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LETTERS

got my copy of Bornes yes-

terday from BookMasters
and read it in two days’ sitting. A
record for me. Let Hillel buy its
own copy. I found the book a
“good read” -- but of course I'm
biased. Very much a personal
story, and reeking of honesty.

The Holocaust promoters will
do two things, no surprise: (1) ig-
nore it to the extent they can and
(2) make use of your “admissions
against interest” (as the lawyers
say) to the extent that they can’t
ignore it. Of course, admissions
against interest in a legal trial are
often an indication of truth-telling
in general, but those people don’t
care about such things.

The notion of “admissions
against interest” in legal doctrine is
sort of like this: it is particularly
powerful evidence of truth when a
party to a case admits some fact
-which goes to assist the case of his
opponent, e.g., a codefendant
admitting he and the other
defendant had committed other
robberies together. Now in your
case your revelations in the book
of personal foibles about, say,
drinking, which will undoubtedly
be used against you by those who
want to impugn your character and
integrity, are to me powerful
evidence of your integrity with
regard to telling the truth. Maybe
it’s my Irish back ground, but

Continued on page 2

FIRST PROBES TESTING DEFENSES
AT HARVARD, TEXAS, BERKELEY &
UCLA INCONCLUSIVE

o overnight success to report here. I do not be-

lieve that will surprise regular readers of this Re-

port. You already know how difficult the work
is, and that it is difficult in a variety of ways. Every public
institution, every intellectual class, and every organization
representing media, including the print press, is either
against the idea of an open debate on the Holocaust question
and the U.S. / Israeli alliance, or has chosen to hide its inter-
est in such matters in a simple maneuver of self-
preservation. At the same time, in my case, that’s precisely
one of the reasons that make this chess game so interesting.

n SR94 I reported that the Daily Californian at UC Berkeley
had agreed to run a small ad announcing Break His Bones. 1
hadn’t expected it and was very pleased by the news. Next, the Texan
at U Texas-Austin accepted the ad. I had submitted the ad to two pa-
pers, each had agreed to run it. I thought, what the devil, I’ll submit it
to the Daily Crimson at Harvard. The Crimson agreed to run an ad for
the book but insisted on 12 column inches rather than four. I agreed to
spend $450 to run 12-column inches one time each week for three
weeks, for starters. This was all going on in mid to late-October.
I thought I was in business, that at one campus and maybe all three
we would have a story. That’s how you sell books. You develop a
story focused on the book, especially if your working with the kind of
book we are working with here. As it turned out, I was wrong.

Continued on page 2




LETTERS continued
maybe not. OK?
[A4 couple days Ilater.]

I’m still thinking about your book
and probably will for a long time, but
here are some thoughts on just ending
my reading:

I was not disappointed and I'm a
tough critic. I thought the book was
very good. I enjoyed reading it and
didn’t have to force my way through
any part of it, which with others books
I often have to do. Nice short chapters.
Nicely mixed. You are a good writer.

The book may disappoint those
who expect it to be a guide to revi-
sionism. It isn’t, although the specific
“technical” revisionist parts like the
skewering of “eyewitness” Wiernik or
the campus censorship or the lying
Dershowitz are pointed and educa-
tional. It is very much a personal
memoir. Maybe a little too much on
the “dreaming” for my taste but it is
your personal memoir, not somebody
else’s. And I think your Korean ex-
periences did give you some PT stress
problems. You are the only person 1
know who volunteered. I was drafted
and spent my “Korean” service in
Europe. The closest I got to being
wounded was by a thrown beer bottle
from another GI and a jammed M-1
round going off. So it goes. I didn’t
volunteer. And I sure as hell wouldn’t
do so now!

Don’t apologize for your lack of
academic credentials. You understand
the moral and intellectual weaklings
who have academic credentials very
well. You have what is more valuable,
expert knowledge of your topic, will-
ingness to confront facts, and on that
basis adjust your opinions -- in short
intellectual integrity, which few of
them have. They’ll use it against you
anyway so you don’t have to dwell on
it.

