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A Note from the Editor

Well, what does one say on assuming the editorship of The
Journal of Historical Review? “Hello," I suppose.

I know these are some pretty big boots to fill. especially with
the violent cross-fire and all. But the fruits of Revisionism. in mv
view, are just too valuable to take lightly. )

We can certainly use a more honest history; leading perhaps to
a more cause-and-effect-aware citizenry. These can make for a
far more sane and responsible leadership.

Sound decisions are not made with false, unscrutinized data.

And only the slavemaster prospers where but a single view is
heard.

But should a blasphemy be uttered to challenge that view, the
fellow who dared utter it is threatened with sacking. They say
nasty things about him in the papers and glare at his associates
hoping that they don't become similarly obsessed.

Revisionists go into the teeth today of the heaviest slavery of
all—the slavery of thought.

In the arena of what is ‘‘acceptable,” lies are often bought with
cowardice. Fear of facing the truth takes the sting out of
responsibility, sweeping the consequent penalties under the
rug—for a time. .

But with the better part of the world now under the influence of
powerful interests who debase laws and slant texts, we're all
headed for the concentration camp.

Harry Elmer Barnes thought that one way out was to *‘bring
history into accord with the facts.” We agree. And so in pursuit
of this worthy aim, allow me to introduce you to Drs. Reinhard K.
Buchner and Wilhelm Stidglich.

‘Dr. Buchner is trained in physics and engineering and is
therefore well qualified to estimate what was physically
impossible: The cremation of “‘millions."

Dr. Stéglich specializes in jurisprudence and served as a judge
in West Germany, that is, until he began publicizing his
contention that prejudice and coercion in the pursuit of justice
produce lies and injustice. He knows the truth about those
on-going ‘‘war-crimes’’ trials and I'm sure you'll find his
presentation enlightening.

So welcome, and good reading!

'b§\1*«$»~:> B /L ’\Cv\'(-ic-c*—""—

Thomas J. Marcellus
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LEWIS BRANDON & ARTHUR R. BUTZ

Christopher Hitchens

New Statesman

10 Great Turnstile

London WCIV 7H]J England 26 August 1980

Dear Christopher Hitchens:

If the New Statesman is not ‘‘part of Israel’s media
chorus” (NS 20 June 1980) then why is it that your paper
refused to print letters from three distinguished Revisionist
academics, after they were slandered in your tractate last
November?

Your distinguished editor felt that the views of these
academics, i.e. anti-Zionist and skeptical of the ‘Holo-
caust” group-fantasy, removed them from the arena of de-
bate. The Press Council is now deliberating on Page’s cur-
ious views on freedom of dissent.

I really would appreciate your reactions, Chris, for it
seems to me that there is one part of the Zionist apparatus
which seeks to neutralize debate by touching tangentially
on the more sensitive issues, and then skating away again
before they can be thoroughly gone into. At a stroke, the
Zionists can claim to be ‘‘covering all aspects in free de-
bate’’ but yet simultaneously squelching any aspects of that
debate which go outside their parameters.

Hope to hear from you.
Sincerely

Lewis Brandon
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Letters to the Editor

West Palm Beach Post

P.O. Drawer T

West Palm Beach, FL 33405 15 September 1980

Dear Sir:

In your issue of 15 August you describe Lili Meir as
finding her Auschwitz photo album at Auschwitz.

In your issue of 27 August you describe her as finding the
album at Dora-Nordhausen.

In your 15 August issue you describe Auschwitz being
liberated by noisy, musical Allied troops. (Auschwitz was
liberated by Soviet troops.)

In your 27 August issue you describe Dora-Nordhausen
being liberated by singing American troops.

The entire feature represents a kind of Holocaust Hoax in
miniature. Contradictions from one day to the next; distor-
tions and lies day in and day out.

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

Letters to the Editor
Home News
- New Brunswick, NJ 08903 15 September 1980

Gentlemen:

In an article on Holocaust Studies (30 August 1980) a
caption to a photograph of Dachau reads:

.. .the camp'’s elaborate system of gas chambers and

crematoria.

I would be very interested in finding out what your evi-
dence is for this allegation. Most Holocaust commentators



Unanswered Correspondence 199

today acknowledge that none of the camps in Germany-
proper had ‘‘gas chambers.”

Simon Wiesenthal in Books & Bookmen (April 1975) writes
that:

“there were no extermination camps on German soil. . .”’
Dr. Martin Broszat writes in Die Zeit (26 August 1960):
“No Gassings at Dachau.”

None of the major Exterminationist authors such as Hil-
berg, Reitlinger or Dawidowicz maintain such a position as
your paper.

Perhaps your contributor should step forward and pre-
sent his startling new evidence for examination?

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

The History Teacher
California State University
Long Beach, CA 90840 28 October 1980

Dear Sir:

I have just read Mr. Mork’s article on ‘‘Teaching the
Hitler Period" in your August issue, which mentioned our
Revisionist works on the ‘‘Holocaust.”

Inter alia, Mr. Mork decrees: *‘In my judgement, these
volumes have no place on the shelves of an undergraduate
library."”

He later alleges that Revisionist works on the ‘‘Holo-
caust’’ are ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ and similar to The Protocols and
Mein Kampf.

Since all our publications are fully referenced—the Butz
book contains 14 pages of sources—it would seem that it is
per se anti-Semitic to challenge the veracity of Holocaust
“history.” I wonder how then Mr. Mork would treat those
Jewish writers who challenge the authenticity? How does
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he regard Gitta Sereny, who wrote in the New Statesman of
2 November 1979 that:

“Auschwitz, despite its emblematic name, was not prim-
arily an extermination camp for Jews and is not the
central case through which to study extermination pol-
icy.”
How does he regard Simon Wiesenthal who wrote in Books
& Bookmen of April 1975:

“there were no extermination camps on German soil. . . "’

Both of these statements revise the previously accepted
versions of the Holocaust legend. Are only revisions of
detail allowed, and not of the substance?

In any case, who on earth is this pompous Mr. Mork to
dictate what can and cannot have a place on library
shelves? Maybe ‘‘in his judgement’ the Butz book has no
place, but maybe in someone else’s all points of view should
be represented.

A host of educational civil liberties organizations recently
filed an amicus curiae in Warsaw, Indiana, to prevent the
school board from censoring library shelves. They said:

“The public school should be a vibrant, free market of
ideas. If the right to read and be exposed to controver-
sial ideas cannot flourish in the school house, the pros-
pects are bleak that it will ever flourish anywhere in soc-
iety.”

Obviously, Mr. Mork would not agree with such high-
minded sentiment. He prefers to engage in book-burning in
case his students start to question his own “‘Indisputable
Historical Truths' about the ‘*Holocaust’ notion.

Sincerely
Lewis Brandon
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Letters Department

Panorama

P.O. Box 950

Wayne, PA 19087 10 November 1980

Gentlemen;

I am amazed at the candor with which William L. Shirer
writes about World War Two TV movies. (‘‘The Nazis are
Coming! The Nazis are Coming!"’ November 1980). -

He actually describes the Nazis as ‘‘bad guys’ and the
Americans as ‘‘good guys’ in the same two-dimensional
cardboard-cutout style which has been the curse of tele-
visual drama since its inception. In his hysterical, paranoid
urge to stereotype the dramatis personae he lurches into
terminology which would be laughable if it were in any
other context: *‘fascination with evil,” “‘evil genius,” ‘‘mon-
sters,” ‘‘barbarism,’ ‘‘band of ruffians,” etc. etc.

Why is it that viewers can be allowed to see all sides; all
points of view; all outlooks, on every war in history, with the
exception of one: the Second World War? Why do we still
maintain that this was the one war ever fought that had
“bad guys’ on one side and ‘‘good guys’ on the other?
“Monsters’” and ‘‘Saints”? “Evil"’ and ““Good”? *‘Guys in
Black Hats’ and ‘‘Guys in White Hats’'? Is this the sum total
of television’s educational ability? Has TV become so jejune
that it has to perpetually deal in pigeon-holed people?

Shirer's scant attention to facts also omens badly for us.
We are now told that the Nazis killed ‘‘six million Jews and
six million Slavs.”” We are told that Hitler had ‘‘only one
close friend, Ernst Roehm.” I am afraid that Mr. Shirer has
allowed his poetic license to run away with his historical
accuracy.

Where, in any of these movies, is there ever any attention
given to the facts? In dealing with the Anne Frank remake,
why does Mr. Shirer not tell us that the German courts
have now decided that the “‘Diary" is a fake, as reported in
the New York Post 9 October 19807 In dealing with the
“exterminations’’ why does he not tell us that a host of
academic and forensic experts such as Dr. Arthur Butz
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(Northwestern University), Dr. Robert Faurisson (Univer-
sity of Lyon), John Bennett (Victoria Civil Liberties Council,
Australia), have all declared that the *‘gas chambers' are a
ficton? Why does he not tell us that even ‘“Holocaust’”
experts such as Gitta Sereny admit that *‘Auschwitz was
1118;51]1; extermination center” (New Statesman 2 November

.I must admit to some satisfaction that the younger gener-
ation at least are not being taken in by this historical
cartooning. Our youngsters often are more adept than we
think, in differentiating between romper-room play-acting
(““bad guys vs. good guys'’) and reality (man vs. man).

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

Letters to the Editor
Detroit Free Press
Detroit, MI 48231 12 November 1980

Gentlemen:

Your Question & Answer column of 8 November 1980
regarding the “Avenue of the Righteous' in Israel ignores
certain fundamental points.

First, the Anne Frank case is not as it appears in her
alleged “Diary.” The “Diary” was written—probably by
her father—after the war. A recent German court case,
reported in the New York Post of 9 October 1980, found that
parts of the manuscript were written in ball-point pen—the
ink of which was not available until 1951!

Second, the ‘‘Holocaust” did not involve the extermina-
tion of the Jews in gas chambers. Numerous academics,
such as Dr. Arthur Butz of Northwestern University near
Chicago, have found that the ‘‘gas chambers’’ are fictitious.
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After the war, it was claimed that all the camps had ‘‘gas
chambers’’ but then in 1960 they claimed that the camps in
Germany-proper did not, but only the camps in German-
occupied Poland did. How long will it be before the author-
ities admit that there is as little proof for extermination
chambers in Poland as there had been prior to 1960 for the
German camps?

Thirdly, will the Israeli ‘“Avenue of the Righteous’ be
allowed trees for those who do not meet with the current
Zionist regime’s approval as ‘‘righteous”? Will they plant a
tree for Adolf Eichmann, who was a staunch Zionist, and
negotiated the re-settlement of Hungarian Jews in Palestine
during the war? Will they plant a tree for all the Palestinian
women and children who were butchered by Menachem
Begin's gang of cut-throats at Deir Yassin in 19487 S

Lastly, is it morally correct for a gang of murderers and
crooks (the Israeli government) to take onto themselves the
right to allocate ‘‘righteousness’ to the rest of the world?
The present Israeli nation must be unique in the world
today, as it is the only sovereign state to be administered by
a government containing at least three known assassins— [
the Prime Minister, the Foreign Minister and the Agricul- ¢
ture Minister, to say nothing of the rest of the gang of crooks ;
in the Knesset, such as Flatto-Sharom, wanted in France on-\
a billion dollar fraud rap. Now he has the nerve to try to
send gangs of assassins into France—the country he
defrauded —to murder French citizens who happen to fall |
into disfavor with the Knesset!

These are some questions your ‘‘Question and Answer”

column somehow avoided not just answering, but even
asking.

Sincerely
Lewis Brandon
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Judith F. Krug

American Library Association

50 East Huron Street

Chicago, IL. 60611 12 November 1980

Dear Ms. Krug:

I am writing to enlist your support in our efforts to exer-
cise our rights to free speech under the First Amendment of
the United States Constitution. I read an article in today's
Los Angeles Times which indicated that your organization
readily supports such causes.

We are the publishers of a number of books which pre-
sent a controversial analysis of the so-called ‘‘Holocaust.”
Our authors present an argument that no Jews were gassed
in gas chambers as part of a Nazi extermination program.
These authors are university professors, and other distin-
guished academics.

We have suffered suppression and censorship because
this view of the ‘‘Holocaust’ is not in accord with that of
mainstream opinion. Several attempts have been made, not
just to prevent us from airing this point of view, but to
actually victimize those who endorse our point of view. Let
me give some examples.

Dr. Reinhard Buchner is a member of the Editorial Advis-
ory Committee of our quarterly JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL
REVIEW. He teaches physics and astronomy at California
State University, Long Beach. When his name first appeared
on our masthead, several organizations lobbied Cal. State to
have him fired from his position, or at least censured. These
organizations were the Anti-Defamation League and the
Simon Wiesenthal Center for Holocaust Studies, both based
in Los Angeles. In the August 1980 issue of The History
Teacher, published by the Cal. State History Department, a
Professor Gordon R. Mork states that: ‘“These (Revisionist)
volumes have no place on the shelves of an undergraduate
library.”

The Organization of American Historians is head-
quartered on the campus of Indiana University. Earlier this
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year we rented their mailing-list to send promotional mater-
ial to their members. Again, the Anti-Defamation League
stepped in, and pressured the OAH into apologizing to them
for allowing us to rent the list, and presenting a non-ADL-
authorized viewpoint to their membership! The OAH have
now refused to rent us their list again, and stated that the
originial rental was ‘‘an error.”

Pomona College, Claremont, California was the venue of
our 1980 Revisionist Convention, where Revisionist academ-
ics came from all over the world to exchange views and
hear speakers. After the conference, I understand that the
Anti-Defamation League again lobbied the college against
us, and on 11 August 1980 the President of the college wrote
to me to tell me that in view of ‘‘the character of (our)
literature and the nature of (our) program . .. Pomona Col-
lege will not be able to offer (us) the use of its facilities in
the future.”

These are just three examples out of many which I could
describe. There are many other cases of discrimination
against us and our academics. Many of them involve victim-
ization and career undermining.

I would be most interested to have your response, and
hope that the American Library Association can publicly
defend our rights in this matter.

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

The Secretary
Board of Education
Pasadena, CA 91101 11 December 1980

Gentlemen:

I note that the Pasadena Board of Education is contem-
plating introducing ‘‘Holocaust Studies’ in the English cur-

riculum. One of the titles mentioned was the Diary of Anne
Frank.



206 THE JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW

I would like to draw to your attention the fact that the
“Diary’’ has been declared a fake by many eminent histor-
ians and academics such as David Irving, Alfred M. Lilien-
thal, Arthur R. Butz, Robert Faurisson and John Bennett. A
court case in West Germany found that parts of the diary
had been written (in the same handwriting as the rest of the
text) in ballpoint pen—the ink of which wasn't available
until 1951; six years after Anne is supposed to have died of
disease. I suggest you examine the articles on this finding in
the New York Post (9 October), Der Spiegel (6 October),
Christian Science Monitor (14 November) and The Spotlight
1 December). For some reason, this startling news was
determined to be of no interest to the readers of the LA
Times, Newsweek and Time.

If the board does decide to introduce ‘‘Holocaust Studies”
of some kind, I do hope that you will be objective enough to
include books which dispute that the gas chambers ever
existed. More and more academics around the world are
beginning to challenge the Establishment's view of history
in the same way that Copernicus, Galileo and Darwin chal-
lenged scientific orthodoxy in times gone by. Will the Board
have the courage to allow your students to appraise such
titles as The Hoax of the Twentieth Century, Six Million Lost
& Found, Anne Frank’s Diary: A Hoax, and Debunking the
Genocide Myth? All of these titles are published by our-
selves, and we would be pleased to forward review copies
to the Board gratis. In the meantime, 1 have enclosed some
descriptive literature.

In a recent court case in Indiana, concerning book-ban-
ning, the National Council of Teachers in English told the
court:

The public school should be a vibrant, free market of

ideas. Indeed, if the ‘‘right to read and be exposed to con-

troversial thoughts’’ cannot flourish in the school house,
the prospects are bleak that it will ever flourish any-
where in society.

I am sure the Pasadena Board of Education would whole-
heartedly endorse this principled statement, and that we
will be hearing from you in the very near future.

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon
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Letters to the Editor

Commentary

165 E. 56th Street

New York, NY 10022 12 December 1980

Dear Mr. Podhoretz:

I trust you will allow as much space in your profession-
ally- produced magazine for us to reply to Lucy Dawido-
wicz's allegations as you did for the responses to “‘The Boys
on the Beach.” Ms. D. dealt at some length with THE JOUR-
NAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW, which I have the pr1v1lege to
edit, and the Historical Revisionist movement in general,
which I help to promote.

I regret that it has been some time since I last read a
more evasive and ad hominem article. This article was a
discredit to the historical profession and to the normally
high standards of objectivity displayed in your columns.
With almost every sentence, Ms. D. manages to slip in some
slur, or some subjective judgement:

Taylor does not write a book, but a “‘mischievous’ book.
Barnes does not have a viewpoint, but is ‘‘possessed by the
idea.’’ He does not do a thorough study, but uses up ‘‘rabid
energy.’’ His writings are not history, but ‘‘obsessions,”’ and
are ‘‘shrill, irresponsible, irrational” and ‘‘polemical.” His
consistency and sincerity are worthless, it seems, for he is a
“‘calcified isolationist.” Dr. James J. Martin does not write
history but ‘‘oddball history.’’ John Bennett is not impressed
by the factuality of Butz's writings, he is “‘converted’ by its
“unhinging effect.”” Warren B. Morris Jr. does not write a
thesis, he writes ‘‘an undistinguished dissertation on a
minor 19th century German diplomat.” Faurisson does not
put forward a viewpoint, he suffers from ‘‘monomania.”
THE JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW is not a learned
journal, but ‘‘a potpourri of anti-Semitic propaganda camou-
flaged to look like a learned journal.”

Are these descriptions really those of an objective, impar-
tial, historian or are they the subjective outrage of a totem
worshipper who has just heard a blasphemous remark?

