

As far as his book La Nuit is concerned, what is the value of his sworn statement that “it is a true account. Every word in it is true,” in the face of the analysis I presented earlier?

In this respect, it is interesting to note that the book in question does not contain any mention of the alleged “gas chambers” of Auschwitz. Elie Wiesel is perhaps the only self-styled Auschwitz witness not to speak of “gas chambers,” something quite surprising, to say the least, which could have been explained only by him.


	Comparing Night and Un di velt hot geshvign

Grüner claims that Lazar Wiesel, with the new identity of Lázár, drafted a manuscript of 862 pages in Yiddish which the publisher Mark Turkov reduced to 253 pages.768 The book, he wrote, was “published in Paris in 1955,”769 but then he specifies it was only copyrighted to Eliezer Wiesel, aged 43, of Paris, and was actually published “in 1955, Buenos Aires. The copyright shall prove that he was tattooed in Birkenau with the number A-7713”;770 at another point Grüner writes “Copyright by Eliezer (in Yiddish the name has the same meaning as Lazar) Wiesel, Paris 1954.”771 Elie Wiesel, usurping the copyright of Lazar Wiesel, published a condensation of Un di velt hot geshvign in 1958 with the title La Nuit.772

However, there is no evidence that the author of the Yiddish book is Lazar Wiesel. Grüner argues this, because on p. 87 of this book the author says he received at Auschwitz the ID Number A-7713,773 and on p. 239 that he had been housed in Block 66 while in Buchenwald,774 but these data are not sufficient to identify with certainty Lazar Wiesel as the author.

The question of “copyright,” contrary to what Grüner seems to believe, says nothing about the book’s author. Indeed, it is unclear why the “copyright” was recorded in Paris, since the book was published in Buenos Aires. If Lazar Wiesel really were the author, he would have protested the blatant plagiarism allegedly perpetrated by Elie Wiesel just two years later, and the publisher, Mark Turkov, would have sued (unless he, or both, had an agreement with Elie Wiesel). But nothing happened.

Grüner seems to believe that the alleged plagiarist Elie Wiesel has somehow distorted the original text of Lazar Wiesel, inventing false stories and exposing authentic veterans to criticism by revisionists. In this regard he writes:775

The book “Night” is a masterpiece designed to defame us and our Jewish God, while spreading lies about the Holocaust without any kind of reasonable explanation. To mention the horribly twisted story making account for the huge flames coming from the ditches holding incinerated bodies of men, women and children, without mentioning of course, that they were dead, or that they were under the circumstances, already suffocated to death on arrival at the flaming ditches.

At another point he observes:776

I had never seen or even come close to ditches burning with open fire, where people or children could be seen burning on my way to washroom in Birkenau, as written in “Night” by Elie Wiesel.

In practice Grüner accuses Elie Wiesel of having invented at least the story of children being burned alive in “cremation pits,” which I analyzed above.

In fact, the same description can be found in the Yiddish text, as is apparent from a comparison of the two related passages (left column from Night, right column from Un di velt hot geshvign):777


	
		
				
Not far from us, flames were leaping up from a ditch, gigantic flames. A lorry drew up at the pit and delivered its load – little children. Babies! Yes, I saw it – saw it with my own eyes… those children in the flames. [...]

A little farther on was another and larger ditch for adults. [...] Still twenty steps to go. [...]

Our line had now only fifteen paces to cover. [...]

Ten steps still. Eight. Seven. We marched slowly on, as though following a hearse at our own funeral. Four steps more. Three steps. There it was now, right in front of us, the pit and its flames. [...]

No. Two steps from the pit we were ordered to turn to the left and made to go into a barracks.


				
A hundred feet from us, flames are rising from a pit; huge flames; they are burning something there: but what?

A truck approaches the pit and automatically dumps its load; suddenly I see what it is transporting, what it dumps into the pit: small children! Babies! Toddlers! Yes, I saw it with my own eyes ... I saw how the children were thrown alive into the flames! [...] We really walk to the fireplace, in the direction of the flaming pit; evidently before [us], a little further, there is another and larger ditch: for adults, for us. [...]

Twenty steps to go. [...] Another fifteen steps. [...] Ten more steps, eight, seven steps [...] four steps.

Here, three steps, here, the pit, here, the flames.

Two steps before the pit we were ordered to turn left, into a bathing barracks.


		

	

The Yiddish book contains another passage, which is also rendered in Night (p. 28), which further enhances the doubt that Lazar Wiesel is its author. In this passage, an Auschwitz inmate asks the author for his age:778

I am not quite 15 years, I said.