Your enemies will use your many
references to drinking against you.
They always do. You are the only
writer I know (maybe Hemingway)
who is honest about drink. They’ll call
you bad names because of it. One side
of me wishes you had downplayed
that. But my background is Irish.

Drinking is an accepted part of Irish
culture, you know, the pub, etc, for
cultural and historic reasons I won’t
elaborate on here. The Irish are not
ashamed of this. Not at all. Does this
mean that there isn’t some abuse? Of
course not, but for the Irish that’s a
family matter. And besides, the Jan-
senist side of Irish culture also pro-
duced probably the greatest temper-
ance movement in Europe, “the Pio-
neers” of my youth. But we’re not
Puritans. So I’'m with you but they
won’t be.

Your book got me thinking about
revisionist theory, as you call it, and
the mystery of how this thing, “the
Holocaust,” has come to assume the
colossal presence it has in our culture.
Butz’s characterization of it as the
“Hoax of the Twentieth Century” is no
exaggeration. But how did it get so
big? As you know, not only does eve-
ryone (almost) believe every wild tale
but they go to great lengths to punish
those like yourself who dare to ques-
tion any aspect of it. It is really in-
credible. The same people who vilify
the Catholic Church for supposed sup-
pressions of past centuries impose an
intellectual terror in our times! But
who am [ telling this to? What I often
ponder is how such a state of affairs
can come to pass.

The “Holocaust™ is built on a
mountain of “war stories” as you point
out, even lies. But I long ago con-
cluded that most of the people who so
fiercely suppress dissent on this matter
really believe the stories. They aren’t
liars. They believe it. They want to
believe it. Jews often are motivated by
primitive revenge and a desire to sup-
port Zionism (“is it good for Jews?”).
The Goyim true believers range from
the intellectually lazy to Christian
fundamentalists. But they believe it.
They think they are doing something
good when they break your bones.
They feel righteous. Maybe the only
righteousness in their lives. “Everyone
knows.”

[ recall getting into a letter ex-
change with the local Catholic Bishop
here a few years ago (I think told you
about it). He conducts an annual
“Holocaust commemoration” with the
local Zionists, which is a parody of a
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religious event, with the hushed rever-
ence of little Catholic propagandized
school children used to promote the
Holocaust cult. In his own Cathedral
no less.

He basks in the glow of what he
thinks is Jewish good will. When [
wrote him pointing out several of the
well-known factual errors in the pro-
motion he responded to me saying that
all of these things had been proven
beyond doubt by scholarly research.
He is not a bad person. He believes it.
He hasn’t investigated himself of
course. Someone told him. “Everyone
knows.” This is mostly how it hap-
pens. Someone has said that nothing
like this has been seen since the
“witch trials,” and they are right.

I mentioned your dissection of
Wiernik. One of my from-the-sideline
urgings to revisionists is that they
identify ALL the gassings, etc., “eye-
witnesses™ and analyze their testimony
just as you did Wiernik’s. Every one
I’ve seen falls apart under examina-
tion, even when the examination is
only logical like yours is — without the
benefit of cross-examination which of
course we’ll never see.

All the best,

Albert Doyle

Continued from e 1
FIRST PROBES

s for the Texan, it ran the ad

twice then censored it. I rang
up the Texan editor Jason Hunter and
asked him what the story was. He said
the ad expresses ideas that “a large
number of people” on the UT campus
find “offensive.” Hunter said that he
had not read the book but had seen the
site at www.breakhisbones.com. He
said he did not find the “information”
posted on the site offensive, but that
the author’s “viewpoint” is offensive.
There was a kind of weariness in his
voice that made me think that he had
been given a good “talking to” by
people he understood are very impor-
tant around campus.