Ms. D. does not do the one thing that distinguishes correct
historical research from mere historical journalism; first-
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hand investigation. Her writing is full of factual errors
transposed from other ‘‘exposes’’ and journalistic accounts.
Thus she claims that the first Revisionist Convention was
held at *“‘Northrup College" when she means Northrop Uni-
versity. This error first appeared in a tabloid newspaper
and has been recycled in almost every ‘‘expose’ on Revis-
ionism so far—so much for the correctness of the Extermin-
ationist historians!

Secondly, Ms. D. makes a glaring research faux-pas when
she mixes up the Revisionist Press of Brooklyn—a Jewish
libertarian publishing house, with The Revisionist Press of
New Jersey—a German-American Revisionist imprimatur.

These are just two of the more glaring errors in this
“‘historical” piece. But Ms. D's main shortcoming is in the
fact that nowhere does she address the arguments of the
Revisionists at all!

Dr. Butz has made the point that little if any of the
Nuremberg Trials evidence would be admitted to a U.S.
criminal court—most of it was hearsay, affidavits from
dead people, documents with no proof of source, testimony
under duress, etc. etc. The court itself was run by rules that
would never be tolerated in this country: the defendants
were not allowed to represent themselves, and the defense
counsel were not permitted proper access to prosecution
evidence. Nowhere does Ms. D. address this.

Dr. Faurisson has made several very succinct and very
telling points:

1. Immediately after the war it was widely held that the
camps in Germany as well as the camps in Poland had
" gas chambers. Germans were hanged for gassing inmates

at several German camps, for there was ‘‘evidence, testi-
mony, and confessions’ to prove this. Since 1960, all the
Exterminationists have agreed that there were no gas-
sings in the German camps; just in the Polish camps. Now,
asks Dr. Faurisson, what is the substantial difference
between the evidence, testimony and confessions regard-
ing gassings at the German camps (now admitted as
bogus) and the evidence, testimony and confessions re-
garding gassings at the Palish camps (still maintained as
genuine). How is it that Anglo-American evidence can be
dismissed as false, and yet Communist Polish and Com-
munist Soviet evidence can still be retained as genuine?




Unanswered Correspondence 209

2. Secondly, Dr. Faurisson asks how could the ‘‘confes-
sions’’ of the Commandant of Auschwitz Rudolf Hoess be
genuine if they fly in the face of science? Hoess talks
about the sonderkommandos entering the gas chamber
immediately after the gassing operation while smoking
and eating. This is a scientific impossibility, since the
sonderkommandos would have been themselves asphyxi-
ated, and their cigarettes would have caused an explo-
sion!

I have searched in vain in Ms. D’s article for any addres-
sing of these crucial points. ;

Nor have I found any reference to the reward of $50,000,
which we announced at our 1979 Revisionist Convention, for
proof that even one Jew was gassed to death in a Nazi gas
chamber as part of an extermination program. Nor have 1
found any reference to the most significant writings of Ms.
D’'s contemporary, Gitta Sereny, who wrote in the New
Statesman of 2 November 1979 that Auschwitz was not in
the main an extermination center, and that many Holocaust
“memoirs’’ are faked.

I regret that Ms. Dawidowicz comes across in her essay
as yet another of those tedious individuals who are unable
to handle facts which do not co-ordinate with her precon-
ceived notions. She would have done well as a cheer-leader
among the crowds who abused Leonard da Vinci, Coper-
nicus, Charles Darwin, and Christopher Columbus himself.
She would have done especially well as one of the chief
Inquisitors of the Spanish Inquisition, or one of Cromwell’s
head witchfinders, or one of the Pope’s heretic-burners.
Her sarcasm about the failure of universities or institutions
to censure, fire or otherwise punish Revisionists, smacks of
the Dark Ages.

Ms. D. even flies off on a tangent of fantasizing, where
she imagines that Liberty Lobby is financing the Institute
for Historical Review, and that ‘‘alas’ Jews were not gas-
sed. In our Winter 1980 issue Dr. Howard Stein, a noted
authority on group-fantasizing and its role in psychohistory,
presents a fascinating insight into this particular neurotic
dysfunction. But I suppose Ms. Dawidowicz would dismiss
the views of Dr. Stein as being ‘‘self-hate”’? Perhaps she
could correct me if I am wrong.
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The most disturbing aspect of all in Ms. D’s polemic is her
refusal to debate the facts. She quotes with approval the
collective view of some French historians, who tautologic-
ally insist that it was possible for the Holocaust to happen
because it did happen. She stridently recounts her outrage
at a naive radio producer who asked her to debate with Dr.
Faurisson. It is indeed with relief that I turn to the writings
of Dr. Chomsky and Dr. Stein, who maintain the highest of
academic values. Dr. Stein wrote to me earlier this year to
point out that the importance of historical Revisionism is
“attested by the very controversy which it stirs. This is so
even if you are wrong in your conclusions.” Voltaire would
have been proud to have witnessed such objectivity.

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

Editor

Commentary

165 E. 56th Street

New York, NY 10022 16 December 1980

Dear Sirs:

Commentary maintains relatively high standards for a
mass circulation magazine and Lucy Dawidowicz is a com-
petent historian in the purely technical sense. Therefore it
was perhaps singular to read her article in your December
issue, for there is little there apart from the name-calling. It
is ludicrous to try to characterize ‘*holocaust’ revisionism
as a ‘‘neo-Nazi”’ phenomenon merely because the label can
be argued to apply in a few cases. That the label does not
characterize is clear even from many of the names that
Dawidowicz herself brings up.

To address a point of greater personal concern, I was
mildly amused to see Dawidowicz mention, with obvious
approval (indeed she is a contributor), the booklet Dimen-
sions of the Holocaust, which I suppose is still available
from Northwestern University Press. The booklet is the
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published form of four lectures given at Northwestern in
1977 “‘by three Jews and a philo-Semite,” as she put it. The
lectures have played a role their organizers never ima-
gined. Some who read my book (The Hoax of the Twentieth
Century), but were at first in no position to pass judgment
on it, noted in the lectures the emptiness of the alleged
scholarly opposition to my thesis that developed at North-
western, and drew appropriate conclusions. By all means,
one should read the booklet.

Ironically, I can recommend another publication —Prof.
Dawidowicz's own The War Against the Jews, whose main
original contribution is a reconstruction of Jewish life in
Poland under the Nazi persecution. Try as one may, her
picture of this life cannot be reconciled with any notion of
the simultaneous existence of a program of complete phy-
sical extermination of the very same people on the very
same territory.

I do not know why Jewish spokesmen do not realize that
the worst they can do is attempt to discourage inquiry.
There are many examples of this behavior but here I shall
cite only an incident that Dawidowicz mentions. Last spring
the Organization of American Historians routinely rented
its mailing list to the new Institute for Historical Review
(with which I am associated); the IHR then sent gratis
copies of the premier issue of its JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL
REVIEW to the members of the OAH. The ADL (which has
the near unanimous support of the Jewish community) pro-
tested this use of the OAH mailing list and the OAH apolo-
gized. Dawidowicz clearly supports the protest, which was
in accord with an evident policy of attempting to stifle criti-
cal examination of the received legend. There is no other
valid interpretation of the protest. The chief consequence is
the introduction of a quite avoidable inflammatory element
into the controversy, for there are no doubt many members
of the OAH who (in contrast to some of the OAH's leaders)
do not feel, and would be offended by any suggestion, that
they need the ADL's intellectual guardianship.

Sincerely

Arthur R. Butz
Evanston, Il.
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Letters to the Editor

New York Times

229 W43 Street

New York City, NY 10036 7 January 1981

Dear Sir:

I have noted your article by Richard Eder regarding
Professor Robert Faurisson in France, and Professor Noam
Chomsky at Harvard.

Itis incorrect in a number of respects.

First, Prof. Faurisson does not hold ‘‘no particular prom-
inence on the French intellectual or academic scene.” In
1961 he published A-t-on lu Rimbaud? [Has Anybody read
Rimbaud?) which gave a unique and fascinating insight into
that French poet's Voyelles. This was followed in 1972 with
A-t-on lu Lautreamont? and in 1976 by La Cle des Chimeres
et Autres Chimeres de Nerval. All of these were received
with much critical acclaim in France.

Secondly, Dr. Faurisson's case was in no way ‘‘weak-
ened’’ by his arguments. His arguments are based on con-
crete reality. There is no way that millions of persons could
have been gassed in the facility presently on display at
Auschwitz, in the manner described in Hoess's confessions.
This is a physical impossibility, and Dr. Faurisson chal-
lenges anyone to forensically prove otherwise. Secondly, he
draws attention to the fact that Germans were hanged after
the war for ‘‘gassing’’ people at camps where it is now
universally admitted that there were no ‘‘gas chambers.”
Why is it, he asks, that we discount the Allied investiga-
tions, evidence, trials, confessions, etc. for the German
camps; and yet we still maintain as valid the Soviet and
Polish communist investigations, evidence, trials and con-
fessions? Why is it that all of the “‘evidence’’ for gassings is
testimony—why is there not one shred of documentary or
forensic proof? How much more concrete can one get? If
these ‘“‘witnesses’ are so sure, why have they not stepped
forward to claim our $50,000 reward?

The attitude of the French ‘‘intellectuals’ is best illustra-
ted by their joint advertisement in Le Monde where they
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stated: ‘‘It-was not necessary to wonder how, technically,
such mass murder was possible. It was technically possible
because it took place.” Such a tautology would not have
been out of place at the infamous ‘‘Monkey Trial” when it
was stated that Evolution could not have been so because
the Bible said so. Truly, French intellectual life is in need of
counsel from such thinkers as Dr. Chomsky.

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

Letters to the Editor

Pittsburgh Press

P.O. Box 566

Pittsburgh, PA 15230 27 January 1981

Dear Sir:

I noted with distress the article of January 18th regarding
the proposed ‘‘Pittsburgh Holocaust Studies Center.”

The ‘““Holocaust’ has long ago been discredited by such
internationally known historians as Dr. Arthur Butz of
Northwestern University, Chicago and Dr. Robert Faurisson
of the University of Lyon-2 in France.

Immediately after the war it was claimed that all the
camps: those in Germany-proper and in German-occupied
Poland had ‘‘gas chambers.” But in the early 1960s the
Holocaust propagandists revised their theories to say that
the camps in Germany-proper did not have ‘‘gas cham-
bers' —only the camps in German-occupied Poland had
such facilities.

The Revisionist historians ask:

What is the difference in quality between (a) the evi-
dence, testimony, confessions and trials which ‘‘proved”
the gassings at the Allied-occupied German camps; and (b)
the evidence, testimony, confessions and trials which
“proved’ the gassings at the Communist-occupied Polish
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. 4 ki
-camps? Why do we still believe Communist atrocity tales,
and discount Allied atrocity tales?

Simon Wiesenthal himself admitted that the German ‘‘gas
chambers’ were fakes when he wrote to Books & Bookmen
(April 1975) that: ““There were no extermination camps on
German soil.”

Another Holocaust historian,Gitta Sereny has now begun
to discount even Auschwitz; ‘‘Auschwitz, despite its em-
blematic name, was not primarily an extermination camp
for Jews." (Original emphasis).

One wonders how long it will be before the ‘‘extermina-
tion centers’ having been moved further and further East

by the Exterminationists, will be relocated on the outskirts
of Kiev?

Sincerely
Lewis Brandon

Mr. Norman Podhoretz
Editor

Commentary

165 E. 56

New York, NY 10022

Dear Mr. Podhoretz:

First of all I should like to preface my remarks by saying
how much I have enjoyed reading Commentary over the
years initially under the able editorship of Elliot Cohen (who
tragically committed suicide) and then under your very
astute leadership as editor. o

The subject of this letter is Mrs. Lucy S. Dawidowicz
December 1980 article in Commentary, ‘‘Lies About the
Holocaust’ which is a malicious smear of historical Revis-
ionism; in particular the work of Dr. Harry Elmer Barnes
and Dr. James J. Martin.
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An examination of the 1000 page-volume Crusader pub-
lished as a testimonial to Dr. Barnes in 1968 bears little
resemblance to the ‘‘paranoid” portrayed in the Commen-
tary article. Edited by Arthur Goddard of the New York
High School of Printing, this remarkable volume presents
exacting appraisals of Barnes’ career by such historians as
Merle Curti, Harold U. Faulkner, Stanton L. Davis, William
L. Neumann and Henry M. Adams; sociologists: George A.
Lundberg, Richard Dewey, Frank H. Hankins, Ray H.
Abrams and Read Bain, criminologist: Jeremiah P. Shalloo;
anthropologist: Leslie White; eminent publicist, Joseph
Wood Krutch; and educator, Clyde R. Miller, winner of a
special award from the National Conference of Christians &
Jews. In addition this volume includes a 50-page bibliogra-
phic survey of Barnes' writings, which is to say the least,
extremely impressive. For a portrait of ‘the real Barnes’ I
would advise the readers of Commentary to study this
volume.

The career of Dr. James J. Martin is equally important in
its way as that of Harry Elmer Barnes. Mrs. Dawidowicz’
characterization of Dr. Martin’s Men Against the State as
“‘oddball” is a very strange comment. Dr. Paul Avrich, the
formidable historian of anarchism at Queens College, City
University of New York, has a quite different opinion of Men
Against the State which first appeared in 1953 and has
been published in three editions since then and has re-
ceived about fifty highly positve reviews world-wide. Dr.
Martin is also a three-time contributor to the Dictionary of
American Biography with his excellent articles on anar-
chists Emma Goldman, Alexander Berkman and Benjamin
R. Tucker. The two books of essays Dr. Martin has compiled
from his articles Revisionist Viewpoints and The Saga of
Hog Island are classics of revisionist scholarship as are his
re-editions of eminent American anarchists.

It is difficult to write a critique of Mrs. Dawidowicz’ mish-
mash of an essay but some points bear emphasis.

1. Revisionists are not neo-Nazis. A checklist of Revision-
ist publicists finds Democrats, Republicans, Socialists,
Anarchists, Atheists, Catholics, Pacifists with Far Right and
Far Left and everything in-between represented. The neo-
Nazi smear does not hold water.
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2. Mrs. Dawidowicz' statement in March Commentary
that ‘‘notable isolationists headed by Charles Beard himself
never admitted Barnes to their company’ is completely
without foundation. Where does Mrs. Dawidowicz do her
research?

3. Mr. Willis Carto's pedigree has nothing to do with
Revisionist historical writing. It must stand or fall on its own
merits. Whether or not Mr. Carto is an anti-Semite does not
answer the question of the ‘‘gas chambers’ or the ‘‘planned
extermination of Jewry."”” Mrs. Dawidowicz does not attempt
to refute the basic arguments of Butz, Rassinier, Faurisson
et al.

4. If Mr. Willis Carto in his support of Revisionist scholars
helps us prevent a Third World War then he is a benefac-
tor of humanity, anti-Semite or not. “‘Each man has a right
to have his ideas examined one at a time.”

5. This writer—contrary to Mrs. Dawidowicz’ assertions
—finds no evidence whatsoever of anti-Semitism in the writ-
ings of Butz and Faurisson. They are both extremely careful
scholars and restrained in their opinions.

6. I would like to know which ‘““fascist” books Ralph Myles
has published as Mrs. Dawidowcz’ alleges. I can't find any
on their list.

7. According to Mrs. Dawidowcz, Harry Elmer Barnes
guided Dr. David Leslie Hoggan to ‘‘Nazi apologetics.’ If
Mrs. Dawidowcz had done the most elementary research
she would have found that far from guiding Hoggan into
“Nazi apologetics,’ just the opposite was true!

8. Dr. Warren B. Morris’ Revisionist Historians and Ger-
man War Guilt does not as Mrs. Dawidowicz alleges ‘‘give
legitimacy’’ to the Revisionists. Like any other historical
“work it must stand or fall on its merits. It cannot ‘‘give
legitimacy’’ to what is already a legitimate subject of in-
quiry. There are no dead issues in scientific inquiry and
scholarship as pointed out by Dr. Noam Chomsky and Dr.
Howard F. Stein.

9. Revisionist Press (of Brooklyn), not New Jersey, is anti-
fascist, libertarian (one of our heroes is Jewish anarchist
David Edelstadt) and for communication between all cul-
tures and all peoples of the world—this, for the record. We
have suffered ourselves in the Tragedy of Europe (1939 -
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1945) through loss of relatives, separation of families and
need no lessons from people making a living writing about
the holocaust. We do not believe the Jews are a Chosen
People and neither are the Germans. They are both victims
of history and economics.

10. Harry Elmer Barnes did not translate Rassinier’s book
into English.

11. The article attributed to Harry Elmer Barnes in the
Appendix to Myth of the Six Million is not authentic. It was
erroneously attributed to Barnes.

12. Harry Elmer Barnes was not a fanatical Roosevelt-
hater. In the thirties he generally supported the New Deal.

13. 1 agree with Mrs. Dawidowicz’ that we should await
Dr. Martin's publication of his book on genocide with anxi-
ety. Excerpts published in The Journal of Historical Review
make it apparent that it will be a formidable work and
Establishment mythologists should take heed.

14. Mrs. Dawidowcz is careful not to reveal Rassinier’s
pacifist activities and his subsequent arrest by the Gestapo.
Why? However she is very quick to label him an anti-Sem-
ite, also not revealing his efforts at rescuing Jews. Why?
Are these the activities of a rabid anti-Semite?

In conclusion I would like to commend Commentary’s
publication of Robert Alter's article on ‘‘holocaustamania”
—Hollywood style. It's a step in the right direction!

Shalom,

Bezalel Chaim

P.S. It is interesting to note the advertisement in December
1980 Commentary for the Frank Chodorov book Fugitive
Essays. Frank Chodorov was a strong supporter of both Dr.
Barnes and Dr. Martin in their work and also a member of
the Justice for Tyler Kent Committee! Did Mrs. Dawidowicz
approve of this ad, Mr. Podhoretz?