The inmate shouted, “No, 18.” [...]

Then he asked my father the same question.

“I am 50 years old,” my father replied naively.

The detainee was indignant: “No! Not fifty years! Forty!”

Why would Lazar Wiesel have claimed to have been not even 15 years old, when he was actually 31 years old at the time of his arrival at Auschwitz?

The only thing in this tangled story that is actually certain is that Elie Wiesel has lied about the Auschwitz ID numbers assigned to him and to his father, but would he have had a need to do this, if he and his father had actually been deported to Auschwitz? In this case they would have received numbers which would necessarily be different than A-7713 and A-7712. What reason could Elie Wiesel have to not declare their real numbers?

Regarding Stolen Identity, Grüner, as I pointed out, accuses Elie Wiesel of having discredited the true witnesses with his fantasies, but Grüner isn’t much better either. There is no need to dwell on this aspect of Grüner’s book. Just one quote from it suffices:779

They had saved my skin from being turned into lampshades or from being made into a burning torch. Most of all, I was spared from being turned into a cake of soap bearing the initials R.J.F. (reine judische fett)[780] on it.


	The Buchenwald Photograph

Finally, let us go back to the Buchenwald photograph in which Elie Wiesel is said to appear:781

Photo by Harry Miller of slave laborers in the Buchenwald concentration camp after U.S. troops of the 80th Div. entered the camp. Taken on 16 April 1945. Miklos Grüner (Haft-Nr. 120762) is on the left at the bottom, while Elie Wiesel (Haft-Nr. 123565) is on the next row up, seventh along, nearest to the third pillar from the left.

However, the claim that the face of the person depicted in the photograph was that of Elie Wiesel is based only on a statement – on his self-recognition. As for “his” serial number – 123565 – it belonged to Lázár Wiesel!

Wikipedia has this to say about this photograph:782
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The date of 16 April 1945 is thus confirmed officially. In his book, however, Elie Wiesel writes (pp. 108f.):

On April tenth, there were still about twenty thousand of us in the camp, including several hundred children. […]

Three days after the liberation of Buchenwald I became very ill with food poisoning. I was transferred to the hospital and spent two weeks between life and death.

The camp was liberated on 11 April 1945. Three days later, on 14 April, Elie Wiesel fell ill and was taken to the camp hospital where he stayed “between life and death” for two weeks, i.e. until 28 April.

But then, how could he have been in Barracks 56 on 16 April, which was obviously a normal housing barrack for grown-up men, hence neither the children’s block nor the hospital? And how could he have signed the questionnaire mentioned above on 22 April as Lázár Wiesel?

Imposture, perjury and false testimony:
Elie Wiesel is indeed the appropriate “Symbol of the Shoah”!


	Editor’s Caveat

Relying on the claims of yet another megalomaniac Auschwitz “survivor” – Nikolaus Grüner – to prove that Wiesel is an impostor is a risky business. To see this risk, it suffices to read Grüner’s book, which is replete with bizzare accusations against his host nation Sweden for allegedly having participated in the Nazi Holocaust, even though Sweden was neutral during the war and a haven for many refugees from Nazi-dominated Europe. Grüner also seriously claims that Sweden is in the advanced process of preparing yet another Holocaust!783 Add to this that in early 2000 Grüner tried to get Wiesel’s support for his initiative to establish yet another Holocaust memorial organization, appealing to him as a former fellow inmate.784 Only after Wiesel kept ignoring him did Grüner start out on his campaign to prove that Wiesel was an impostor. Hence it looks like this could be merely a case of “hell has no fury like a ‘survivor’ scorned.”

Thus, it is all the more important that Carlo Mattogno cross-checked Grüner’s claims and separated the wheat from the chaff. Still, it is possible that Grüner and Mattogno are wrong and that Wiesel was in both Auschwitz and Buchenwald. The wrong date of birth on the Auschwitz and Buchenwald documents allegedly referring to Elie Wiesel may merely be a matter of bureaucratic bungling.