I sent a press release to a dozen
editors and radio talk shows in central
Texas informing them of this story —
the fact that an ad that was running at




Harvard and Berkeley was being cen-
sored at Texas, but did not receive any
responses.

eanwhile, I received a tear

sheet from the Crimson
with my ad in it. It looked very strong.
I felt certain that a story would de-
velop here. I decided that it would be
even more effective if the ad con-
tained a mug shot of the author in or-
der to make a more personal connec-
tion with Crimson readers. 1 simply
added www breakhisbones.com, the
Web page address, superimposing it
on the bottom of the book cover. I did
not receive a tear sheet for this second
ad. I didn’t get one for the third inser-
tion either. When 1 called the ad rep,
Shelby Yu, she notified me that the ad
was in the Crimson “data base™ only
one time, not three. I'm not certain
what that means, and neither is she.
The weekend is here so it will be a
few days before I do understand. But
something is wrong at Harvard (no
pun intended).

There was some confusion at
Berkeley. Someone there got the idea
that 1 wanted to run the ad only twice
in the Daily Cal, so removed it after
the second run. Maybe I had not been
clear about it on my end. I called An-
drew Chow, my ad rep, and we agreed
that the ad would go back in for the
next six weeks, or until I asked that it
be removed. Other things were hap-
pening and I let Berkeley slide for a
couple weeks. When I woke up I real-
ized that I was not hearing anything
from Berkeley, which strikes me as
odd, so I put in a call to Chow but
have not heard from him.

By this time I was getting restless.
It was the second week in November
and I had not gotten a story going. I
know you guys want a story, that
that’s what you pay me for (well, not
exactly pay me but it’s why you con-
tribute to this project}—to create a
story and through the story get revi-
sionism into public consciousness and
keep it there. If I could get the ad into
Harvard, Berkeley and Texas and still
not have a story, something was
wrong. | felt restless and began turn-
ing to other ideas to get the project
cooking.

Giving talks on college cam-
puses in Southern California
was my answer. [ would begin to work
with campuses that are within driving
distance of the Mexican border, not
some place in Texas, Massachusetts or
even (at first) in Northern California.
Places where I could follow up per-
sonally. Campuses where I could drive
to the bloody meeting room and get up
in front of an audience and talk, and
afterwards have a Q&A session.”

The primary goal would not be to
speak to thirty or forty students and
professors, but to create an “event.” |
would announce the talk to radio talk
shows in the region, to off-campus
print press, and to the communications
people on the campus. If I could get
radio before the talk, the talk would
most likely be covered by the print
press. If I could get radio after the
talk, that would be something in itself.
I’ve done this before. I know how
successful it can be. I would reach a
much larger audience via radio than I
would on campus.

An added value of promoting ra-
dio in Southern California is that John
Bolton is in the region. He could help
me with getting the lecture rooms, and
with talking to talk show producers as
well. We would be a team. Between
the two of us we could stay on top of
what was happening. And then some-
thing very interesting occurred. Bolton
surprised me by nailing down a lecture
room at UCLA within days of our first
talking over the project. I wasn’t cer-
tain that I was ready to dive into the
lecture circuit so quickly. But there it
was. He was negotiating for a lecture
hall at UCLA, the following week.

ery good news. I had to ad-

dress the question of media
immediately. I turned to my lists of
radio talk show producers and pulled
out those in Southern California. Dur-
ing the previous weeks when 1 was
caught up in placing advertisements
for Bones in student papers, the prob-
lems with the ads, and then thinking
about driving around Southern Cali-
fornia campuses giving talks, that I
had rather forgotten about the book
itself, its “physical” presence.

Now the book was very much on
my mind. The book was the key to the
lecture, the key to getting on radio, the
key to creating an “event.” I rediscov-
ered how very good looking the
physical book is. How substantial it is
when you hold it in your hands. It was
clear that I had to get the book into the
hands of the people who could turn the
talk at UCLA into an event. Those
people, in the fist instance, were radio
“talkers.” I would send them pitch
letter announcing the book and solicit-
ing an interview. I would note that I
was sending the book itself under
separate cover. That way each pro-
ducer would hear from me twice, with
no extra work on my part.