The Problem of Cremator Hours
and Incineration Time

REINHARD K. BUCHNER

Part1]

1. Formulation of the Problem

David Irving! after finding fault with too much of the
documentary evidence as accepted and perpetuated by
contemporary historians asserted once more: ‘“To histor-
ians is granted a talent that even gods are denied: To alter
what has already happened” (page xi}. (Later he dis-
covered that ‘‘re-educated’’ West German publishers had
acquired that talent too; page xvii). However as much as
history cannot be comprehended and understood on a ra-
tional basis only, there are also rational elements insepar-
ably knitted into history which even historians cannot alter
—though they try.

Throughout history technology has not only provided
means but has also dictated limits. These technological
limitations are absolute, and if historical conclusions can be
based on them they therefore become absolute too. For
example ‘‘Wartime Diaries’’ written in ink cannot be genu-
ine if the particular ink came on the market in 19512 . The
Holocaust involves a number of technical problems. R. Faur-
isson3 has investigated the use of Zyklon B—as claimed in
the extermination theory, and found that most—if not all—of
the reported evidence, taken for granted by today’s histor-
ians, must be dismissed on grounds of the technical proper-
ties of the insecticide (page 103). Another subject of a
technical nature is the disposal of the alleged millions of
corpses after the prisoners were supposedly gassed.

The problem is not a new one. Recently A.R. Butz4 for
example has examined the issue to some extent (pages 117 -
118). However most earlier comments on cremation have
dealt only with particular aspects of the total problem.
Therefore an attempt is made here to apply the rationale of
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cremation technology to the whole complex of the Holocaust
theory on the best numerical basis available today. The
reader, however, must be forewarned not to expect a com-
plete solution, but rather another contribution to that end.
This is for the simple reason that 36 years after WWII
neither accurate nor reliable data are available.

The technical problem is basically a simple one. If victims
were gassed and cremated, cremation facilities must have
dealt with the proclaimed 6 million corpses. If one can
calculate the total number of theoretically possible crema-
tions on a technological basis and in accordance with the
relevant historical data, one simultaneously has found the
maximum number of theoretically possible dead.

For the present, the calculation shall be restricted to
cremations in ‘‘Extermination Camps’’ and to cremations in
cremators only. The result will justify such an approach.
The term “‘Extermination Camp’’ as understood here refers
to “Death Camps’ and *“Killing Centers’ as listed by R.
Hilberg® (pages 572 and 573).

2. A Simple Calculation in 1946

To emphasize that this technical problem has existed
openly all the time—but is simply pretended to not exist by
historians and Holocaust theory promoters—the picture as
it presented itself as early as 1946 is first reproduced here.

The mathematical part is simple. If one knows the total
number of “‘cremator hours’ (that is, the sum of all existing
cremators multiplied by their individual time of operation in
hours) and the incineration time per corpse, one can calcu-
late the theoretically possible maximum number of crema-

tions. It is convenient to write the relevant correlation in
the form of a simple equation:

N = Number of possible cremations

Numbers of Cremators

Time of operation in hours

Incineration time for single charge cremation
* (one corpse) in hours

C
T
I
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The term ‘‘cremator’ as used here refers to a single fur-
nace. That section of the cremator in which the actual
cremation takes place is termed ‘‘muffle.” Consequently,
structural units with—for example—3 muffles are counted
here as three cremators. If the unit was operated for one
hour it will contribute 3 ‘“‘cremator hours” to the calcula-
tion.

In 1946 the reported numbers of dead in camps varied
greatly. I remember that 6, 8, 9, 12 and even 40 million
appeared in the news. During extensive talks with people
operating crematoria I found that 4 - 6 hours represented
an ‘‘approximate average incineration time'’ per cremation
in coal fired cremators.6In calculations, therefore, 5 hours
were used at that time. It must be pointed out that it is
difficult to arrive at an average time since the incineration
of corpses depends very much on size and condition of the
corpse. However, it should be realized too that in 1946 in
the above mentioned crematoria after 5 hours incineration,
larger bones were still not reduced and were left inside the
cremator for further incineration during subsequent crem-
ations. This led to accumulation, and the cremators were
periodically cleared and remainders buried at the ceme-
tery. The question how long it “‘would’’ take to incinerate
until “‘only ashes’ would remain could not be answered.
But guesses run from 18 - 20 hours and longer.

Having no other relevant information in 1946 I proceeded
to calculate the theoretical number of cremators necessary
to incinerate 6 million corpses during an ‘‘assumed’’ opera-
tional time of 5 years (roughly the full duration of WWII]J.
Equation (1) can be easily rewritten for that purpose:

‘N x I
C=—"% [2]

Since the calculation is based on hours, T must be given in
hours.

5 years x 365 days x 24 hours = 43,800 hours

Inserting the numerical values into (2) one obtains:

c = 6.000,000x5
43,800
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or

C = 684.9

This was a sobering result in 1946, It meant that even the

lowest number (6,000,000) which was in the news required

685 cremators to operate continuously (24 hours a day!)

over a five year period. Checking on incineration time with

the mortuaries again did not change anything. Those men

would shrug their shoulders or laugh. Their responses must

be seen against the background of the political climate of

the time which Allied occupational policies under the head-

ing of ‘‘re-education’’ had generated. For the more general

impressions of a contemporary American observer see’
Probably, most Germans did at that time disregard the 6
million digit as propaganda (at least in private). Although it
was clear that a figure of 685 cremators was too high to be

acceptable, an actual number was simply not known. For

reasons which are no longer relevant I finally ‘‘assumed’ in

1946 that 100 cremators would be probably a more realistic

figure. Inserting this figure in equation (1) one obtains the

theoretical maximum number of possible cremations:

100 x 43,800

N =100%2 (1]

or

N = 876,000

This result was even more stunning than the first one.
Considering further that a 100% duty cycle (24 hours per
day continuously} was technically unlikely (if not impos-
sible) I also ““assumed’ that a 50% duty cycle (12 hours per
day continuously over five years) was a more probable
mode of operation. This cuts the first N in half (438,000
instead of 876,000). In addition—and again in lieu of actual
information—it ‘‘seemed reasonable in 1946 to assume’’
only 2.5 years (instead of 5 years) of total operational time.
This produced again a lower but also a most ‘‘probable’ N,
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namely 219,000, as compared to the media’s minimum num-
ber of 6 000,000! While the figure 219.000 was founded on
too many ‘‘assumptions”’ and therefore was historically
meaningless, the calculation did demonstrate in general
that there are technological elements involved in the Holo-
caust theory which can be made subject to rational scru-
tiny, with rationally convincing results.

Beyond that, and of immediate historical relevance, the
simple calculation in 1946 also demonstrated that even with
uncertainties in the assumptions by factors between 2 and
4, the calculation would not yield anything close to the 6
million digit. This is why the three different numbers for N -
have been explicitly calculated here once again. Again, no
more importance should be assigned to particular numbers
derived from the 1946 calculations. However a compilation
of all assumptions used in the calculation shall be given
here:

1) All corpses have been cremated in cremators
2) Incineration time was 5 hours per corpse
3) Cremators were single charged (one corpse)
4) 100 cremators were operated
5) Operational time equally for all cremators was
assumed to be
a) 5 years
b) 2.5 years
6) Duty cycle of all cremators was assumed to be
a) 100% (24 hours per day)
b) 50% (12 hours per day)

This resulted in:

a) A theoretically possible maximum of 876,000 crem-
ations (5 years 24 hours per day)

b) A theoretically possible minimum of 219,000 crem-
ations (2.5 years 12 hours per day)

Since WWII no professional historian has produced a
comprehensive and critical investigation—including atleast
some technological feasibility study—of the Holocaust syn-
drome. ‘‘Opaque’ organizations like the ADL, the JDL etc.
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display their *‘capacity to interfere’’ immediately and freely
at the very first sign of a more scrutinizing approach to the
Holocaust theory. The academic climate which has devel-
oped throughout the universities of the western world is, as
a result, syndromatical too: Holocaust must be taken for a
“fact’” which must be proven—a posteriori—by ‘‘proper”
interpretation of documents or what is presented as such by
Holocaust theory promotors. The academic syndrome lies
with the inversion of the intellectual process.

3. A New Attempt in 1981

As a result we do not even know with certainty how many
cremators have existed in Auschwitz I or II. We do not know
their operational time, and the severest discrepancy is
found on incineration times. ‘“‘Reports’’ range from little
more than 1 miniute to more than 1 hour.

In Table I the best obtainable data for today are com-
piled. To circumvent for the moment the problem of inciner-
ation time in the table, at first only cremator hours are
calculated. The data are taken mostly from three Jewish
sources: G. Reitlinger8, R. Hilberg5 and F. Miiller9 with some
exceptions where more recent information from Communist
sources was available. The data also comprise, according
to the sources, maximum numbers for those camps which R.
Hilberg lists as ‘‘Extermination Camps.” That is to say in all
cases numbers have been chosen so that the calculation
produces maximum numbers of cremator hours. Actual
numerical values were certainly lower.

The first impression is astonishing again. Counting
Auschwitz I and II as one camp, only two of the ‘Extermina-
tion Camps’' had crematoria. The total maximum number of
cremator hours obtainable from the sources add up to
861,120 for 100%o duty cycle (24 hours per day) and 430,560
for 50%o0 duty cycle (12 hours per day).

As before, if one divides the cremator hours by the incin-
eration time, the number of cremations can be computed.
Still, however, a realistic incineration time must be deter-
mined. In Table II figures are calculated for one hour as
well as for two hours of incineration time.
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Table I
Cremator Hours
|Cremator
Time of Hours |Cremators
) hours
Camp operation* Months [T] [C] [T x C]
June 1940
Auschwitz I Jun etfi 943 37 |26,640 6 159,840
Auschwitz II March 1943
. to 0 |14,400 662,400
(Birkenau) Oct. 1944 2 ’ 46 ’
i .1943
Mf"{)‘;}f'ek Nov.1 o |s480 6 38,880
(Lublin) July 1944
Belzek — — - none —
Sabibor — — — none —
Treblinka — — — none —
Kulmhof — — — none —
Total 861,120

* Time of operation includes only such time where cremators were
operated. 1 month is calculated with 30 days. Data and sources are

discussed in appendix 1

Table I
Possible Cremations
Incineration time [I]
Duty Cycle
1 hour 2 hours
100%o 861,120 430,560
50/ 430,560 | 215,280
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The numbers displayed in Table II represent then the
respective theoretically possible numbers of cremations.
The maximum is—of course—861,120 for 100% duty cycle
and 1 hour incineration time and the minimum computes to
215,280 for 50% duty cycle and 2 hours incineration time.
At least on technical grounds 100% duty cycle operation
over prolonged periods must be excluded. One hour incin-
eration time is too short for wartime technology. It is
shorter than the incineration time which is obtained today
with automated gas fired cremators. (This can be verified
with any mortuary). The calculations—based on 1 hour
incineration time and 100% duty cycle—have been inclu-
ded to provide a numerical range rather than to insist on a
pragmatic figure. However this is a concession to the lack of
reliable data and not to technical reason.

Being reasonably familiar with other aspects of the Holo-
caust theory and the associated documentation, I person-
ally believe that the minimum number in Table II (215,280)
is indeed the ‘‘most probable’ N which can be derived from
the calculation. However, without more accurate data 1
wish to refrain from proposing any particular figure, leav-
ing this question open at this time. I also do not intend to
deny that cremation in open pits,etc. may have taken place
at times or locations where cremator capacity was insuf-
ficient or absent. However, the obligation to derive actual
numbers from the technical feasibility aspect of that process
and the available information I must leave to professional
historians who support such claims. The little I have to say
is found in the appendix.

That leaves one, then, at present, with several hundred
.. thousand theoretically possible cremations in cremators.
Considering higher death rates in camps under wartime
conditions, diseases, and executions, there is indeed not
much left to support the Holocaust theory. During 36 years
of post-wartime not a single discovery of a mass-grave with
millions and not even one with a hundred thousand corpses
in or near camps has been reported and numerically evalu-
ated. For that reason I conclude that: Until professional
historians deliver proof —beyond the shadow of a doubt—
that—and technologically how—at least some 5.5 million
people (more than 90% of 6 million) have been exterminated
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and made to disappear without trace and without the use of
cremators, the 6 million digit must be considered tor reason
of lack of cremator capacity a hoax too.

Historians, political scientists and educators in general
should finally discontinue the practice of conveying to their
students ‘knowledge’ for which they have never seen hard
proof.

The time where purely “‘oral history” should have been
superseded by the sober results of painstakingly critical
research executed by formally trained historians has long
passed. The political responsibility which professional his-
tory has loaded upon itself can hardly be overestimated. If
in a nuclear holocaust hundreds of millions and possibly
billions of people should die or suffer irreparable genetic
damage, professional history and political science can take
any partial credit they dare to assume.

Part II
Appendix

1. Origin of Cremator Numbers and Operation Times for
Cremators as Listed in Table I.

Here the data in Table I are justified. With “‘justification”
nothing more is indicated than overall agreement with
claims found in the Holocaust theory. No validation of the
data can be derived from their use in this study. As a matter
of fact, I consider cremator numbers and particulary their
operational times in Table I too large. Personally I am not
even convinced that crematoria IV and V in Auschwitz II
did in fact exist. But nevertheless they have been included

in the calculation in accord with the Holocaust theory.

Auschwitz I

The number of cremators in Auschwitz I is apparently
unknown.R.Hilberg 5 andG.Reitlinger 8 donotelaborateon
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the subject. The L. Dawidowicz 10 presentation of the Holo-
caust theory does not relate useful technological informa-
tion. In explaining the “‘final solution’ the authoress simply
states: ‘. .. and employed the best available technological
means’’ (page xxiii).

A.R. Butz 4comes to the conclusion that Auschwitz I had 4
cremators which is probably correct (page 115). F. Miiller?
however claims ‘6 ovens'' (page 16). Table I therefore lists
6 cremators. The difference between 4 and 6 cremators
results into some 50,000 additional cremator hours.

The time of operation (of cremators) is another problem
in Auschwitz I. G. Reitlinger8 states: ‘“The camp was open
for business on 14 January 1940" (page 110). W.
Stéaglich!lreports an official letter from the Auschwitz mu-
seum dated 29 November 1977 in which it is stated that the
crematorium in Auschwitz I operated up to July 1943
(page 75). Since Communist sources can be expected to
deliver maximum Holocaust data for reasons of propagan-
da, and in lieu of more accurate information, operational.
time is listed in Table I from June 1940 to June 1943.

However, even F. Miiller 9reports technical failures and
states ‘“Therefore in autumn of 1942 operations had to be
restricted’’ (page 49). And the Soviet War Crimes Commis-
sion states that the crematorium in Auschwitz I was opera-
tional over 24 months (W. Stiglich 11 page 188). If this is
correct then the figure of 159,840 cremator hours in Table I
is by more than 50,000 too large.

Auschwitz IT

The number of cremators in Auschwitz II is listed in
Table [ with 46 simply because the Auschwitz museum in its
letter to W. Stéglich claims that figure (page 75).

The start of the operation of the cremators was taken to
be March 1943. At that time some cremators probably be-
came operational. G. Reitlinger8 states specifically that: *In
fact crematorium No. 2 was not ready 'til March 13th. On
June 13th it was still the only crematorium of the 4 which
was actually working and the carpentry work was incom-
plete. On November 6th, 1943 an order for young trees to
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form a green belt between the crematoria and the camp
only mentions Nos. 1 and 2. The working of all four crema-
toria was not put to test 'til May 1944 when the massive
transport arrived from Hungary’’ (page 159).

G. Reitlinger 8 also states that selection for gas chambers
in Auschwitz ended in October 1944 (page 493). R. Hilberg 5
quotes a letter from the ‘‘Zentralbauleitung’ (central con-
struction management) that: **The whole unit was due to be
completed on 20 February 1943" (566). R. Hilberg5 seems to
agree that in October 1944 exterminations generally came -
to an end but does not state a specific date (see the various
statements on pages 630, 631 and 632). The time used in
Table I includes the time from March 1943 to October 1944
and was assumed for all crematoria (II, III, IV and V). This
is clearly an overestimate but it frees the calculation from
denouncement on the basis of “‘optimistic data.”” (Using G.
Reilinger’'s data would reduce the 662,400 cremator hours
for Auschwitz Il in Table I at least by some 130,000.)

Majdanek

G. Reitlinger® reports that the “impressive Majdanek cre-
matorium’’ was only completed in autumn 1943 (page 316).
Werth12 states: ** . .. before it had officially become, on 3
November 1943 an extermination camp’ (page 898) and
tells that ‘‘the Russians discovered Majdanek on 23 July
1944" (page 890). He also describes six furnaces (page 893).
Again, in lieu of better data, the above time interval from
November 1943 to July 1944 (9 months) and 6 cremators
have been listed in Table 1. There is some ambiguity in the
selection of the month of November. For example, if crema-
tors had been operational 2 months earlier, some 9,000
cremator hours would have to be added. However, it must
also be noted that on pictures of the Majdanek crematorium
only 5 cremators can be counted. See for example G. Scho-
enberner 13 (page 60).

Belzek, Sobibor, Kulmhof, Treblinka

Belzek and Sobibor had no cremators (R. Hilberg 5 page
629). On the same page Hilberg suspects—quoting the ‘‘Jew-
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ish Black Book Committee”’ —that Kulmhof may *“have
acquired a crematorium’ at the end. No other information
is known to me and therefore no cremators are listed for
Kulmhof.

For Treblinka no crematorium is claimed. G. Reitlinger 8
reports ‘“‘pyres’’ in Treblinka (page 152). A.R. Butz, 4 D.
Felderer 14 and W. Stéglich 11 have discussed information
about crematoria in considerably more detail. For a more
accurate discussion the reader is therefore referred to
these authors. It was, however, my deliberate intention to
base the data not on—however justified —Revisionist tind-
ings, but on those Jewish and Communist sources which
have made Holocaust theory presentation their business.
Still, since the sources in many cases widely disagree, some
compromises became unavoidable.