At any rate, the question whether Wiesel is an impostor or not may be interesting, but I think it distracts from the core issue: that Elie Wiesel’s statements about so many things – his experiences during the war included – are grossly and obviously untrue, and that he therefore cannot be trusted, regardless of whether he ever was “there.”
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Document 1: Questionnaire concerning Miklós Grüner. Buchenwald, 6 May 1945.
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Document 2: Personal file card for Lázár Wiesel (KL Buchenwald).
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Document 3: Buchenwald registration card
for Lazar Wiesel, born Sept. 4, 1913.
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Document 4: List of new arrivals at the Buchenwald Camp on January 26, 1945 (Zugänge vom 26. Januar 1945) prepared on the same day; here with Lazar Wiesel, A 7713, born on Sept. 4, 1913.
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Document 5: Same as Document 4, but here with Abram Viezel, A 7712, born on Oct. 10, 1900.
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Document 6: Death certificate of Abram Viezel.
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Document 7 (as Illustration 6; sideways): Aerial photograph of the Birkenau Camp, taken on 31 May 1944 (NA, 60PRS/462, D 1508, Exp. 3056). The circles mark the crematoria; (left to right) II, III, IV, V. The building in the shape of a “T,” marked “ZS” is the Central Sauna. “EG” is the entrance building (Eingangsgebäude). The white arrow (at bottom) marks the railway spur.
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Document 8: Entrance building (Eingangsgebäude) of the Birkenau Camp © Carlo Mattogno
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Document 9: A convoy of Hungarian Jews at the Birkenau Camp – end of June 1944. The added arrows point to the chimneys of Crematoria II and III, without “flames” or smoke (from: L’Album d’Auschwitz).
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Document 10: Aerial photograph of Birkenau taken on 23 August 1944 – northern yard of Crematorium V. The smoking site is very small, as can be seen from the size of Crematorium V, which was about 13 meters wide.


		

	

 

 



		
				
[image: Image]


		

		
				
Document 11a & b (next page): Buchenwald questionnaire for Lázár Wiesel dated 22 April 1945 – front and back.
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Document 12: Register of Block 66 at Buchenwald:

565 Wiesel Lazar 4/10/28 Marmarossziget, " [Romanian]
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Document 13: Romanian Birth Certificate for Lazar Vizel, born on Sept. 30, 1928; issued on Nov. 27, 1996.
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Document 14: Buchenwald file card of Samuel Jakobovits.
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Document 15a & b (next page): Buchenwald questionnaire of Sámuel Jakobovits dated 22 April 1945 – front and back.
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Document 16a & b: The two 1947 drawings by David Olère showing a scene similar to the one described by Wiesel (taken from www.infocenters.co.il/).
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Section One: General Overviews of the Holocaust 

The First Holocaust. The Surprising Origin of the Six-Million Figure. By Don Heddesheimer. This compact but substantive study documents propaganda spread prior to, during and after the FIRST World War that claimed East European Jewry was on the brink of annihilation. The magic number of suffering and dying Jews was 6 million back then as well. The book details how these Jewish fundraising operations in America raised vast sums in the name of feeding suffering Polish and Russian Jews but actually funneled much of the money to Zionist and Communist groups. 5th edition, 198 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#6)

Lectures on the Holocaust. Controversial Issues Cross Examined. By Germar Rudolf. Between 1992 and 2005 German scholar Germar Rudolf lectured to various audiences about the Holocaust in the light of new findings. Rudolf’s sometimes astounding facts and arguments fell on fertile soil among his listeners, as they were presented in a very sensitive and scholarly way. This book is the literary version of Rudolf’s lectures, enriched with the most recent findings of historiography. Rudolf introduces the most important arguments for his findings, and his audience reacts with supportive, skeptical and also hostile questions. We believe this book is the best introduction into this taboo topic. Third edition, 590 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#15)

Breaking the Spell. The Holocaust, Myth & Reality. By Nicholas Kollerstrom. In 1941, British Intelligence analysts cracked the German “Enigma” code. Hence, in 1942 and 1943, encrypted radio communications between German concentration camps and the Berlin headquarters were decrypted. The intercepted data refutes, the orthodox “Holocaust” narrative. It reveals that the Germans were desperate to reduce the death rate in their labor camps, which was caused by catastrophic typhus epidemics. Dr. Kollerstrom, a science historian, has taken these intercepts and a wide array of mostly unchallenged corroborating evidence to show that “witness statements” supporting the human gas chamber narrative clearly clash with the available scientific data. Kollerstrom concludes that the history of the Nazi “Holocaust” has been written by the victors with ulterior motives. It is distorted, exaggerated and largely wrong. With a foreword by Prof. Dr. James Fetzer. 5th edition, 271 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#31)

Debating the Holocaust. A New Look at Both Sides. By Thomas Dalton. Mainstream historians insist that there cannot be, may not be a debate about the Holocaust. But ignoring it does not make this controversy go away. Traditional scholars admit that there was neither a budget, a plan, nor an order for the Holocaust; that the key camps have all but vanished, and so have any human remains; that material and unequivocal documentary evidence is absent; and that there are serious problems with survivor testimonies. Dalton juxtaposes the traditional Holocaust narrative with revisionist challenges and then analyzes the mainstream’s responses to them. He reveals the weaknesses of both sides, while declaring revisionism the winner of the current state of the debate. 4th, revised and expanded edition, 341 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#32)