2. The Technology of Cremation

Reducing a corpse by cremation means decompaosition of
tissue and bones by heat. Contrary to popular beliefs a
corpse does not ‘“‘burn’’ because there is not enough com-
bustible matter involved. While tissue will carbonize and
burn off producing some heat, most of the heat—for the
thermal (and chemical) decomposition of the corpses —must
be supplied from external sources of energy. Cremators are
generally designed and constructed to process one corpse.
No evidence exists that cremators as used in WWII camps
were designed differently. The fuel during WWII was prin-
cipally either coal or coke, but occasionaly wood may have
been used. Since combustion of fuel requires air (oxygen),
some provision for either natural draft (convection) or for-
ced air feed (compressors) must be included into the design
of the cremator. All 6 units in Dachaul5 for example have
provisions for convective draft. The four cremators seen at
Auschwitz I today are apparently of a very similar design.
However they were built after WWII (D. Felderer1l , W,
Stdglich1® page 137). In Auschwitz II it is said that com-
pressors were installed. For example F. Miiller 9 tells of
“fans’ (page 94 and elsewhere). Independent of the method
of air supply all cremators have certain basic similarities.
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Since the incineration is not an energy producing but
mainly an energy-absorbing process, the thermal energy is
produced in a ‘‘generator.” This can be—as in Dachau—
a simple “‘fire box'’ with doors for charging coal, and open-
ings with simple valves to control the convective draft. In
more sophisticated installations with compressors, genera-
tors for gasification of the primary fuel may by employed.
A.R. Butz4 has pointed this out in connection with the Holo-
caust terminology (‘‘Gasoven' etc, see pages 120 and 121).
From the generator the hot exhaust gas is then ducted along
the corpse in an oblong muffle with flat walls and bottom _
but a semi-cylindrical ceiling. The corpse rests on bridges
across the muffle, spaced about 12 - 18 inches apart. Ashes
and remainders fall into the lower section of the
muffle and are removed periodically. Usually the coal-burn-
ing generator and the actual incineration chamber—the
muffle—are separated. Only the hot gas resulting from the
combustion of fuel heats the muffle and the corpse. The
corpse however is not consumed (in its majority at least} by
flames or by the hot gas directly, but by radiation from the
muffle walls.

This is an important technological factor which must be
understood. The physical mechanism is as follows: The hot
gas from the generator passes through the muffle, and
transfers its heat to all absorbing surfaces. This heat trans-
fer is not strictly a thermodynamic process. That is to say
the amount of heat transferred does not depend only on the
temperature difference between gas and wall but upon a
gas-dynamic turbulence in the boundary layer between gas
and wall. To be brief: In cremators the ‘‘roughness’ of the
fire brick lining will enhance the heat transfer to the walls
as long as the velocity of the gas does not become too slow.
Since the wall surface area of the muffle is much larger
than the surface area of the corpse, much of the heat is
transferred to the walls—and not to the corpse. Also, time
plays an important role in the transfer process. It may
sound convincing at first for even a technical mind
that one could raise the input temperature of the gas
coming from the generator in order to transport more heat
per unit time into the muffle and thus achieve shorter incin-
eration times. However, the exit temperature of the gas on
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leaving the muffle must be low enough so as not to burn out
the ductwork and chimney. In short, again: the throughput
velocity of the hot gas inside of the muffle must be slow to
permit enough time for the heat transfer to be completed to
such a degree that the exit temperature of the gas drops to
a sufficiently low value. The practical parameter which is
available to the designer is the cross-section of the muffle.
The larger this cross-section can be made, the lower the gas
velocity will be and the more time for heat transfer will be
available. But if the muffle cross-section is made very large,
another problem arises. In order to transfer a maximum of
heat, all gas must be brought in contact with the walls long
enough. This can only be achieved by continuous mixing of
the gas within the muffle. But this again requires a mini-
mum throughput speed. The designer therefore must estab-
lish a number of conditions simultaneously: For a given
input temperature of the gas he needs a certain muffle size
with enough wall area to absorb the heat, and a muffle
volume which produces a low enough throughput speed, yet
still generates enough turbulence to facilitate heat transfer
and mixing of the gas. The latter conditions limit the muffle
volume which must take the space occupied by the corpse—
or the several corpses (!)—into account. And finally, the
designer must still achieve a low enough exit temperature.
These parameters dictate—for a given temperature—the
input velocity of the gas and thus the total heat transport
per unit time from the generator to the muffle. This deter-
mines the incineration time. The small muffle size as obser-
ved on cremators installed in WWII camps indicates that
the muffles were optimized for single charge cremation
without coffin.

Until now it has been demonstrated how heat is transpor-
ted from the generator to the muffle and transferred mainly
to the muffle walls. If this process would continue, the
muffle walls would become hotter and hotter and the crem-
ator would burn out. However, cooling occurs automatically
by radiation. The thermal energy which the walls have
absorbed is radiated back from the walls over a wide range
of wavelengths, including visible light. However, the main
wavelengths fall into the spectral range of infra-red and
radiative heat. In exactly the same way as visible light
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propagates along straight lines, heat and infra-red radia-
tion do too. Both light and heat are electromagnetic radia-
tion. Radiation from the wall of the muffle may strike the
corpse and may be absorbed. It also may strike another
section of the wall and be absorbed or reflected. This
“bouncing” of the radiation continues until the radiation is
finally absorbed by the corpse. In this process the tempera-
ture difference between wall and corpse plays an important
role. While dense and opaque materials—wall and corpse,
in the present case—absorb radiation readily, gas by com-
parison does not (or only to a minor degree). The hot gas
transfers and radiates more heat to the walls than it can
re-absorb. This is one reason why gas can enter the muffle
at high temperature and leave the muffle at a lower temper-
ature. The curved ceiling of the muffle mentioned earlier
serves as a cylindrical mirror concentrating the radiation
on the corpse.

Finally there is a last step in the total flow of thermal
energy to the corpse which must still be understood. The
radiation absorbed by the corpse is for the most part used
up in chemical reactions and in evaporative processes dur-
ing the decomposition. In short, the corpse represents a
heat sink rather than a heat source. This is the main reason
why originally hot gas can leave the muffle at a lower
temperature. If the corpse would “‘burn’ it would produce
additonal heat and would raise the temperature of the gas
above the input temperature. Statements like: ‘‘The corpses
werse burning so fiercely that they were consumed by their
own heat” (F.Miiller ® page 138) originate from technical
misconceptions.

With this, a crude—but for the present purpose suf-
ficient—model of the incineration process in coal or coke
operated cremators—has been presented. (Radiation
from the gas has been neglected. But without detailed tech-
nical information, heat transfer and radiation cannot be
compared.) By contrast the combustion of the fuel in mod-
ern gas-fired cremators takes place inside of the muffle
itself. Since they are designed to accept a coffin, their wall
area is quite large and the forced air from the compressors
mixes the gas inside the muffle very effectively. In addition,
the burners are usually directed toward the corpse. Fur-
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thermore, the ashes from the coffin are soon blown away
from the corpse by the forced-air feed. Incineration times
thus achieved are therefore much shorter than those with
otherwise comparable coal-fired units.

3. Multiple Charge

With the above in mind, one can also immediately under-
stand why multiple charge—2 or 3 corpses stacked together
as claimed in the Holocaust theory (see for example F.
Muller 9 page 17)—will not produce shorter incineration
times. First, several corpses packed together will offer a
considerably smaller surface per corpse for heat transfer
from the gas or absorption of radiation from the walls than
3 corpses separately exposed to the same muffle wall area.
That amounts to less heat absorption per corpse and per
unit time. But in addition, the muffle volume through which
the gas must pass would become smaller. There is less time
for the gas to transfer heat to walls and corpses. If the
cremator is operated at the same throughput velocity, gas
will simply be rushed through the muffle faster, and exit at
higher temperature, which means less heat per unit time is
available for incineration. In order to protect smoke ducts
and chimney, the total throughput of hot gas would have to
be lowered—decreasing the primary heat transport per
unit time to the muffle.

Considering the physical size of the muffles in Dachau, it
must be judged that three corpses could not be loaded into
those muffles even when they were cold. W. Staglich 11
quotes Kautsky (a former prisoner) stating that the aper-
ture of the ovens (in Auschwitz I) permitted only one, or at
the most two, corpses to be charged (page 158). In actual
operation it would be extremely difficult to charge these
muffles with even two corpses. In any case two corpses
would have covered up a considerable portion of the wall
area, restricting the heat transfer from the gas to those
portions of the wall and forcing a reduction of the through-
put velocity. This is equivalent to a longer incineration time.

Careful comparison of the size of bricks in pictures re-
veals that the muffles in crematoria II and III in Auschwitz
II were certainly not larger than those in the new crema-
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torium in Dachau (pictures are found for example in A.R.
Butz 4 page 157 and 213.

I have observed only single charge incineration of corp-
ses and in coffins. But I will spare the reader my well-
founded speculation (and description thereof) how sev-
eral corpses in one muffle would ‘‘fuse’ together prolonging
the incineration time even further for that reason.

I conclude this part by stating: Technologically it is an
illusion that charging cremators as found in WWII camps
with more than the charge for which they were designed
(one corpse) would shorten the incineration time per
corpse. Such a mode of operation would, quite to the con-
trary, prolong the total incineration time. Even when con-
sidering very emaciated corpses (for example during typhus
epidemics) my personal estimate would be that no gain in
incineration time would occur. But other complicated fac-
tors, concerning the state of tissue (dehydration etc.) enter
the estimate. For these reasons the calculations have been
based on single charge cremation.

4. Incineration Time

In 1946 the incineration time in coal-fired cremators was
about 4 to 6 hours.6 The variation is caused by different
physical sizes of the corpses but also by the condition of the
tissue. Tougher or firmer tissue requires a longer incinera-
tion time. For this reason heart and lungs for example de-
compose slower during cremation. The coal-fired cremators
in 1946 were technologically comparable with those in Dac-
hau. Therefore it must be concluded that the cremators in
WWII camps could not have produced a shorter incinera-
tion time, except for one major difference: In camps, the
corpses were cremated without coffins (therefore the much
smaller muffles). Morticians maintain that a coffin does
delay the cremation of the corpse even though the wood
burns fiercely at first and raises the muffle temperature
considerably. But the coffin (and later its ash) also shield
the corpse during that time from the radiation of the walls.
Taking this into consideration a shorter incineration time in
WWII camps can be expected. Morticians have suggested
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to me that factors up to ¥2 could perhaps result. That could
reduce 1946 incineration times to about 2 - 3 hours for the
camp cremators which were especially designed for crema-
tions without coffins.

One could fill a book with direct or indirect statements
concerning incineration times from Holocaust theory pre-
sentations. A few examples however shall suffice here. F.
Muller9 states that in Auschwitz I the cremators were
charged with 3 corpses simultaneously and that the total
incineration time was 20 minutes (page 17). In 1979 in
Dachau exactly the same set of numbers was stated to me
by one of today's camp officials who, however, had not been
in the camp himself during WWII.15As a matter of fact the
‘20 minutes and three corpses combination’ is found quite
commonly in the Holocaust theory. By comparison, W. Stéag-
lich 11 quotes from the WRB (War Refugee Board) report
about 1.5 hours (page 234). This appears strangely close to
more realistic incineration times. The Los Angeles Times 17
reporting on a visit to Auschwitz II by ‘‘Members of the U.S.
Presidential Commission on the Holocaust'’ declares: “They
also toured the crematoria which could and did dispose up
to 60,000 bodies a day.” Since the Los Angeles Times report
specifically states ‘‘crematoria’’ one can calculate the in-
cineration time per corpse. Equation (1) solved for incinera-
tion time becomes:

CxT
Since one day has 24 hours one obtains:
[ _46x24
60,000

or

I = 0.0184 hours = 1.1 minutes (!)

This would be the incineration time for single charge. With
triple charge—according to the Holocaust theory—3.3 min-
utes would be available for the cremation of three corpses.
Nothing reflects the state of affairs in Holocaust matters
better than the fact that a leading newspaper can offer
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such figures to the public without being contradicted.

A look at incineration times today generates an astonish-
ingly different set of data. In 1974 in Dortmund a cremation
took 2.5 hours in a gas operated cremator (H. Rotk 18 page
106). A mortuary in Los Angeles advised me 1978 by phone
of *‘two hours or a little less.”” Their cremator was operated
on gas. From a personal letter I learned that in 1951 in
Indianapolis a cremation took 2.5 hours. The cremator was
gas fired. W. Stiglich 11 quoting 3 sources (including H.
Roth above) finds that 1.5 to 2 hours are realistic incinera-
tion times today. In January 1981 CBS presented a discus-
sion during their ‘60 Minutes’’ dealing with cremation to-
day. 2.5 hours incineration time was indicated for modern
cremators. One could go on only to find an average for
today’s incineration time in the neighborhood of 2 hours for
gas fired cremators.

In 1979 I was permitted to observe two cremations in
Darmstadt, West Germany. The cremator was gas-fired and
utilized several electrical compressors for forced-air feed
(as practically all of today's gas operated cremators do). It
was the same crematorium I had visited in 1946. Nobody
knew anymore how long a cremation took back then but the
4 to 6 hours for coal-fired cremators appeared acceptable
to today’s crews. Their modern cremator was fully auto-
mated (temperature, time, cycling of the directional burner
sets etc.) and was pre-programmed for 1 hour in the first
incineration stage. After that period a timer would be set by
the crew for additional incineration time if and as needed.
When the remainders of the corpse had fallen to the bottom
of the muffle they were mechanically transferred to a sec-
ond muffle —below the main muffle—to be exposed to heat
for two more hours while the next two cremations, one after
the other, were taking place in the main muffle. After three
hours the final remainders from the first cremation—ash
and bone fragments—were removed from the lowest sec-
tion of the cremator and processed through a bone mill to
render them fit for the urn. When a hydraulic lift (similar to
a forklift) positioned the coffin into that cremator in Darm-
stadt all the burners were shut down and yet it took only
perhaps 10 seconds before the coffin was engulfed in a fury
of flames. A steel hood with an electric exhauster above the
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steel door was needed to protect the operator of the lift
from injury from the flames shooting out of the cremator. It
was a vivid demonstration of the role which radiation plays
during cremation. When the lift was withdrawn on its rails
and the large steel doors had been closed, the temperature
rose for about 10 minutes from the burning of the coffin to
about one and one half times of the operational tempera-
ture. After that time the main muffle cooled down and the
automatic temperature control took over.

Two hours were used in the calculations because all dis-
cussions with morticians have established that this value
for camp conditions during WWII must have been an aver-
age incineration time. One hour is, on the basis of technol-
ogical information, certainly too short and it appears even
impossibe that the cremators in Dachau could actually have
reduced a corpse to the necessary degree in two hours.
Their simple fire-box type generator could not have trans-
ferred the required amount of heat during that period.

Incineration times as claimed in the Holocaust theory are
thus contradicted by actual incineration times in modern
cremators of today, to a remarkable extent. This has been
reported. In addition, practically all of today’s information
refers to gas fired cremators which achieve for technical
reasons shorter incineration times than coal-fired units.

Within the frame of a technological investigation, incin-
eration times for WWII cremators shorter than those which
can be achieved today must be absolutely rejected.

5. Some Necessary Comments.

In the book Commandant of Auschwitz19 cremation cap-
acities for Auschwitz II are discussed which can be used to
calculate incineration times (page 181). The two smaller
crematoria (Nos. IV and V) had—according to the book—
16 cremators and could dispose of 3000 corpses daily.

Equation (3) yields the incineration time:

_16x24

I'="3000 (3]
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or
I = 0.13 hours = 7.68 minutes

The larger crematoria (Nos. II and III) had—according to
the book again—30 cremators and could cremate 4000 corp-
ses in ‘‘less than 24 hours.’’ Since it is unknown how much
“less than 24 hours” is, 24 hours will be used for the
calculation.

One obtains.:

_ 30x24
= 74000 [3]

or
I = 0.18 hours = 10.8 minutes

While it is immediately apparent that the alleged Hoss
statements fall in well with the pertinent Holocaust theory
claims, they nevertheless contribute nothing to dissolve the
discrepancy between those claims and today's incineration
times.

In stark contrast to what R. Hiéss supposedly had written,
stands the testimony given by Richard Baer—the last com-
mandant of Auschwitz (1944 - 1945). E. Aretz20 reports on
pages 58 and 59 some of what is known. Here are some
essentials: Baer had been arrested in October 1960. At that
time he declared that no gas chambers had existed in Aus-
chwitz. He believed—on that basis—that he must be found
innocent. However, he died a mysterious death at the age of
51 in perfectly good health on 17 June 1963 in prison. The
post mortem revealed that poison could not be excluded as
cause of death. However a man believing in his own inno-
cence has no reason to commit suicide. And a former Aus-
chwitz commandant would (at least in 1960) hardly have
even contemplated convincing a West German court (with
the Zionist Bauer as Attorney General of Hesse) that there
were no gas chambers in Auschwitz in operation unless this
was his rock-solid knowledge. Their former commandant's
sudden death must have served as an impressive message
to the rest of the defendants. There only remains to be

reported that the first Auschwitz trial could finally start
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immediately after Baer had died and his name and testimo-
ny were never mentioned in the proceedings of the court—
or in the Holocaust theory. W. Stéaglichlwho is well quali-
fied as former judge to evaluate court matters, was, in 1976,
refused access to the court’s proceedings (which he had
sought while writing his book on Auschwitz) on the grounds
that the protective interests of those involved in the court
proceeding had priority over Dr. Stiaglich’s private interests
in a scientific evaluation of the proceedings (page 374). This
is quite an interesting statement (from the Hessian Minister
of Justice) since during the actual Auschwitz trial *‘those in-
volved” in the proceedings were apparently much less pro-
tected. For some detail the reader is referred to H.
Laternser2! who was the defense lawyer for Richard Baer
and others. He never came to defend his client but he spoke
out on the general witness situation at the first Auschwitz
trial.

P. Rassinier 22 discusses in more detail the statements
which R. Hoss allegedly made (page 235 to 243), but P.
Rassinier also quotes the ‘‘Kasztner Report’” according to
which the gas chambers in Auschwitz II for 8 - 9 months (the
autumn 1943 to May 1944) were out of order. P. Rassinier
draws this conclusion: ‘It remains to be established how
many persons more than 107 000 could have been inciner-
ated from February 1943 to October 1944 ... " (page 241).
The figure of 107,000 refers to the Hoss19 statement (page
177) concerning cremations in pits.

Today world-wide lobbied pressure to prosecute so-
called ““Nazi-war-criminals’’ prevents very effectively all
those from speaking out who have knowledge about the
camps and know the answer to one of history’s most impor-
tant questions. One must wonder whether this is not the
actual motivation behind this pressure ‘‘to prosecute.” The
Holocaust theory has many faces.

6. Cremation in Pits

There are various claims in the Holocaust theory that
huge amounts of corpses have been cremated without crem-
ators on pyres and in pits. To clear up this Holocaust theory
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created problem would be quite another task.

However some general comments are possible. G. Reit-
linger reports that: ‘*‘Apparently the furnaces were super-
ceded altogether after August 1944 because compared
with the burning pits they were considered uneconomical”
(page160).R.Hoss !9statesthat: *‘During the summer of 1942
the bodies were still being placed in the mass-graves. To-
ward the end of the summer however, we started to burn
them; at first on wood pyres bearing some 2000 corpses and
later in pits together with bodies previously buried,” (page
177). In other words the alleged efficiency of burning in pits -
was supposedly well known before the new crematoria in
Auschwitz Il were built. Nevertheless they were built—and
with great difficulties due to war conditions—only to find
out that burning in open pits was more efficient—which is
exactly what allegedly had been known before.

In open fires, larger amounts and—especially partly de-
composed corpses from earlier graves—can be cremated.
The authorities in German towns had to resort to this pro-
cess during WWII after Allied fire bombings. Photographs
exist, for example, of cremations on pyres in Dresden.23
Unfortunately reports are too scarce and not detailed
enough that technical conclusions could be drawn. In any
case, in this type of operation, cremation is incomplete and
large amounts of bones and incompletely cremated organic
materials would have remained. I am not aware of any
thorough investigation including a numerical analysis in or
near WWII extermination camps. And personally I do not
believe —provided there is factual evidence of residue from
large scale cremations in pits at all—that at the present
day, numerical results could be derived. At least any eval-
uation would have to involve the actual moving and sifting
of thousands of tons (if not more) of soil, lest the result of
such an investigation must be mistrusted before it has ever
been obtained. Impartiality of those conducting the excava-
tion would present today an almost insoluble problem. As to
the reports which do exist, the burden of the missing proof
lies with those who relate them. A brief discussion of one
report will demonstrate the nature of the claims. F. Miiller 9
for example refers frequently to the burning in pits. Even
after discounting such way-out allegations such as the claim
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that “human fat’’ was collected at the bottom of the pits, the
remainder of the report cannot be given credence either.

On page 130 the author reports that: ‘‘“The pits were 40 to
50 meters long, about 8 meters wide and 2 meters deep.’” on
page 137 the procedure of setting up a cremation in these
pits is described: ‘“Then the bearers laid about 100 corpses
face up in four long rows on top of the fuel.” If one allows
0.5 meters (19.7 inches) in width for each corpse the de-
scribed procedure (100 corpses in one row) would fill the pit
completely lengthwise with no space left at the ends.
Accepting 70" as an average human height one obtains for
the four rows 7.1 meters width which would leave less than
0.5 meters on each side of the pit. Considering further that
wood was placed between the 3 layers, each of 400 cor-
pses, those pits would have been full to the brim and no
cremation is conceivable at all. F. Miller tries to explain
that this difficulty was overcome by pouring oil and wood
alcohol (plus “human fat”’ again) on the corpses (page 136).
However these liquid fuels would have evaporated in the
hot pit immediately and burnt off on the surface of the pit—
that is, on top of the corpses—since nowhere else did oxy-
gen have access to the fuel vapors. But F. Miiller goes on to
report: “‘The process of incineration took five to six hours"”
(page 138). Cremation in pits—not on pyres—could have
had only one purpose: To provide for convenient burial of
the remainders by filling the pit in with soil after the crema-
tion. F. Miiller 9 however insists that the remainders were
removed each time and the pits re-used (page 139). All one
can say about this type of report is—that it cannot have
happened that way.

In Katyn during 1943 the corpses of some 4143

- Polish officers were exhumed.24The mass-graves

which R. Hoss 19 allegedly has reported supposedly con-
tained 107, 000 corpses (page 177). This is the equivalent of
almost 26 Katyns—with no proof except for the question-
able Hoss document written, at least in part, in pencil while
under Communist imprisionment. And the original (like in
the ‘‘Anne Frank case’) is practically unaccessible even
today, presuming that an ‘‘original’’ did in fact ever exist
and provided that what is kept so secret in the Auschwitz
museum today is not a forgery?2(page 27).
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In Part I of this study it has been demonstrated that—of
the alleged 6 million—at least some 5.5 million would have
had to be cremated in pits. Even dismissing any realistic
incineration time in pits it must be pointed out again that
large amounts of bones must have resulted from such an
enterprise. Considering the 5.5 million evenly distributed
over R. Hilberg's six *Killing Centers” one would have to
find remains of more than 916,000 corpses in each camp (a
numerical equivalent of 221 Katyns for each camp). Even R.
Hilberg 5 claims such a number only for Auschwitz (page
572). But while claims exist, tacit proof in the form of-
excavations and numerical evaluations is absent, for even
10%o of the claims—36 years after WWII. Today this most
fantastic part of the Holocaust theory must either be totally
rejected for lack of proof or must be fanatically believed —
which requires no proof.

7. Some Other Technical Points

A 50% duty cycle has been considered ‘‘most probable”
for the purpose of the calculations. For the actual work time
of crews another 3 - 4 hours of preheating time and prob-
ably another hour for cleaning (de-slagging) would have to
be added. This would amount to 16 to 17 hours of work-
time per day. All calculations based on a 100% duty cycle
are at least for technological reasons unrealistic.

Disposal of corpses by cremation in WWII camps in itself
clearly does not represent proof of atrocity but was rather
a necessity especially during epidemics. Cremation is an
effective way to decompose infectious organic material.
This however does not require complete cremation. If one
speculates a lesser degree of cremation in WWII camps (to
decrease incineration time) large amounts of bones must
have accumulated and their disposal would have created a
problem by itself. However, personally, I do not believe that
today numerical results from bone contents of soil in camps
—provided there are any to speak of—could still be de-
rived.

This brings up the question of fuel and ashes. It is at best
difficult to estimate the consumption of coal or coke for
cremators whose technical design is not known at least in



244 THE JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW

some detail. But if one assumes 100 kg (220 1b) of coal per
corpse (which may be insufficient) even 250,000 cremations
would have required 25,000 tons. There are no storage or
processing facilities known for larger amounts of fuel. One
would expect at least railway tracks to have been extended
directly up to the cremators. There were none.25 There are
not even simple mechanical unloading facilities (ramps or
chutes for example) known either. Distributed over 20
months in Auschwitz II, 25,000 tons would have required
more than 41 tons of manual handling of coal per day. If one
considers R. Hilberg’'s 5 ‘‘one million”” dead in Auschwitz
(page 572) 167 tons per day would have had to be moved.
And Pope Paul II's announcement of 4 million victims in
Auschwitz 26 would have required the manual handling of
no less than 667 tons per day.

The disposal of ashes presents another problem. Dump-
ing sites of ashes must exist near crematoria. However, here
too,a numerical evaluation has probably become impossible
by now.

8. Critique and Limitations of the Method

In scientific work—and Holocaust theory is not one—
results are usually given within error ranges. A speed for
example might be given as 50 mph £ 5 mph. The meaning is
that the actual speed may be either 55 or 45 mph or any
value in between those limits. Sometimes however there are
reasons to conclude that a particular number is the ‘‘most
probable” one. In the above example that could be, for
.example, 47 mph—if there is reason to justify this number it
would be termed the ‘‘most probable’ speed.

In the interpretation of the results of this investigation
most probable numbers have been derived—with state-
ments of reason. For example Table II (Part I} gives a
“theoretically possible maximum of cremations'” and a
“theoretically possible minimum of cremations’ (861,120
and 215,280). As explained above, the actual number can be
either one of these figures or any number within this range.
In the text, however, the lowest number (215,280) is stated
to be the ‘‘most probable’ number. This was based on the
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fact that a 50% duty cycle is ‘‘much more’’ probable than a
100% duty cycle and 2 hours incineration time ‘‘much
more’’ probable than 1 hour incineration time, both for
technical reasons. While the range of figures is absolute
within the conditions on which the calculation is based, the
most probable number is not. If, for example, proof should
be produced that 75% duty cycle and 1.5 hours incineration
time are ‘‘more probable” then the ‘‘most probable” num-
ber of theoretically possible cremations would have to be
calculated on that basis.

This difference, however, would not alter the fact that
more than 5.5 million corpses must have ‘‘disappeared’ —
without cremation in cremators—according tothe Holocaust
theory.

While the technological approach demonstrated in this
investigation cannot produce an ‘‘exact’figure, it does not
suffer from other uncertainties as much as, for example,
statistics. However statistics can be accurate, too, if based
upon secure and certain data.

For example the ‘‘Sonderstandesamt Arolson” (Special
Registrar's Office Arolson West Germany) states in a let-
ter27271,304 DOCUMENTED fatalities for 13 WWII concen-
tration camps. Another 93,069 are listed in the letter as
documented by other Registrars' Offices. The figure given
for Auschwitz is 52,389 fatalities. These 364,373 fatalities
represent then an ‘‘absolute minimum’ number. The actual
figure cannot be lower but could be higher. But even if one
doubles the above figure the result remains below one mil-
lion.

This demonstrates again that for more than 5.5 million of
the 6 million claim no documentation exists—except by
inference in ‘‘Holocaust Theory."

Thirty-six years after WWII this discrepancy is not ac-
ceptable any longer. Neither is the defamation against the
German people. The failure of historians to secure data in
due time can today only be overcome by methods which are
based on data which cannot be altered. The technical
properties of Zyklon B are such data. Cremator hours and
incineration times are others.
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Part II1

Conclusion

An attempt has been presented to apply technological
aspects of cremation to the numerical claims in the Holo-
caust theory. It has been demonstrated that even when
accepting the rawest of data from the Holocaust theory the
disposal of millions of corpses in available cremators was
impossible. It is inconceivable that more than 90% of the
legendary 6 million could have been disposed of in open pits
etc. without leaving extensive traces; none of which have
been demonstrated to exist and evaluated numerically with-
in the vicinity of WWII camps. Testimony from camp per-
sonnel—other than prisoners—is effectively suppressed by
continued persecution of former camp personnel.

Therefore rational—technological—criteria must be
applied to the historical problems which Holocaust theory
has created. The maximum data which have been pur-
posely accepted from the Holocaust theory for this investi-
gation concern the number of cremators and their opera-
tional times. Other parameters, especially incineration time
and multiple charge, have been investigated with results
which make related Holocaust theory claims unacceptable.
Therefore they have been dismissed.

When, in tille future, those parameters accepted here
from the Holocaust theory will be adjusted to already avail-
able and still to come information, I predict that the total
“most probable" death toll from all causes for Auschwitz
(for example) will drop to or below 100,000 dead.

As to the prospective results of investigations of pit areas
in the future I expect no surprises. While smaller pits may
have been operated, any pit area where millions or even a
hundred thousand corpses had been cremated would have
been found a long time ago and its numerical evaluation
propagandized to the world in great detail.
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West German Justice and
So-Called National Socialist
Violent Crimes

Dr. Jur. WILHELM STAGLICH

When I speak of so-called National Socialist (hereinafter:
NS) crimes of violence, this correctly indicates my convic-
tion that the legend of the “Final Solution of the Jewish
Question” is a fiction. This is not the place to present a de-
tail-by-detail rebuttal of this myth; others have already
done so most adequately. In any case, as a jurist I do not in
any way feel beholden to deliver a conclusive refutation of
an allegation which has yet to be proved in the first place.
The historians have from time to time admitted as much,
and refer the skeptic not to any forensic or tangible evi-
dence of exterminations by gas, but to the results of count-
less NS criminal trials before the West German courts! The
efficacy of this tactic on public opinion should not be under-
estimated. Today, many people are under the impression
that the exterminations have been historically *‘proved’ be-
cause the war criminal trials ‘‘proved’’ them by verdicts of
guilt. As I will show, this was exactly the purpose of the
trials right from the beginning.

Before describing in detail the activities of the German ju-
dicial system, we must examine the ways in which the war
crimes trials were brought about, and will continue to be
brought about.

One of the greatest stumbling-blocks to continued NS
trials was the German Criminal Code’s Statute of Limita-
tions. When the War Crimes Investigation Office first
opened its doors at Ludwigsburg on 1 December 1958, one
of their first discoveries was that the prosecution of murder
was subject to a 20-year Statute of Limitations. Hence,
trials of alleged war-time murders could not take place
after the spring of 1965 at the latest.

This problem caused considerable sleepless nights among
the German politicians in Bonn, anxious to placate *“World”’



250 THE JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW

(i.e. Zionist) opinion and prove what dedicated Nazi-hun-
ters they were; German constitutional rights notwithstan-
ding. On 13 April 1965 the Bundestag (Parliament) per-
formed its legislative and judicial conjuring trick with a new
law ‘‘governing the computation of deadlines’ 2 of the Stat-
ute of Limitations. From now on, the Statute of Limitations
would not be computed from the date of the actual crime
itself, but from the arbitrary date of 1 January 1950! Thus, at
a stroke, the deadline for trials was moved forward to 31
December 1969—giving the inquisitors an extra four years
to round up their victims. The politicians’ ‘‘rationale’ for
this sleight-of-hand was the bald statement that no German
prosecutions could take place during 1945-1949 (on account
of the Allied occupation, and suspension of civil govern-
ment) so therefore the clock should not start running until
civil government had been restored.? No mention was made
of the fact that witnesses’ mental clocks were still running
at the regular speed during these four years, and their po-
tential testimony getting so much more rusty and unreliable!

Nor was any weight given to the argument that, far from
being safe from prosecution, “war criminals’ were being
ruthlessly pursued up and down Germany during these four
years, during the Allied reign of terror. With the aid of ex
post facto laws, the Allies tried and sentenced 50,000-60,000
Germans for alleged crimes against humanity. In 806 cases,
the Anglo-American tribunals handed down death senten-
ces, 486 of which were carried out.4 We will never know
how many ‘“‘trials’ and executions took place in the Soviet
zone of occupation.

And, despite the lack of a national government, there
were indeed indigenous German trials, specially set up
under the Allies infamous Control Council Law No. 10.5

All this does not lack a certain irony, for one of the Allies’
main accusations against the Nationalist Socialist regime
was that a number of ex post facto laws had been intro-
duced during the period of the Third Reich! Quod licet Jovi,
non licet bovi! This allegation that prosecution had been
“suspended’ until 31 December 1949 was, therefore, no-
thing but a hypocritical and transparent trick.

According to Article 69, paragraph 1 of the Penal Code
(StGB), the Statute of Limitations was in any case consi-
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dered to be interrupted if the case could not be commenced.
The fact that the legislature expressly determined the same
thing for a certain time-span shows clearly enough that this
was done only to manipulate the rule of law. The Federal
Constitutional Court later upheld the constitutionality of the
Bundestag'’s trickery.b

By the time 1969 came around, it was found that many
“war criminals’ were still at large. This time the Bundestag
decided to drop the sleight-of-hand approach, and go for the
blatant, bull-at-the-gate tactic. The Statute of Limitations
was extended from 20 years to 30 years with a ‘‘law govern-
ing the amendment of the criminal law.” 7 This extension
conveniently ignored Article 103, paragraph 2 of the Ger-
man Basic Law 8 which states that a criminal act cannot be
punished unless the culpability has been determined before
the act was committed! In 1979, when this enabling act was
also due to expire, it too was extended, again at the behest
of international Zionist organizations. The Israeli ambassa-
dor to West Germany sat on the public gallery of the
Bundestag during the debate to ‘‘monitor’’ the voting.

Needless to say, all of these ex post facto laws only
applied to German alleged criminals. No Allied soldiers were
ever put on trial for the legion of atrocities committed
against the German people during and after the war. In ad-
dition, the German courts are forbidden from trying war
criminals of Allied armies by Part 1, Article 3 of the so-
called Uberleitungsvertrag ¥ (Convention of the Rights and
Duties of Foreign Forces in West Germany). This double-
standard exemption for war criminals of the winning side is
an obvious violation of the principle of equality before the \/
law. It is also a violation of any standard of civil rights.

We have noted that the German courts really only got
going against ‘‘war criminals” in 1958. The Head of the
Ludwigsburg Central Office for Prosecution of NS Crimi-
nals, Adalbert Riickerl, emphasizes in his book NS Trials
that there had earlier been little enthusiasm for such trials,
and it was only after the 1958 trial at Ulm of some Einsatz-
gruppen members that public opinion finally realized ‘““what
kind of serious crimes had not been prosecuted up until
then.” (The trial resulted in 10 defendants receiving long
terms of imprisonment for allegedly having participated in
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the alleged ‘““murder of several thousand Jews in the area of
the German-Lithuanian border.”') According to Ruckerl's
analysis, after this initial trial, the judiciary ‘‘then reacted
without further delay.” 10

This pat explanation is, however, somewhat unconvinc-
ing. The German people had had many years of lurid atro-
city stories from the Allied show-trials, and far from making
them more enthusiastic for even more trials, the German
people were starting to become even more cynical and
skeptical. It was around the same time that the swindle of
the Dachau ‘‘gas chamber” first came to light,1! and even
Dr. Martin Broszat, the head of the Institute for Contemp-
orary History in Munich, was obliged to admit that no gas-
sings had taken place at Dachau or any other camp in the
former Reich.12 These admissions overnight rendered val-
ueless the testimony, confessions, documents and proofs of
gassing at the myriad of trials relating to ‘‘gassings’’ in the
camps in Germany-proper. What, the German people asked
themselves, is the difference in value between the testimon-
ies, confessions, documents and proofs-of-gassing in the
camps in Germany (now admitted bogus) and the testimon-
ies, confessions, documents and proofs-of-gassing in the
camps in Poland (still claimed to be genuine)?