The Hoax of the Twentieth Century. The Case against the Presumed Extermination of European Jewry. By Arthur R. Butz. The first writer to analyze the entire Holocaust complex in a precise scientific manner. This book exhibits the overwhelming force of arguments accumulated by the mid-1970s. It continues to be a major historical reference work, frequently cited by prominent personalities. This edition has numerous supplements with new information gathered over the last 35 years. Fourth edition, 524 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#7)

Dissecting the Holocaust. The Growing Critique of ‘Truth’ and ‘Memory.’ Edited by Germar Rudolf. Dissecting the Holocaust applies state-of-the-art scientific technique and classic methods of detection to investigate the alleged murder of millions of Jews by Germans during World War II. In 22 contributions—each of some 30 pages—the 17 authors dissect generally accepted paradigms of the “Holocaust.” It reads as exciting as a crime novel: so many lies, forgeries and deceptions by politicians, historians and scientists are proven. This is the intellectual adventure of the 21st century. Be part of it! Third revised edition. Ca. 630 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#1)

The Dissolution of Eastern European Jewry. By Walter N. Sanning. Six Million Jews died in the Holocaust. Sanning did not take that number at face value, but thoroughly explored European population developments and shifts mainly caused by emigration as well as deportations and evacuations conducted by both Nazis and the Soviets, among other things. The book is based mainly on Jewish, Zionist and mainstream sources. It concludes that a sizeable share of the Jews found missing during local censuses after the Second World War, which were so far counted as “Holocaust victims,” had either emigrated (mainly to Israel or the U.S.) or had been deported by Stalin to Siberian labor camps. 2nd, corrected edition, foreword by A.R. Butz, epilogue by Germar Rudolf containing important updates; 224 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography (#29).

Air Photo Evidence: World War Two Photos of Alleged Mass Murder Sites Analyzed. By John C. Ball. During World War Two both German and Allied reconnaissance aircraft took countless air photos of places of tactical and strategic interest in Europe. These photos are prime evidence for the investigation of the Holocaust. Air photos of locations like Auschwitz, Majdanek, Treblinka, Babi Yar etc. permit an insight into what did or did not happen there. John Ball has unearthed many pertinent photos and has thoroughly analyzed them. This book is full of air photo reproductions and schematic drawings explaining them. According to the author, these images refute many of the atrocity claims made by witnesses in connection with events in the German sphere of influence. 3rd revised and expanded edition. Edited by Germar Rudolf; with a contribution by Carlo Mattogno. 168 pages, 8.5”×11”, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index (#27).

The Leuchter Reports: Critical Edition. By Fred Leuchter, Robert Faurisson and Germar Rudolf. Between 1988 and 1991, U.S. expert on execution technologies Fred Leuchter wrote four detailed reports addressing whether the Third Reich operated homicidal gas chambers. The first report on Auschwitz and Majdanek became world famous. Based on chemical analyses and various technical arguments, Leuchter concluded that the locations investigated “could not have then been, or now be, utilized or seriously considered to function as execution gas chambers.” 4th edition, 252 pages, b&w illustrations. (#16)

The Giant with Feet of Clay: Raul Hilberg and His Standard Work on the “Holocaust.” By Jürgen Graf. Raul Hilberg’s major work The Destruction of European Jewry is an orthodox standard work on the Holocaust. But what evidence does Hilberg provide to back his thesis that there was a German plan to exterminate Jews, carried out mainly in gas chambers? Jürgen Graf applies the methods of critical analysis to Hilberg’s evidence and examines the results in light of modern historiography. The results of Graf’s critical analysis are devastating for Hilberg. 2nd, corrected edition, 139 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#3)

Jewish Emigration from the Third Reich. By Ingrid Weckert. Current historical writings about the Third Reich claim state it was difficult for Jews to flee from Nazi persecution. The truth is that Jewish emigration was welcomed by the German authorities. Emigration was not some kind of wild flight, but rather a lawfully determined and regulated matter. Weckert’s booklet elucidates the emigration process in law and policy. She shows that German and Jewish authorities worked closely together. Jews interested in emigrating received detailed advice and offers of help from both sides. 2nd ed., 130 pages, index. (#12)