The real reason, in my opinion, for the stepping-up of the
German NS trials was that the myth-makers had to do
something to stop the imminent collapse of their painstak-
ingly constructed edifice. What could be more useful for
this purpose than the authority of the German courts? It is
significant to note that the then General Public Prosecutor
of the Hesse state, Fritz Bauer, frankly described the NS
trials as an ‘‘exemplary aspect of the re-education of the
German people’’ that had been under discussion ever since
1945.13 The Jewish writer J.G. Burg put this even more
bluntly. He wrote, with reference to these trials:

They serve, above all, the purpose of engraining in the
German people a consciousness of collective guilt, so that its
sons and daughters would be born already burdened with
the German *‘Original Sin."' 14

This also explains why whole groups of youngsters are
continually conducted through the public galleries of NS
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show trials. As Herman Langbein, General Secretary of the
Vienna Auschwitz Committee, and main-spring of the first
Auschwitz Trial at Frankfurt, remarked smugly:

It is also the fact that the trials are being watched day by
day by classes of school-children and other groups in the
courtroom, which shows us that the importance of the trials
in terms of contemporary history has been perfectly under-
stood. 13

One could quote many more examples like this to under-
line the real purpose of the NS trials. One can only conclude
that the impetus for the stepping-up on NS trials was not—
as Riickerl maintains—the judiciary ‘‘reacting’’ to the hor-
rors of the first case, but a reaction to the enormous pres-
sures from political quarters, which were in turn exposed to
even greater pressures from international—in particular,
Jewish—circles. It is common knowledge that the World
Jewish Congress has lobbied for continued NS trials, and
has even “‘provided’’ many of the necessary ‘‘witnesses.” 16

No less remarkable is the way the government went about
making these new witch-hunts as effective as possible.
Riickerl has the following to say on the subject:

Knowing that the Code of Criminal Procedure (which was
binding on the local courts) constituted an obstacle for a
thorough prosecution of these crimes, the Conference of the
State Ministers and Senators of Justice decided in the Fall of
1958 to create a Central Office of the State Departments of
Justice for the prosecution of NS crimes. 17

One might read this quote a second time to better under-
stand the significance of this decision. Here was a case
where a special public prosecuting authority was created
which had no legal basis whatsoever in the German Crimi-
nal Code. It was, nevertheless, invested with substantially
greater power than the correctly-constituted criminal pro-
secuting authorities. This incident is a typical example of
the contempt for the constitution, and the very law itself, on
the part of those who have been assigned the role of ‘‘guar-
dians of the law."

In the first years of its existence, the Central Office for
the Prosecution of NS Crimes, headquartered in Ludwigs-
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burg, was staffed by 7-10 public prosecutors—too few in
Riickerl's opinion. In April 1965, the Conference of Justice
Ministers increased the prosecuting staff to 45-50. In addi-
tion to this, as many as 250 further prosecutors were en-
gaged outside the Central Office. On top of this, there must
be roughly 200 investigators working in special teams.8
Small wonder that the number of normal criminal prosecu-
tions was steadily decreasing during these years!

If the Central Office must be described as standing on
very shaky constitutional ground, its activities were even
more so! Their special Prosecutor’'s Office proceeds in its
investigations quite differently from normal prosecutions.
Riickerl describes it thus:

Our people then set to work exploring the factual circum-
stances which had been drawn to our attention by the state-
ment of a witness, a document, a quotation from a book, or
which was common knowledge, but yet had not been pro-
secuted, as far as we could tell.

This resulted in a situation where large parts of the wartime
occupied territories were subjected to a network of prelim-
inary investigations. A number of heretofore undiscovered
matters came to light in this way.19

And Ruckerl's assistant, Chief Public Prosecutor Manfred
Blank added.

In pursuance of the Code of Criminal Procedure, the Public
Prosecutor must, firstly, intervene in cases where a criminal
offense has been committed in his district. .. or where he
receives information to the effect that an accused is present
in his district.20

In other words, ‘‘crimes’ were investigated when there
was no evidence at all, and the only way to facilitate such
an investigation was simply to override all existing rules
and regulations governing criminal investigation proce-
dures.

Thus, all investigations of NS cases were not just carried
out by an office not even provided for in our law, but also in
deviation from the normal methods of preliminary investiga-
tion. One cannot accept that this deviation was necessary
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for the “‘rule of law to stand its test’’ as Riickerl puts it so
poetically.21 On the contrary, the deviation was one of the
greatest floutings of the rule of law ever conceivable!

In practical terms, the preliminary investigations are
obliged—in the absence of any solid facts— to concentrate
initially on the literature of the IMT (International Military
Tribunal at Niirnberg). Additionally, there has developed a
close liaison between the Central Office and numerous for-
eign contacts, particularly those in Israel and the Eastern
Bloc, who generally help out with *‘documents.”” Of particu-
larly ‘““valuable assistance’ are ‘‘the publications of the
Jewish Historical Institute at Warsaw, and the Yad Vashem
Institute in Jerusalem’’ according to Chief Public Prosecutor
Manfred Blank. 22

One of the best-known foreign contacts of the Central
Office is the notorious Simon Wiesenthal, who has been
proved to have given false evidence on at least one occa-
sion, concerning indemnification. J.G. Burg describes him as
the ‘‘spark-plug of the Ludwigsburg Central Office.’’ 23 This
may be a slight exaggeration, but it is quite a remarkable
statement all the same: Burg himself is Jewish. Wiesenthal
has boasted during a TV program that *‘German public pro-
secutors and judges had often written letters to him" asking
for assistance. 24

Various ‘‘survivors’’ organizations at home and abroad
also have decisive influence on the course of these investig-
ations. For example, the International Auschwitz Committee
in Vienna, represented by its General Secretary Hermann
Langbein, took a decisive role in the preliminary proceed-
ings of the first Auschwitz Trial at Frankfurt, and later on at
the trial proper. In his book, The Auschwitz Trial, Langbein
later treated his readers to a self-aggrandizing eulogy re-
garding his part in the proceedings. Among other things, he
quotes in full a back-slapping letter from a Chief Public Pro-
secutor by the name of Wolf, in which the writer expressed
“‘gratitude and recognition . . . for the active and valuable
assistance.'’ 25

It follows from all of the above that the basis for the
preliminary proceedings and investigations was at best
highly dubious, especially as it was almost exclusively pro-
vided by those persons who had personal, political, and fi-
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nancial interests in promoting the anti-German atrocity lies.
Riickerl refers to it as the ‘‘special knowledge in terms of
contemporary history” on the part of the Central Office
staff in Ludwigsburg which reflects such interests.26

\

Along with this research into ‘‘hitherto unknown crimes’
a hunt for the hitherto unknown ‘‘criminals’ (i.e. former SS
members, policemen, camp guards, and Einsatzgruppen
members) was carried out. Even though modern police
hunts are so inept that known terrorists are often detected
only by accident, in the case of former SS members the
country was scoured from top to bottom in this fanatical
man-hunt. These people, considered to be criminals right
from the start, were generally taken into close custody at
once ‘‘pending investigation’ and this lasted, in many cases,
5 years and longer. One can only guess at what treatment
these unfortunate men and women were subjected to after
their arrests. It is common knowlege that many of them did
not survive imprisonment; for example, the former comman-
dant of Auschwitz, Richard Baer. His death in custody re-
ceived very little publicity—quite the opposite from other
such cases. Many prisoners comitted suicide. Sometimes,
such as at the Sobibor Trial, it was those accused who had
refused to confess who "‘passed away.’’ The Jewish writer
J.G. Burg comments as follows:

We hear time and time again of cases where prisoners
accused of war crimes have passed away ‘‘of their own free
will.” It is quite obvious that there is something extremely
fishy about all of this.27

I do not want to be misunderstood. I am not saying neces-
- sarily that the prisoners were or are subjected to illegal
treatment. But the circumstances of their ‘legal’ treat-
ment—particularly the prolonged remand in custody—may
well be so debilitating that it completely destroys the prison-
er's will. This seems to happen more readily to people of
humble birth and simple education, and most of the victims
of this persecution did come from such a background.

One important part in all NS trials is the role of witnes-
ses. Indeed, they are indispensible, for as Riickerl himself
admits, the ‘‘documents” may ‘‘be used only as ... back-
ground material.”’28 However, the techniques adopted by
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the Public Prosecutor's Office in obtaining suitable state-
ments from witnesses in NS cases are almost unbelievable.
Here again the procedure used is totally different from
normal preliminary investigations and judicial inquiries.
Only recently, during the Majdanek Trial (which is still
in progress), a case of witness-coaching was discovered in
which either the Central Office in Ludwigsburg or the Pub-
lic Prosecutor's Office must have been involved in some
way. 29 This case was rightfully described as a scandal, and
provoked a wide reaction among the general public. Need-
less to say, the people responsible for this trial failed to
suffer any recognizable consequences from the scandal.
This is, however, not at all surprising, for it appears that it
is general practice in NS trials that the (potential) witnesses
should be ‘‘helped” in preparing their proposed testimony.
Laternser has proved this already, in regard to the first
really big concentration camp trial: the Auschwitz Trial at
Frankfurt.30

We know that even the public prosecutors responsible for
the judicial inquiries are developing some leanings in this
direction because of a document which recently came to
light. It is certainly not unique in its contents and nature. It
is a letter originating from the North-Rhine/Westphalia
Central Office of NS Concentration Camp Crimes, and sent
to the Office of the Chief Prosecutor in Cologne. It is signed
by a Public Prosecutor called Dr. Gierlich. The document,
comprising 156 pages, bears the file number 24 AR 1/62 (Z)
and was sent confidentially to all the witnesses of the
Sachsenhausen Trial. It contains: a 12 page letter of the
aforementioned Public Prosecutor to the addressee; 84 pa-
ges of biographical and personal particulars of 577 former
camp staff; 31 and a comprehensive appendix of 497 photos
of SS men at the Sachsenhausen camp.32

To underline the spirit in which the investigatory inquir-
ies were conducted, let me quote a litte from the
Gierlich letter. The letter begins with some very definite
information:

Dear Sir:

In consultation with the Sachsenhausen Committee of West
Germany, I am conducting a comprehensive collective crim-
inal trial based on the activities of the SS personnel
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employed in the Sachsenhausen concentration camp. Insofar
as investigations have not been carried out against them in
the past, you would greatly oblige me by complying with the
enclosed summons and by giving me some information on
your experiences as regards the subject-matter of this letter.

The reference to the “‘consultation with the Sachsenhau-
sen Committee’’ shows where the Public Prosecutor’s
“knowledge’’ originates from; this knowledge being inten-
ded to induce the witness to sympathy toward ‘‘the subject
matter of this letter,”” of course. Now, if one bears in mind
that the overwhelming proportion of detainees in concen-
tration camps were convicted criminals, 33 and if one there-
fore assumes that the concentration camp ‘‘survivor’’ com-
mittees were and are manned likewise, then it should not be
too way out to speak of a collaboration between German
public prosecutors and criminals! It certainly happens in
real criminal cases that the investigators find their confi-
dential sources and witnesses among criminals and ex-con-
victs. But there is a world of difference between the two ap-
proaches. In the latter case, the criminal informants are
kept at arm’s length, and their information treated with
some skepticism on account of its origins. In NS investiga-
tions, the criminals practically become part of the investi-
gating team themselves!

Now let us read on with Dr. Gierlich's letter:

Perhaps you might be one of those concentration camp sur-
vivors who are very reluctant to give evidence, either be-
cause you do not wish to be reminded of those cruel events,
or because you do not see the point of prosecuting such
crimes after this long period of time? Nevertheless, if I
urgently ask you for your support, then I am doing it because
I am of the conviction that it must be possible—with the
combined efforts of the survivors—to at least partially ex-
pose the terrible bloody deeds perpetrated at Sachsen-
hausen (and which could not be exposed until now) and to
bring to justice the murderers and murderers’ assistants
who are living in our midst unrecognized.

It is quite obvious the Chief Prosecutor considers the
atrocities, which he himself says he is supposed to expose,
as already established facts. There then follows an elo-
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quent apology for the fact that the proceedings had had to
wait until 1962. Quite out of place, the recipients of the
letter are given a run-down on the investigation work car-
ried out so far:

After evaluating all the Sachsenhausen-related trials so far,
plus the list of war criminals compiled by the survivors,
plus the published survivor narratives, it was possible to
compile a dossier on the whereabouts of many of the former
SS men who were employed at the camp or were otherwise
related to it in some way. These can only be a small fraction
of the former guards, it is true, but they should—at any
rate—include those persons who have committed crimes.
Furthermore, we have compiled a dossier of witnesses which
contains the names of former inmates (for all periods of the
camp's operation), plus the names of those involved in almost
all the block- and major-workcrews. In addition to all of this,
the Sachsenhausen Survivors Committee is available to pro-
vide expert counsel in cases of doubt. It would seem, there-
fore, that a comprehensive final exposition of criminal offen-
ses committed in the camp is very likely to be crowned with
success, even after such a length of time, provided that the
former prisoners, such as yourself, do not fail to give me
their assistance.

Later on in the Gierlich letter, the potential witness is
given ‘‘aides memoires” which bear little or no resemblance
to the facts, nor indeed to any concept of unbiased
investigatory conduct to which the Office of Public
Prosecutor is legally bound. Such an outrageous procedure
would be unthinkable in a normal criminal investigation of
judicial inquiry.

A further unusual aspect of these NS investigations is the
indiscriminate circulation of a large variety of names and
photographs—with subjective commentaries or captions—
to make it easier for the ‘‘witnesses’ to ‘‘recognize’ the
“criminals.” Furthermore, the ‘‘survivors’ are also given
descriptions of the alleged ‘‘'mass crimes' perpetrated in
the Sachsenhausen camp. The following are excerpts from
the same Gierlich letter:

I. Massacres, for example:

1. Murders when the first larger convoys of Jews arrived in
the campin1938. ..



260

3.

10.

13.
14,
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Murders of conscientious objectors to military service,
predominantly Jehovah’s Witnesses, early in the war.
(Information concerning the murder of the Jehovah's Wit-
ness August Dieckmann, who was shot dead on 15 Sep-
tember 1939 on the parade ground . . .) .

Execution of 33 Poleson 9 N ovember 1940

Execution of Russian PoWs in the Fall of 1941; shot in the
neck, in the special execution contraption in the area of
the industrial yard. Who helped erect this neck-shooting
contraption? Who was seen in charge of the convoys
heading for these neck-shooting installationsg?

Gassing of prisoners. Who installed the facilities?
Shooting of 27 prisoners from Block 58 on 10 November
1944.

Selection of prisoners unable to work.

Medical experiments and tests with poisoned ammuni-
tion on prisoners . ..

II. Other Crimes:

2.

Who killed prisoners

(a) at the brick factory

(b) in the garden

(c) in the penal company

(d) in the Jewish blocks?

Who gave the orders or commands; who supervised; in
cases where losses of life occurred, e.g.

(a) so-called ‘‘sports activities''

(b) so-called ‘‘standing’’?

Which doctors refused to give medical treatment to sick
patients, who subsequently died?
Who consciously ordered sick patients to hard labor?

Which prisoners died as a result of this severe treat-
ment?

As can be seen, there is hardly any atrocity lie which has
been left out. Even the gas chambers were included in this
list, in spite of data given to the contrary by the Institute for
Contemporary History in 1960. Dr. Gierlich was obviously
not up-to-date with his information when he wrote this
letter. In any case, the survivor addressed by the letter was
called upon to make a choice (if necessary after consulta-
tion with the Survivors Committee!) as to which “‘crime’’ he
intended to make a statement about, and whom he wanted
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to accuse of the crime. Presumably this was to avoid a dup-
lication of effort, with all the witnesses wanting to steal the
show by testifying only about the most monstrous atrocity
and accusing only the most monster-like defendant.

As if this was not outrageous enough, on page 10 of the
letter the recipient is even encouraged to report about *‘ill
treatment’’ in the camp, even though this category of
crime—unlike more serious offenses—has long come under
the Statute of Limitations. The reason for this suggestion
was that ‘‘this may perhaps give some indication as to the
frame of mind of the respective person during a killing that-
took place at some other time.”” And, since there is also a
possibility that *'by mentioning other circumstances, the ill
treatment could be construed as attempted murder.’”” What
a wonderful tip for the potential witness, and a suggestion
not to be shy in mentioning even the smallest detail! Need-
less to say, a charge of ‘‘ill treatment’’ manipulated into ‘‘at-
tempted murder” would no longer exempt the defendant
from prosecution under the Statute of Limitations.

As if in faint acknowledgement of the outlandish bias of
all of this, the letter writer slips in a codicil to at least put on
an appearance of fairness. He states that for reasons of
objectivity it is required to also mention ‘‘such circumstan-
ces that speak in favor of members of the SS forces.” But, as
we have already seen this is only a matter of form, in view
of Article 160, Paragraph 2 StPO (Code of Criminal Proce-
dure). This article states that the Public Prosecutor is
obliged to inquire not only into those facts whereby a per-
son can be charged, but also into those facts whereby he
could be discharged, or could contribute to a person’'s ac-
quittal. However, the remainder of this strange letter does
not indicate any efforts at all in this direction. The
“crimes’’ mentioned therein are described as already firm-
ly established. The SS men named therein—with photos at-
tached—are referred to without elaboration as ‘‘the cul-
prits.”” No attention whatever is given to the concept of an
accused being innocent until found guilty. In this case, the
“trial’’ is only to decide a question of how much guilt each
accused should be attributed with.