Inside the Gas Chambers: The Extermination of Mainstream Holocaust Historiography. By Carlo Mattogno. Neither increased media propaganda or political pressure nor judicial persecution can stifle revisionism. Hence, in early 2011, the Holocaust Orthodoxy published a 400 pp. book (in German) claiming to refute “revisionist propaganda,” trying again to prove “once and for all” that there were homicidal gas chambers at the camps of Dachau, Natzweiler, Sachsenhausen, Mauthausen, Ravensbrück, Neuengamme, Stutthof… you name them. Mattogno shows with his detailed analysis of this work of propaganda that mainstream Holocaust hagiography is beating around the bush rather than addressing revisionist research results. He exposes their myths, distortions and lies. 2nd edition, 280 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#25)


	


Section Two: Specific non-Auschwitz Studies 

Treblinka: Extermination Camp or Transit Camp? By Carlo Mattogno and Jürgen Graf. It is alleged that at Treblinka in East Poland between 700,000 and 3,000,000 persons were murdered in 1942 and 1943. The weapons used were said to have been stationary and/or mobile gas chambers, fast-acting or slow-acting poison gas, unslaked lime, superheated steam, electricity, diesel exhaust fumes etc. Holocaust historians alleged that bodies were piled as high as multi-storied buildings and burned without a trace, using little or no fuel at all. Graf and Mattogno have now analyzed the origins, logic and technical feasibility of the official version of Treblinka. On the basis of numerous documents they reveal Treblinka’s true identity as a mere transit camp. 2nd edition, 372 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#8)

Belzec in Propaganda, Testimonies, Archeological Research and History. By Carlo Mattogno. Witnesses report that between 600,000 and 3 million Jews were murdered in the Belzec camp, located in Poland. Various murder weapons are claimed to have been used: diesel gas; unslaked lime in trains; high voltage; vacuum chambers; etc. The corpses were incinerated on huge pyres without leaving a trace. For those who know the stories about Treblinka this sounds familiar. Thus the author has restricted this study to the aspects which are new compared to Treblinka. In contrast to Treblinka, forensic drillings and excavations were performed at Belzec, the results of which are critically reviewed. 142 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#9)

Sobibor: Holocaust Propaganda and Reality. By Jürgen Graf, Thomas Kues and Carlo Mattogno. Between 25,000 and 2 million Jews are said to have been killed in gas chambers in the Sobibór camp in Poland. The corpses were allegedly buried in mass graves and later incinerated on pyres. This book investigates these claims and shows that they are based on the selective use of contradictory eyewitness testimony. Archeological surveys of the camp in 2000-2001 are analyzed, with fatal results for the extermination camp hypothesis. The book also documents the general National Socialist policy toward Jews, which never included a genocidal “final solution.” 442 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#19)

The “Extermination Camps” of “Aktion Reinhardt”. By Jürgen Graf, Thomas Kues and Carlo Mattogno. In late 2011, several members of the exterminationist Holocaust Controversies blog published a study which claims to refute three of our authors’ monographs on the camps Belzec, Sobibor and Treblinka (see previous three entries). This tome is their point-by-point response, which makes “mincemeat” out of the bloggers’ attempt at refutation. It requires familiarity with the above-mentioned books and constitutes a comprehensive update and expansion of their themes. 2nd edition, two volumes, total of 1396 pages, illustrations, bibliography. (#28)

Chelmno: A Camp in History & Propaganda. By Carlo Mattogno. At Chelmno, huge masses of Jewish prisoners are said to have been gassed in “gas vans” or shot (claims vary from 10,000 to 1.3 million victims). This study covers the subject from every angle, undermining the orthodox claims about the camp with an overwhelmingly effective body of evidence. Eyewitness statements, gas wagons as extermination weapons, forensics reports and excavations, German documents—all come under Mattogno’s scrutiny. Here are the uncensored facts about Chelmno, not the propaganda. 2nd ed., 188 pages, indexed, illustrated, bibliography. (#23)

The Gas Vans: A Critical Investigation. (A perfect companion to the Chelmno book.) By Santiago Alvarez and Pierre Marais. It is alleged that the Nazis used mobile gas chambers to exterminate 700,000 people. Up until 2011, no thorough monograph had appeared on the topic. Santiago Alvarez has remedied the situation. Are witness statements reliable? Are documents genuine? Where are the murder weapons? Could they have operated as claimed? Where are the corpses? Alvarez has scrutinized all known wartime documents, photos and witness statements on this topic, and has examined the claims made by the mainstream. 390 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#26)