The final sentence of the letter is one of the most impor-
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tant:

May I ask of you, however, not to mention anything about
this letter to any of the SS people whose address you may
know, as they are completely unaware of my investigations.

It is quite obvious that the secret inquisition is celebra-
ting a merry little dance here. It is not until the ‘‘crime” has
been plucked out of thin air and given form (through the
adequate securing and briefing of “‘witnesses’’) that the
accused is even informed of the investigation. By this time,
normally, he has had it. If he does not confess at once he is
taken into ‘‘close custody pending investigation,” with all
that that entails. It reminds one of the medieval witch trials,
where the witch was thrown into the duck pond. If she
drowned, she must have been innocent. If she survived, it
was obviously only through witchcraft, so she was hanged
or burned anyway.

It should again be emphasized that this document is cer-
tainly not the only one of its kind. One can be certain that the
investigations were pursued by this or a similar method in
all NS trials.

If the intention was indeed to make use of the NS trials as
an aid in ‘‘Re-education’’—as General Prosecutor Bauer
openly admitted —then it was necessary to create the com-
plementary judicial framework as well. This purpose could
not have been achieved if every defendant had been tried
under normal criminal court procedures. The background
of ““contemporary history’”’ to which the investigators of
these trials attached the greatest value could hardly be de-
monstrated in individual criminal procedures. It was for
this reason that mammoth trials were organized for every
single concentration camp, with the trial name correspon-
ding to the camp name.

This was, of course, not at all possible without manipula-
ting the jurisdiction of the courts to a certain extent. The
principle laid down in constitutional law that nobody may
be diverted from his court of legal jurisdiction34 was—to put
it mildly—interpreted rather generously in this process. In
legal principle, there were various courts exercising juris-
diction over most of the NS defendants; namely, either the
court of their place of residence (Article 8 StPQ), or the
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court of the place of their arrest (Article 9 StPO).35 How-
ever, for reasons of convenience the Criminal Code also spe-
cifies a location based on personal or factual considera-
tions (Art. 13 in conjunction with Art. 3), the requirements
of which cannot be explained in detail here. One thing is
certain, however: there is no way that the staged NS trials
were expedient from a legalistic standpoint—the equitable
administering of justice. Indeed, as the well-known lawyer
Laternser said in regard to the Auschwitz Trial, which
lasted two years with 20 defendants: 36

It is impossible for a jury of 3 professional- and 6 lay-judges
to deliberate on evidence submitted over 20 months, then
decide on the verdict with the necessary conscientiousness,
and then deliver the sentence, with the essential proper care
and attention. What the Prosecutors and the courts are sub-
mitting to the jurors for judgement exceeds human abilities.
The court was in a hopeless situation, and with it justice was
also...inimmense danger. ..

Is it reasonable to expect the judges to base their judgement
and sentence (which may well be catastrophic for the defen-
dant) on their recollection of the detailed evidence of 350
witnesgses, the first of whom had been heard 18 months
beforehand? Apart from the most dramatic cases, it is very
unlikely that the court would even remember the names of
individual witnesses, never mind the important details of his
or her testimony, or whether or not the testimony carried
any legal weight. How on earth could it be possible to
adjudge the credibility of a witness 18 months after hearing
him? In such a situation justice—and with it every single
defendant—will be in the greatest peril.

Laternser's remarks about the Auschwitz Trial are un-
doubtedly applicable to any other criminal trial of such a
magnitude. It is obvious that his remarks apply equally to
the Majdanek Trial, which has now been running for over 5
years. What Laternser did not see, or did not say, was that
justice is the lowest priority in NS cases, including the
Auschwitz case. The accused, in trials of this kind, are in
reality only tailor’'s dummies serving a higher purpose.

Without examining the case files we cannot say for cer-
tain how the shifting of jurisdiction in NS trials actually
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came about. Presumably in many cases the proceedings
were instituted in accordance with Article 13a. This article
states that the Federal Court may determine the competent
court in cases where a competent court does not exist or is
unspecified under the criminal Code. It was on the basis of
this Article that the Frankfurt Landgericht (State Court)
was declared competent.37 And there are quite a number
of indicators to show that this was no coincidence. 38 Per-
haps it was also no coincidence that the arch-Zionist Fritz
Bauer was resident in Frankfurt at that time.

But on the other hand, itis debatable whether or not
Article 13a was applicable in this case, because all the de-
fendants had a place of residence within West Germany, so
therefore the competent court ought to be determined as the
court administering over their place of residence. It ap-
pears that this provision of the Criminal Code was deliber-
ately twisted for different reasons. For example, we learn
from Riickerl himself that at the suggestion of the Central
Office, the Bundesanwalt succeeded in having the Federal
Court determine Diisseldorf as the venue for the Sobibor
Trial, in accordance with Article 13a.39 This decision effec-
tively interrupted the Statute of Limitations, and so the
survival of this enormous trial was ensured. However, nei-
ther of these actions corresponded to the meaning and
intention of Article 13a.

Since we hear from the horse’s mouth itself, the NS trials
are part of a re-education program (Bauer and many others
have said so, both explicitly and implicitly40) I have no
hesitation in describing these trials as ‘‘show trials.” The
most essential prerequisite for a show trial is a political ob-
jective of some kind. The idea is to intimidate the population
or influence ‘“‘public opinion’ in some manner.4! In other
words, the objectives in an NS trial have little or nothing to
do with the pursuit of justice which is the objective in a
normal criminal trial. These show trials are not at all
unique to totalitarian countries. The Western Allies demon-
strated that with their ““war criminal trials’’ in occupied
Germany just after the war. This proves that ‘‘democrats"
are just as prone to show trials as communists.

It is most certainly a political objective to attempt to re-
educate the German public, so that they have a ‘‘correct”
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conception of the history of the Third Reich era, which in-
tention has been openly admitted. We can find admissions
of this political intention in the various candid remarks of
the Prosecutors and persecutors themselves, for example in
Martin Broszat’s foreword to Riickerl's book NS Extermina-
tion Camps Reflected in the German Criminal Trials. And in
the case of the Auschwitz Trial, we have to thank the attor-
ney Laternser for reporting many of the candid admissions
of the Prosecution in his book The Other Side of the Ausch-
witz Trial.

Whether or not a criminal trial can be turned into a
show trial depends on the judges who preside over the
trials. In a normal criminal trial the judges are expected to
be free of all prejudices, both critical and factual. It is fur-
ther expected that all evidence be heard impartialy and
that it should cover only relevant matters. Finally, it must
also be expected that the president conducts himself cor-
rectly and ensures that the atmosphere of the trial is free
from duress.

It is in the nature of show trials that all or most of these
requirements are disregarded. The trial materials available
to us in regard to the Auschwitz Trial at Frankfurt, 42 the
Belzec Trial, the Sobibor Trial, the Chelmno Trial, and the
two Treblinka Trials43 are sufficient evidence to prove that
these were conducted as show trials. For all the other
trials, the materials are not available, but there is no rea-
son to believe that these trials were run any differently.

The fact that the Auschwitz Trial was a typical show trial
cannot be characterized better than to quote the words of
the principal defense counsel, Dr. Laternser. He states: 44

In the larger international criminal proceedings in which I
took an active part, there was never at any time—not even
before the IMT &t Niirnberg—such a tense atmosphere as at
the Auschwitz Trial. Those other trials were all carried out
much more matter-of-factly, even though they took place
shortly after the end of the war.

Nowhere could a more shattering indictment of the trials
be found, for the victors' justice of the Allied war crimes
trials has been condemned not just in Germany, but
throughout the World, as a mere show trial.
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An equally scathing condemnation of the trials was made
only a few days after the opening of the Auschwitz case in
Frankfurt, when a Swiss newspaper commented that the
presiding judge ‘‘was obviously the best public prosecutor
in the courtroom.’ 45

It is axiomatic that historical truths quite simply cannot
be uncovered in such an atmosphere.

Anyone taking the trouble to monitor only one day’s hear-
ing of the current Majdanek Trial in Diisseldorf cannot fail
to agree that nothing at all has changed since 1965. But of
course, a cynic would ask what can be expected of judges
who make themselves available for trials of this sort?

This atmosphere of bias can only but have an undermin-
ing influence on the quality of evidence; the core of the trial
itself. This bias is grounded on the basic position that the
extermination of the Jews is an ‘‘undebatable fact.” It even
appears that not only are the public prosecutors and judges
falling victim to this prejudice, but unfortunately so too are
most of the defense counsel. One can only speculate as to
what circumstances brought this about. It is probable that
the blame lies with the ‘‘re-education program' which
lasted several decades, and which was uniformly conduc-
ted by the mass media. However, the allegations contained
in the writs of indictment are in most cases so absolutely
absurd that any sober-minded legal person would have
smelled a rat right away. Therefore one cannot help but
conclude that the ready acceptance of this ‘‘Holocaust”
legend was largely based on pragmatism. Perhaps these
people were afraid for their jobs, and this fear made them
so uncritical of the court's preconceptions that it shed
severe doubt on their common sense.

In spite of the prejudice throughout every phase of the
trials—noticeable even on the judges’ bench—the courts
act in all NS trials as if the only thing to be decided is the
question of the extermination of the Jews; but this is only a
smokescreen. The handling of the evidence shows that no
other conclusion regarding the ‘‘extermination’ is allow-
able. Such arbitrary rules for the acceptance of evidence
are, it appears, allowable under Article 261 of the Criminal
Code, which provides for the judges determining evidence
acceptability, not the Code itself. But where the NS trial
courts do violate the rules is in regard to Article 244,
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paragraph 2, which states that the hearing of evidence is to
be extended ex officio to all facts and all items of evidence
which might have ‘‘importance for the verdict.”” Conversely,
evidence which is totally irrelevant to the trial in question,
but which props up the overall ‘‘extermination’ legend is
admitted into evidence willy nilly.

All of this becomes particularly clear when looking at
testimony given by ‘‘experts.’”” Experts act as assistants to
the judge. Their purpose is to convey to the judge any
factual knowledge which he does not have himself. This
knowledge usually involves technical or medical problems.

However, in the NS trials most of the “‘experts’ gave
evidence mostly on matters of contemporary history, far
exceeding the forensic and pathological guidance which
might have been needed, and most definitely not contribu-
ting anything of relevance to the actual charges against the
actual defendants. For example, at the Auschwitz Trial at
Frankfurt, ‘‘experts’ from the IHR’s mirror-image in Mun-
ich, the Institute for Contemporary History, gave their opin-
ions on subjects like: **The SS as an Instrument of Power,"”
““The Kommissar Order and the Mass Executions of Soviet
PoWs,"” “The Development of Nazi Concentration Camps,”
‘““Nazi Policies Toward Poland,”” and ‘“The Extermination of
Jews in the Third Reich.’’46 All of these experts’ opinions
had little or nothing to do with Auschwitz. The central ques-
tion of the alleged existence of ‘‘gas chambers'’ was touched
on only in the last ““‘Opinion” cited. Even then, the subject
was skated over with just a couple of sentences quoted from
the bogus *‘confessions’ of Auschwitz Commandant Rudolf
Huss. There was simply no expert opinion at all submitted
on important technical questions, such as the application
and effects of Zyklon B, the technical requirements and
combustion time necessary for the cremation of corpses in a
crematorium, and many other such matters. In view of the
often fantastic allegations made by witnesses, a responsible
court should have gone into such questions methodically
and in detail.

In regard to this handling of expert opinion, Laternser the
defense counsel quite rightly speaks of ‘‘experts’ opinions in
a vacuum'' and of the *'lack of relevance of expert opinion
in regard to the actual charges.''47 It is obvious that these
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““expert opinions' were only part of the theatrical show.
They were a kind of crash-course in contemporary his-
tory—from the “‘correct’’ angle of course—laid on for the
benefit of the public, press, and perhaps also for the partic-
ipants in the trial.

In other NS trials the procedure was identical. This can
be seen by referring to Riickerl's latest book NS Extermina-
tion Camps Reflected in the German Criminal Trials. The
author quite candidly admits that the ‘‘historical summary"’
included in the judgement (!) at the Sobibor Trial in Hagen,
given on 20 December 1966, was ‘‘largely identical . . . in all
essential points’’ with that of other courts adjudicating NS
trials.48 It is quite obvious that the same ‘‘experts’’ were
called up again and again to give their ‘‘opinions.” Even
more disturbingly, the experts often incestuously base their
“knowledge’ and *‘opinions’’ on ‘‘expert opinion’’ submitted
at previous NS trials. 49

In normal trials, a forensic expedition to the scene of the
crime would yield great results. But in the case of the NS
trials, trips to the former camps are organized purely for
showmanship. The camps are, of course, no longer in their
original condition. Laternser makes the following rather
reserved comments in regard to the former Auschwitz con-
centration camp: 50

Twenty years after the event, an inspection of the locality
throws up many contradictions. After such a long time the
natural changes alone create an entirely different scens.
Furthermore, these sites have now. been at least partially
turned into museums. The establishment of a museum nec-
essitates extensive reconditioning work as well as. .. ten-
dentious elaborations . . .

Inspection tours of this kind simply cannot be relevant as
evidence. No doubt the taxpayer's money is wasted here,
but in view of the costs associated with these anachronistic
and needless trials, this is apparently of little concern.

Concerning documentary evidence submitted in the
trials, many things can be pointed out. Very often the docu-
ments do not prove what they are claimed to prove; they
refer to some totally different matters. Those documents
which do give specific, relevant information—such as the
Gerstein report, the Pery Broad report, or the Cracow re-
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port of Hiss—are obviously fabricated. In spite of the
impossibilities, internal contradictions, and flaws of these
published accounts, no court has yet deemed it necessary to
insist on the presentation of the original manuscripts, and
to have their authenticity checked by qualified and inde-
pendent experts. On the contrary, the courts put great store
by such publications, and explicitly exclude any proper
examination of the originals:51

The established facts of the case are based on . . . the docu-
ments that were read out in court and quoted in excerpts.
These had been submitted to the court in the form of photo-
stats or published copies, and their conformity with tl.e orig-
inals is not doubted in any way.

Evidently, the courts were not allowed to harbor any
doubts about the extermination of the Jews, either. Judges
must hang up their common sense in the cloakroom before
presiding over courtroom NS trials.

This sorry state of affairs also pertains to witness testi-
mony. Anyone with any legal experience knows that witnes-
ses are generally the most unreliable evidence one can
exhibit. For this reason, their testimony must be checked
with particular care; in particular those statements which
are based on hearsay. Incredibly, as Laternser reports,52
the President of the Auschwitz Trial openly declared during
the first stage of the trial that ‘*a high importance must be
attached to hearsay evidence, exactly because such a long
time elapsed since the event.”

With such an attitude displayed by the judges, it is not
surprising that many witnesses in the NS trials spoke non-
sense, while the court swallowed every word. Or rather,
they pretended that everything was believable, even though
they knew in their hearts it was not. When justifying the
Auschwitz sentences the judges pointed out: 53

The court has available to pass a verdict almost none of the
criteria which are available in a normal murder trial. We
cannot obtain a detailed picture of the actual events at the
time of the murder. The dead bodies of the victims are ab-
sent. Post mortem records made by the experts regarding the
time and cause of death do not exist. Nor are there any
traces of the murder weapon, or forensic links to the mur-
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derers. Only in rare cases has it been possible to check the
statements of witnesses to see if they hold up to physical
corroboration.

These words speak for themselves. It is not news, but
nevertheless it is worth noting, that there are no traces of
gas chambers at Auschwitz at all (although this term was
vaguely and euphemistically circumscribed by the Frank-
furt court with the term ‘‘murder weapon''). The facility at
Auschwitz now on display to visitors from all over the world
corresponds roughly to the ‘‘gas chamber’’ swindle that
was staged by American Jews immediately after the war, at
Dachau.

The justification goes on:

Therefore, the only checking the court could do was in
regard to the credibility and truthfulness of the witnes-
ses . . . and in certain cases the court has not accepted wit-

ness testimony where it was apparent that egomania or some
other reason caused the witness to tell a cock and bull

story.

Would that it were so, and if we were not in possession of
two professional and comprehensive accounts of the Aus-
chwitz trial, we might even have to accept this. But on
examing the two opposing books on the trial, we find that
there was hardly a careful scrutiny made of the witnesses’
claims. Two examples will illustrate.

The first is a statement made by the former SS judge (but
a ‘‘good’’ Reconstructed German!) Dr. Konrad Morgen, who
maintained a legal practice in Frankfurt after the war. He
reported to the court about his visit to the ‘‘extermination
camp Birkenau' as follows: 54

In the giant crematorium, everything was spic and span.
There was not a thing to indicate that only one night before,
thousands of people had been gassed and burned. Nothing
was left of these people; not even a grain of dust on the oven
fixtures.

Leaving aside for the moment that in those days (1944)
according to other ‘‘credible’ witnesses, and even ‘‘offic-
ial’’ reports, the ‘‘gassings and burnings' took place night
and day without interruption, the question arises as to what
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made Morgen think things like that had happened the night
before? Naturally, the court did not ask questions of that
kind. One might give credit to Morgen for his imagination,
but not for his veracity! By the way, when he was interro-
gated as a witness before the IMT tribunal, Morgen had
located the fantastic ‘*'gas chamber’’ at the industrial area
of Monowitz, which was 6 to 8 kilometers away from
Birkenau.55 It is quite possible that the Frankfurt judges
were unaware of this detail, but it would have been their
duty to inform themselves of Morgen's earlier statements
before giving his testimony any credence at all.

A further example of the gullibility of the Auschwitz Trial
judges were the statements of the particularly garrulous
Czech witness, Filip Miiller.56 He reported, among other
things, that the ‘‘Chief of the Crematorium, Moll” had
“thrown a child into the boiling fat of dead bodies which
had collected in the trenches around the burning-pit..."
He was talking about a pit in which dead bodies were
incinerated and was allegedly situated next to one of Birk-
enau’s four crematoria, and is occasionally mentioned in
Auschwitzian literature. Presumably, this “‘witness” had
encountered this physically impossible nonsense in some of
the Auschwitziana. He even elaborated to make it into a
duplex:

The pits measuring 40 meters in length, 6 - 8 meters in
width, and 1%2 meters in depth, had depressions at their
ends, into which the human fat flowed. The prisoners had to
baste the bodies in this fat so that they burned better.