The Einsatzgruppen in the Occupied Eastern Territories: Genesis, Missions and Actions. By C. Mattogno. Before invading the Soviet Union, the German authorities set up special units meant to secure the area behind the German front. Orthodox historians claim that these unites called Einsatzgruppen primarily engaged in rounding up and mass-murdering Jews. This study sheds a critical light into this topic by reviewing all the pertinent sources as well as material traces. It reveals on the one hand that original war-time documents do not fully support the orthodox genocidal narrative, and on the other that most post-“liberation” sources such as testimonies and forensic reports are steeped in Soviet atrocity propaganda and thus utterly unreliable. In addition, material traces of the claimed massacres are rare due to an attitude of collusion by governments and Jewish lobby groups. 830 pp., b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#39)

Concentration Camp Majdanek. A Historical and Technical Study. By Carlo Mattogno and Jürgen Graf. Little research had been directed toward Concentration Camp Majdanek in central Poland, even though it is claimed that up to a million Jews were murdered there. The only information available is discredited Polish Communist propaganda. This glaring research gap has finally been filled. After exhaustive research of primary sources, Mattogno and Graf created a monumental study which expertly dissects and repudiates the myth of homicidal gas chambers at Majdanek. They also critically investigated the legend of mass executions of Jews in tank trenches (“Operation Harvest Festival”) and prove them groundless. The authors’ investigations lead to unambiguous conclusions about the camp which are radically different from the official theses. Again they have produced a standard and methodical investigative work, which authentic historiography cannot ignore. Third edition, 358 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#5)

Concentration Camp Stutthof and Its Function in National Socialist Jewish Policy. By Carlo Mattogno and Jürgen Graf. The Stutthof camp in Prussia has never before been scientifically investigated by traditional historians, who claim nonetheless that Stutthof served as a ‘makeshift’ extermination camp in 1944. Based mainly on archival resources, this study thoroughly debunks this view and shows that Stutthof was in fact a center for the organization of German forced labor toward the end of World War II. Fourth edition, 170 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#4)


	


Section Three: Auschwitz Studies

The Making of the Auschwitz Myth: Auschwitz in British Intercepts, Polish Underground Reports and Postwar Testimonies (1941-1947). By Carlo Mattogno. Using messages sent by the Polish underground to London, SS radio messages send to and from Auschwitz that were intercepted and decrypted by the British, and a plethora of witness statements made during the war and in the immediate postwar period, the author shows how exactly the myth of mass murder in Auschwitz gas chambers was created, and how it was turned subsequently into “history” by intellectually corrupt scholars who cherry-picked claims that fit into their agenda and ignored or actively covered up literally thousands of lies of “witnesses” to make their narrative look credible. Ca. 300 pp., b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (Scheduled for mid-2019; #41)

The Real Case of Auschwitz: Robert van Pelt’s Evidence from the Irving Trial Critically Reviewed. By Carlo Mattogno. Prof. Robert van Pelt is considered one of the best mainstream experts on Auschwitz and has been called upon several times in holocaust court cases. His work is cited by many to prove the holocaust happened as mainstream scholars insist. This book is a scholarly response to Prof. van Pelt—and Jean-Claude Pressac. It shows that their studies are heavily flawed. This is a book of prime political and scholarly importance to those looking for the truth about Auschwitz. 3rd edition, 692 pages, b&w illustrations, glossary, bibliography, index. (#22)

Auschwitz: Plain Facts: A Response to Jean-Claude Pressac. Edited by Germar Rudolf. French pharmacist Jean-Claude Pressac tried to refute revisionist findings with the “technical” method. For this he was praised by the mainstream, and they proclaimed victory over the “revisionists.” In Auschwitz: Plain Facts, Pressac’s works and claims are debunked. 2nd ed., 226 pages, b&w illustrations, glossary bibliography, index. (#14)

Auschwitz: Technique and Operation of the Gas Chambers: An Introduction and Update. By Germar Rudolf. Pressac’s 1989 oversize book of the same title was a trail blazer. Its many document reproductions are still valuable, but after decades of additional research, Pressac’s annotations are outdated. This book summarizes the most pertinent research results on Auschwitz gained during the past 30 years. With many references to Pressac’s epic tome, it serves as an update and correction to it, whether you own an original hard copy of it, read it online, borrow it from a library, purchase a reprint soon on sale, or are just interested in such a summary in general. 144 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography. (#42)

The Chemistry of Auschwitz: The Technology and Toxicology of Zyklon B and the Gas Chambers – A Crime Scene Investigation. By Germar Rudolf. First, this study subjects the claimed chemical slaughterhouses of Auschwitz to a thorough forensic examination. Next, it analyzes the murder weapon, the poison gas Zyklon B, to determine how this substance operated, and what traces, if any, it might have left where it was employed. The results are convincing to the open-minded, but scandalous to the dogmatic reader. To which side do you belong? Fourth edition, 454 pages, more than 120 color and over 100 b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#2)

Auschwitz Lies: Legends, Lies and Prejudices on the Holocaust. By Carlo Mattogno and Germar Rudolf. The fallacious research and alleged “refutation” of Revisionist scholars by French biochemist G. Wellers, Polish Prof. J. Markiewicz, chemist Dr. Richard Green, Profs. Zimmerman, M. Shermer and A. Grobman, as well as researchers Keren, McCarthy and Mazal, are exposed for what they are: blatant and easily exposed political lies created to ostracize dissident historians. In this book, facts beat propaganda once again. Third edition, 404 pages, b&w illustrations, index. (#18)

Auschwitz: The Central Construction Office. By Carlo Mattogno. Based upon mostly unpublished German wartime documents, this study describes the history, organization, tasks and procedures of the Central Construction Office of the Waffen-SS and Auschwitz Police. Despite a huge public interest in the camp, next to nothing was really known about this office, which was responsible for the planning and construction of the Auschwitz camp complex, including the crematories which are said to have contained the “gas chambers.” 2nd ed., 188 pages, b&w illustrations, glossary, index. (#13)

Garrison and Headquarters Orders of the Auschwitz Camp. By G. Rudolf und E. Böhm. A large number of all the orders ever issued by the various commanders of the infamous Auschwitz camp have been preserved. They reveal the true nature of the camp with all its daily events. There is not a trace in these orders pointing at anything sinister going on in this camp. Quite to the contrary, many orders are in clear and insurmountable contradiction to claims that prisoners were mass murdered. This is a selection of the most pertinent of these orders together with comments putting them into their proper historical context. 185 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index (#34)

Special Treatment in Auschwitz: Origin and Meaning of a Term. By Carlo Mattogno. When appearing in German wartime documents, terms like “special treatment,” “special action,” and others have been interpreted as code words for mass murder. But that is not always true. This study focuses on documents about Auschwitz, showing that, while “special” had many different meanings, not a single one meant “execution.” Hence the practice of deciphering an alleged “code language” by assigning homicidal meaning to harmless documents – a key component of mainstream historiography – is untenable. 2nd ed., 166 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#10)

Healthcare at Auschwitz. By Carlo Mattogno. In extension of the above study on Special Treatment in Auschwitz, this study proves the extent to which the German authorities at Auschwitz tried to provide appropriate health care for the inmates. This is frequently described as special measures to improve the inmates’ health and thus ability to work in Germany’s armaments industry. This, after all, was the only thing the Auschwitz authorities were really interested in due to orders from the highest levels of the German government. 398 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#33)

Debunking the Bunkers of Auschwitz: Black Propaganda vs. History. By Carlo Mattogno. The bunkers at Auschwitz are claimed to have been the first homicidal gas chambers at Auschwitz specifically equipped for this purpose. With the help of original German wartime files as well as revealing air photos taken by Allied reconnaissance aircraft in 1944, this study shows that these homicidal “bunkers” never existed, how the rumors about them evolved as black propaganda created by resistance groups in the camp, and how this propaganda was transformed into a false reality. 2nd ed., 292 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#11)

Auschwitz: The First Gassing—Rumor and Reality. By Carlo Mattogno. The first gassing in Auschwitz is claimed to have occurred on Sept. 3, 1941, in a basement room. The accounts reporting it are the archetypes for all later gassing accounts. This study analyzes all available sources about this alleged event. It shows that these sources contradict each other in location, date, preparations, victims etc, rendering it impossible to extract a consistent story. Original wartime documents inflict a final blow to this legend and prove without a shadow of a doubt that this legendary event never happened. Third edition, 190 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#20)

Auschwitz: Crematorium I and the Alleged Homicidal Gassings. By Carlo Mattogno. The morgue of Crematorium I in Auschwitz is said to be the first homicidal gas chamber there. This study investigates all statements by witnesses and analyzes hundreds of wartime documents to accurately write a history of that building. Mattogno proves that its morgue was never a homicidal gas chamber, nor could it have worked as such. 2nd ed., 152 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#21)