It is incredible that experienced judges give credit to
these obvious lies instead of discontinuing at once any hear-
ing of such *‘eye-witness’’ accounts. Even worse, the court
actually referred to this liar’s statements on various occas-
ions when justifying a sentence, particularly those of Stark,
Dr. Lucas and Dr. Frank.57 After all this, who can have any
confidence at all in the court’s assurances that the veracity
of the witnesses had been ‘‘checked with particular care’?
One is left to remain in wonderment about the statements of
those ‘‘witnesses’” who were not considered credible!

Let us now take a brief look at the results achieved by the
NS trials. We can assess whether or not the holding of the
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trials furthered the great insight into contemporary history
which they were supposed to have done at the outset. First,
let us look at the statement of the jury at the Sobibor Trial,
at Hagen, dated 20 December 1966. The statement concerns
the ‘“‘walk-in extermination’’ programs which were sup-
posed to be identical at each of the three camps affiliated to
the ‘““Action Reinhard’ (actually a complete misuse of this
term which only refers to the rules for disposal and storage
of internees’ belongings):

Under the pretense that they were to be ‘‘re-settled’ the
Jews were shipped in railroad convoys. .. directly to the
railroad sidings inside the camp perimeter. Under the fur-
ther deception that the new arrivals had to disrobe and take
a shower, they were herded, batch by batch, naked, into gas
chambers camouflaged to look like shower baths. Once
inside the shower baths, the doors were locked by key, and
they were killed by the exhaust gases of a combustion
engine outside. The gases were conducted through a spec-
ially installed piping system into the individual gas cham-
bers. After about 20 to 30 minutes, the dead bodies were
taken out of the gas chambers by a Jewish work party.
Their body orifices were searched for hidden jewelry and
gold teeth were broken out. Subsequently, the bodies were
initally stacked in large prepared pits, and later burned
directly in large fires over iron grids. 58

This description is, of course, nothing but the recycling of
one of the oldest atrocity tales which was being circulated
in the camps during the war, as Rassinier has so effectively
proven.59Shortly after the war, there was hardly a camp
where the ‘‘shower-baths” were not supposed to be for
‘““gassing’’ prisoners. We are unable to tell from Riickerl’s
synopsis of the judgement how it was that the court arrived
at its “’knowledge’’ of the facts. But we can have some idea
of their attention to detail when we note that they conclu-
ded that the ‘*Zyklon B’ had been conducted into the ‘‘gas
chamber’ from ‘‘gas bottles!’’60(Zyklon was, of course, sup-
plied from the factory in tin cans, in solid form.)61Further-
more, the technical possibilities and practical problems
involved in this supposed method of killing could only be
addressed by a forensic or pathological expert—but none
was ever called.
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1

The alleged six ‘‘gas chambers " of Belzec had dimen-
sions of 4 x 5 meters each, according to the judgement
handed down at Munich after the Belzec Trial which lasted
only four days (from 18 to 21 January 1965). In these six
chambers, about 1500 people could be killed in one gassing,
apparently.62 The judges obviously did not bother to check
this calculation, for if they had, they would have discovered
that each gas chamber would have had to accommodate 250
people at one time, or 12 - 13 people per square meter! 63

Reading all this, one wonders if the judges still have their
brains turned on when they repeat unquestioningly, and in-
their judgements, the outlandish testimony of such “‘witnes-
ses.’’ A typical example is to be found in the judgement after
the Auschwitz Trial.64 On page 99 we find that:

in the case of Crematorias I through IV ... the rooms where
people took their clothes off, and the rooms for gassing were
underground, and the furnaces were above ground.

On the following page the court goes on to assert that in
the case of Crematorias III and IV the Zyklon B ‘‘was
thrown in through a small side window.”” How this can be
done in a room that is situated underground remains a
secret known only to the court!

This contradiction is obviously generated by the diverse
descriptions proffered by the different ‘‘eye-witnesses’’ at
Auschwitz-Birkenau. Some say the alleged ‘‘gas chambers”
were wholly underground. Some say that they were wholly
above ground. And some say that they were half and half.
Everyone is invited to make his or her own choice. The court
just picked a cross-section of testimony ‘‘descriptions’ out
of a hat, patched them together, and passed sentence.

In conclusion, a few words should be said concerning the
attitude of the defendants in these NS trials. It has been
said that ‘‘not a single defendant has ever denied the exter-
mination of the Jews."’65Riickerl even goes on to claim thatin
addition, every single one of the accused had admitted their
“participation in the killing of Jewish men, women and
children on an industrial scale” and that the defendants
independently ‘‘provided descriptions of the functioning of
the extermination apparatus in every detail.” 66 Whether or
not the first allegation is correct, I do not know; but for rea-
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sons to be explained I consider this possible. Riickerl's sec-
ond contention, however, is incorrect. This allegation was
not backed up with proof at all.

In actual fact, during the main Auschwitz Trial, not one
of the 20 defendants described ‘‘the functioning of the exter-
mination apparatus in every detail.” The overwhelming
majority of the defendants, including the two adjutants of
the camp commandant, had ‘“‘only heard about these
things.’’ Three of the accused pretended, it is true, that they
were present during individual ‘‘gassings,’” but these ‘‘wit-
nesses’’ were unable to furnish any details of the proced-
ure used.

Riickerl's treatment of a very few statements made by the
defendants were not made during the trial itself, but sev-
eral years beforehand. They are not the statements of an
accused person. Riickerl claims that he introduced and
evaluated only that material from the preliminary arraign-
ment hearings which was either ‘‘not disputed or was leg-
ally established” at the main trial later.67But this does not
change anything at all. For example, Ruckerl quotes a state-
ment of defendant Oberhauser, which was made more than
two years before the main trial68and which can no longer
be verified. At the main trial, Oberhauser refused to make
any statement at all on the matter69and thus he neither
contested the evidence nor did he acknowledge it as correct.
As for the facts being in the end ‘‘legally established by the
court” this carries no weight at all—we have already seen
what nonsense was ‘‘established’” by the court presiding
over the Belzec Trial.

Moreover, it is passing strange that a legal beagle like
Riickerl should endeavor to support the Extermination myth
with the (real or alleged) confessions of defendants. Every
criminal lawyer knows that there have been numerous
cases throughout criminal history where it turned out that
innocent people had confessed to crimes. If Riickerl’s argu-
ment is correct, then it could be asserted with similar
certainty that witches did indeed exist, for the ‘‘facts’’ were
described in thousands of witch trials, where the accused
would independently ‘‘confess’’ and ‘‘describe in every de-
tail’’ their ‘‘crimes.” By no means all of these confessions
came about through torture, either; many were voluntary. 70
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However, the question does remain as to why so many of
the accused accepted the general thesis of the ‘‘Extermina-
tion of the Jews’’ while disputing only their personal partic-
ipation in it—the ‘“‘cog in the machine” defense strategy.
The explanation lies in the circumstances where these def-
endants were kept in close custody ‘‘pending investigation”
for many years, and perhaps subjected to brainwashing.
Finally, after the opening of the trial proper, they found
themselves confronted with clearly prejudiced judges, sub-
merged in an hysterical environment, and had to adapt as
far as possible to the unchangeable conditions. Anyone
would have done the same, especially if he knew himself to
be deserted by everyone, including his former comrades.
Indeed, as Riickerl himself points out, this *“I only obeyed
orders’’ strategy was adopted by almost all the defendants,
and provided at least a chance for a milder punishment or
even acquittal.”1 To have disputed the sine qua non of the
Holocaust mythology would have almost certainly enraged
the court at the defendant’s lack of humility, respect, and
reverence for the dead.

But even the ‘‘cog’’ strategy was not without pitfalls, for
the courts generally proceed from an assumption that the
“orders’’ to bring about the accused’s participation in the
Jew-killing were illegal in the first place, and therefore
ought not to have been obeyed. In addition, the courts also
rejected the argument that the accused might be at risk
himself for failing to obey an order, as laid down in Articles
52 or 54 of the St GB (Criminal Code). The only benefit to the
accused with this strategy is possible mitigation of sentence
if it can be shown that the defendant actually took the
trouble to ponder the legality of his orders before (‘‘mistak-
enly’’) deciding they were legal, and in the second case it
must be shown that the accused at least tried to extricate
himself from the ‘‘Catch 22" situation where it was his life,
or the victim’s.

In other words, the defendants had the choice of either
denying the ‘‘Extermination’ and being certain of severe
punishment, or acknowledging the '‘reality’’ of the ‘‘Exter-
mination''—which the court had pre-determined anyway—
and then claiming some excuse or other, and thus at least
having a chance of a milder sentence.
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In such a situation, any realistic defense counsel would
surely have advised his client to take the route of least risk
of punishment. And who would reproach these hapless
victims of modern witch-burning, who like anyone else,
were more concerned with their heads than with historical
truth?

These latter considerations illustrate particularly well
that the NS trials hinder rather than help in the search for
truth about the camps. The only way the truth can ever
come out would be if there was declared an amnesty for all
alleged ““war crimes.” But this is not going to come about;
no one in authority is the least bit interested in finding out
the truth.

There is only one really relevant truism to come out of the
NS trials: the trials are truth positive that our age—just like
the Medieval Ages—is still not free of blind faith in dogma,
and persecution mania for those who dare to dissent!
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The Enigma of Lawrence

DESMOND HANSEN

T.E. Lawrence was born in North Wales on 15 August
1888. He was the illegitimate son of Sir Thomas Chapman,
an Anglo-Irish baronet. His mother was Scottish. He be-
came a legend in his own time as Lawrence of Arabia—a
brilliant active life which ended in a motorcycle *‘accident”
when he was only 46. Many famous people attended his
funeral: statesmen, writers, politicians. Winston Churchill
wept and called him ‘“‘one of the greatest beings of our
time.” Lawrence is buried in a simple grave at Moreton in
Dorset, which together with his cottage at Clouds Hill near-
by has become a shrine to his admirers and all people aedi-
cated to the ideals of British and Arab nationalism.

When told of the tragic death of T.E. Lawrence, Sheikh
Hamoudi of Aleppo exclaimed in his grief: “‘It is as if I had
lost a son, Tell them in England what I say. Of manhood, the
man; in freedom free; a mind without equal; I can see no
flaw in him."”

Lawrence was indeed a very great man, a great thinker
and a great military leader and strategist. He planned,
organized and led a national rebellion of the Arab peoples
and gave them the first opportunity in 400 years to become
an important Middle Eastern power. But for Zionism he
would have succeeded in his plan. Unfortunately his work
was betrayed by Anglo-French and Zionist interests over
which neither he nor tho liberated Arabs were powerful
enough to prevail. As Lawrence himself put it, the
opponents of Arab nationalism had bigger guns, that was
all.

When war broke out in 1914, Lawrence was 26. He was
fluent in Arabic, he had a deep knowledge of Arab tribalism
and knew Arabia better than any soldier living. He was
drafted into Military Intelligence with the rank of Captain.
Several highly independent intelligence operations were
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given to him. One task was to make a personal approach to
the Turkish Commander, Khahil Pasha with a bribe of£1
million to allow Major General Townsend's beseiged force
of 12,000 British soldiers at Kut who were starving, to go
free. The offer failed and the survivors had to surrender.

The historic role Lawrence was to play as leader of the
Arab revolt did not emerge until January 1916 when he
became attached to the Arab Bureau in Cairo. By then,
spurred on by British suggestions, the Arabs had attempted
a revolt against their Turkish overlords by attacking the
fortified city of Medina. Sir Henry McMahon, Kitchener,
and others in Cairo conceived the idea of harnessing the
forces of Arab guerillas to help defeat Turkey. Acting on
initiative, promises were made to the Moslem Arabs of
independence if they united and fought alongside the Chris-
tian British forces under the direction of British officers.
The British Government endorsed the agreement and Law-
rence accepted the task of planning and organizing the
campaign under the nominal sovereignty of Feisal, Prince of
Mecca.

In his epic work on the Arab revolt, Seven Pillars of
Wisdom, Lawrence describes his personal feelings and at-
titudes; especially his bitterness when his success was un-
done by the governments of the victorious powers. For,
Lawrence knew by November 1917, that all the Arab efforts
and his own were to be betrayed. The aims of the Balfour
declaration and the Sykes-Picot plan were to create a
Jewish state in Palestine and partition the rest of Arabia
between British and French colonial interests—which
meant Rothschild interests. Although the full implications
may not have dawned on Lawrence, the mere fact that the
French were to get Syria was bad enough; hence his bitter-
ness; but also his self-mortifying determination to entrench
the Arabs in Damascus ahead of Allenby and the British
Imperial forces at all costs to try to sabotage the con-
spiracy.

Lawrence at the head of the Arab armies had captured
Damascus and installed a provisional Arab government
with himself as head, deputizing for King Feisal. Three days
later he left Damascus having established a semblance of
order over which Feisal could stake his claim. The objective
was an Arab State with Damascus as the capital. But soon
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this was overthrown by the French with considerable blood-
shed. France was determined to stick by the Picot demands
and annex the whole of Syria and this was done with force
which the Arabs were unable to resist. Feisal, having been
robbed and deposed of his kingdom in Syria was fobbed-off
with Iraq and Lawrence was called back in 1921 to inspire
and guide this make-shift policy. So after 400 years of Tur-
kish rule, the Arabs were once again a force to be reckoned
with in the modern world, though very much below the
power and strength which Lawrence had intended for
them.

After his efforts in the Colonial Office in 1921-22, working
alongside Winston Churchill, he tendered his resignation
once Feisal had been enthroned in Iraq. As a measure of
recognition (and to attempt to placate the bitterness he held
towards the allies) the British Government offered Law-
rence the position of Viceroy of India. He turned it down;
and as a measure of his disdain enlisted in the ranks of the
Royal Air Force under the name of Ross. He was discovered
while working at the Royal Aircraft Establishment, Farn-
borough and discharged. After all, he had been a full
Colonel in 1918. He enlisted again, this time in the Tank
Corps—adopting the name of Shaw. In 1925, he succeeded
in getting transferred back to the RAF. But he was never
given any rank beyond Leading Aircraftsman. Usually, it is
said that this was due to Lawrence's lack of ambition. But
the truth is, he was kept down. After all, he had committed
the unpardonable offense of spurning the Establishment.

Lawrence moved in a wide circle of influential people,
many of whom were associated with the Round Table and
other quasi-political groups. During the early thirties, he
became friendly with Lord and Lady Astor and the so-called
“Cliveden Set,"” Geoffrey Dawson, editor of The Times was
a life-long friend and sponsored Lawrence’s fellowship of
All Souls College, Oxford in 1919-20 in order to write about
the Arab Revolt. Dawson, Lioned Curtis, the Mosleys and
the Astors were all supporters of the idea of a central
European bulwark against Soviet Communism, in the shape
of National Socialist Germany and Fascist Italy. Equally
they were anxious to curtail French military expansionism,
especially where this was likely to affect British possessions
in the Middle East. To all this, Lawrence was a subscriber,
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though for security reasons while he was in the RAF he
would have had to lie low, being a signatory to the Official
Secrets Act. Also, his friendship with people like George
Bernard Shaw the Socialist and Henry Williamson the
Blackshirt would have been viewed with great suspicion by
the authorities. Just exactly what was said or planned at
some of these private meetings at which Lawrence was
present may never be known.

What is known however is that Lawrence had been under
some pressure from Henry Williamson and others to meet
the leaders of National Socialist Germany including Hitler.

“The new age must begin . . . Hitler and Lawrence must
meet . . ."” wrote Henry Williamson. Lawrence had been out
of uniform for barely a month when press reporters be-
sieged his cottage, Clouds Hill, Dorset. When was he going
to see Hitler? Was he prepared to become a dictator of
England? He avoided these awkward questions by leaving
his abode and touring the West Country, but not before the
press had physically attacked his cottage, throwing rocks at
the roof and smashing the tiles. Lawrence had to use his
fists on one man. Then the police brought in day and night
protection.

On 13 May 1935, he wheeled out his massive Brough
Superior motorcycle for the last time and rode down to
Bovington camp to send a telegram in reply to a letter
received that morning from Henry Williamson, proposing
the vital meeting with Adolf Hitler. The telegram of agree-
ment was dispatched and then on the way back the ac-
. cident happened. He was just 200 yards from the cottage.
At least four witnesses saw it: two delivery boys on bi-
cycles, an army corporal walking in the field by the road
and the occupants of a black van heading toward Law-
rence. After the crash the black van raced off down the
road and the corporal ran over to the injured man who lay
on the road with his face covered in blood. Almost im-
mediately an army truck came along and Lawrence was put
inside and taken to the camp hospital where a top security
guard was imposed. Special ‘D'’ notices were put on all
newspapers and the War Office tock charge of all communi-
cations. Police from Special Branch sat by the bedside and
guarded the door. No visitors were allowed. The cottage
was raided and ‘‘turned over,” many books and private
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papers were confiscated. Army intelligence interrogated
the two boys for several hours. The corporal was instructed
not to mention the van as being involved in the accident. Six
days later Lawrence died and two days later an inquest
was held under top security which lasted only two hours.
The boys denied ever seeing a black van which con-
tradicted the statement by the army corporal who was the
principal witness. But no attempts were made to trace the
vehicle and the jury gave a verdict of ‘‘accidental death.”
He was buried that same afternoon.

The following year, 1936, saw the banning of political
parades in uniform and the forced abdication of King
Edward, another patriot who like Lawrence had to be dis-
posed of by the warmongers who were determined to des-
troy both Germany and Britain in another European war.
And they succeeded.

On Lawrence's gravestone is carved these words: ‘“The
hour is coming and now is when the dead shall hear the
voice of the Son of God and they that hear shall live.”
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