Auschwitz: Open Air Incinerations. By Carlo Mattogno. Hundreds of thousands of corpses of murder victims are claimed to have been incinerated in deep ditches in the Auschwitz concentration camp. This book examines the many testimonies regarding these incinerations and establishes whether these claims were even possible. Using aerial photographs, physical evidence and wartime documents, the author shows that these claims are fiction. A new Appendix contains 3 papers on groundwater at Auschwitz and cattle mass burnings. A must read. Second edition. 202 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#17)

The Cremation Furnaces of Auschwitz. By Carlo Mattogno & Franco Deana. An exhaustive technical study of the history and technology of cremation in general and of the cremation furnaces of Auschwitz in particular. On a sound and thoroughly documented base of technical literature, extant wartime documents and material traces, Mattogno and Deana can establish the true nature and capacity of the Auschwitz cremation furnaces. They show that these devices were cheaper versions than what was usually produced, and that their capacity to cremate corpses was lower than normal, too. Hence this study reveals that the Auschwitz cremation furnaces were not monstrous super ovens but rather inferior make-shift devices. 3 vols., 1198 pages, b&w and color illustrations (vols 2 & 3), bibliography, index, glossary. (#24)

Curated Lies: The Auschwitz Museum’s Misrepresentations, Distortions and Deceptions. By Carlo Mattogno. Revisionist research results have put the Polish Auschwitz Museum under enormous pressure to answer this challenge. They’ve answered. This book analyzes their answer and reveals the appallingly mendacious attitude of the Auschwitz Museum authorities when presenting documents from their archives. With a contribution by Eric Hunt on the Auschwitz Museum’s misrepresentations of its most valued asset, the “gas chamber” in the Main Camp. 248 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#38)

Deliveries of Coke, Wood and Zyklon B to Auschwitz: Neither Proof Nor Trace for the Holocaust. By Carlo Mattogno. Researchers from the Auschwitz Museum tried to prove the reality of mass extermination by pointing to documents about deliveries of wood and coke as well as Zyklon B to the Auschwitz Camp. If put into the actual historical and technical context, however, these documents proof the exact opposite of what these orthodox researchers claim. Ca. 250 pp. b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (Scheduled for mid-2019; #40)


	


Section Four: Witness Critique

Elie Wiesel, Saint of the Holocaust: A Critical Biography. By Warren B. Routledge. The first unauthorized biography of Wiesel exposes both his personal deceits and the whole myth of “the six million.” It shows how Zionist control has allowed Wiesel and his fellow extremists to force leaders of many nations, the U.N. and even popes to genuflect before Wiesel as symbolic acts of subordination to World Jewry, while at the same time forcing school children to submit to Holocaust brainwashing. Third edition. 458 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#30)

Auschwitz: Eyewitness Reports and Perpetrator Confessions of the Holocaust. By Jürgen Graf. The traditional narrative of what transpired at the infamous Auschwitz camp during WWII rests almost exclusively on witness testimony from former inmates as well as erstwhile camp officials. This study critically scrutinizes the 30 most important of these witness statements by checking them for internal coherence, and by comparing them with one another as well as with other evidence such as wartime documents, air photos, forensic research results, and material traces. The result is devastating for the traditional narrative. 370 pp. b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#36)

Commandant of Auschwitz: Rudolf Höss, His Torture and His Forced Confessions. By Carlo Mattogno & Rudolf Höss. When Rudolf Höss was in charge at Auschwitz, the mass extermination of Jews in gas chambers is said to have been launched and carried out. He confessed this in numerous postwar depositions. Hence Höss’s testimony is the most convincing of all. But what traditional sources usually do not reveal is that Höss was severely tortured to coerce him to “confess,” and that his various statements are not only contradictory but also full of historically and physically impossible, even absurd claims. This study expertly analyzes Höss’s various confessions and lays them all open for everyone to see the ugly truth. Second edition. 410 pages, b&w illust., bibliography, index. (#35)

An Auschwitz Doctor’s Eyewitness Account: The Tall Tales of Dr. Mengele’s Assistant Analyzed. By Miklos Nyiszli & Carlo Mattogno. Nyiszli, a Hungarian physician, ended up at Auschwitz in 1944 as Dr. Mengele’s assistant. After the war he wrote a book and several other writings describing what he claimed to have experienced. To this day some traditional historians take his accounts seriously, while others reject them as grotesque lies and exaggerations. This study presents and analyzes Nyiszli’s writings and skillfully separates truth from fabulous fabrication. 484 pages, b&w illust., bibliography, index. (#37)
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A group of elderly Jewish men from Subcarpathian Rus who have
been selected for death, walk along the road to the gas
chambers.
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Crowded bunks in the prison camp at Buchenwald.
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