At this stage of the game 1 could
not announce the UCLA talk. It was
not nailed down. But I had no time to
lose to get to radio. Once we nailed
down the UCLA talk, I could then
follow up with a second press release
announcing the lecture. As I was put-
ting together the promo for Southern
California radio it occurred to me that
it was time to send the book to Texas
radio together with a second release,
asking an ad for such simple and
harmless book should run at Harvard
and Berkeley and be censored at U
Texas. I did it. I sent the book to radio
in Southern California, to all radio in
Texas, and by that time I was so en-
thusiastic about the radio/equation that
I put together another list of some fifty
of the top talk shows nation wide. I
left out only two regions — New York
City and Washington D.C. When I
solicit interviews in those places [
want to have a few new interviews
under my beit.

I got Bones out to all the radio
talkers mentioned above 21 Novem-
ber. By the time I finished, in my en-
thusiasm for radio, 1 had almost for-
gotten about speaking on campus.
Getting Bones out to radio had wak-
ened me up somehow. Everything is
important — the ad campaign, speaking
— but getting the book itself into the
hands of radio talk show hosts, getting
the interviews, and exploiting them
has taken precedence over all else.
Odd how things develop. Not always
according to plan. Particularly when
you have a very limited budget, and



you have to go where you are going to
be most effective at the least cost.
Success in one medium will help with
all other media.
So — six weeks ago 1 was fo-
cused on getting ads into stu-
dent papers on important campuses. It
was very costly — I spent the last $900
dollars 1 had to pay for the ads at
Texas, Harvard and Berkeley — and so
far they have produced nothing.
Events turned imagination to seeing
myself driving around Southern Cali-
fornia creating small events at one
campus after another. When John Bol-
ton came in to help and the possibility
of a room at UCLA opened up, it
caused me to turn to getting Bones
into the hands of media in the Los

Angeles area. That took me to sending
Bones to talkers in Texas, then to talk
shows all across the country. That’s
where I am now. I’m committed to
radio. After talking about it the last
couple years, I have made the leap.
Having the book to hand is what
makes the difference.

The people at the UCLA Acker-
man Union, where John wanted to rent
our lecture room, have something they
call “The Book Zone.” The Zone is
responsible for “screening™ books and
authors. Today Bolton informed me
that: “The book and author have both
been rejected by The Book Zone.”

Okay. A small disappointment.
Meanwhile, 1 will follow up with a
press release on this for Los Angeles

radio. Why would the Ackerman Un-
ion want to prohibit an author like me,
and a book like mine, from being dis-
cussed at UCLA? Who profits? We’ll
see.

CORRECTION
CONTRARIAN PRESS.

1 PRINTED THE WRONG
ADDRESS HERE LAST MONTH.
THE CORRECT ADDRESS IS:
Desmond Boles
Contrarian Press
1800 S. Robertson Blvd. #220
(NOT 200)

Los Angeles, CA 90035

Interview with Robert Faurisson

by Phil Sanchez
Irvine, California, June 22, 2002

Robert Faurisson, retired professor — the Univer-
sity of Lyon -- is considered the leading Holocaust
revisionist scholar in Europe today. His early revi-
sionist writings include “The ‘Problem of the Gas
Chambers'” (published in France's leading daily Le
Monde, which stirred up a storm) and an investigation
into the diary of Anne Frank. Later he was to prove to
be of invaluable assistance at the Ernst Ziindel
“Holocaust” trials in Toronto, and was the key player
in convincing Fred Leuchter (o initiate a forensic
investigation of “gas chambers” at Auschwitz.

As with his most recent paper, ‘' Punishment of
Germans, by German Authorities, for Mistreatment of
Jews During World War II”, Dr. Faurisson has re-
peatedly removed the toupee from the bald-face lies of
the establishment’s Holocaust desirers. He has played
perhaps the primary role in France in convincing the
cultural establishment, and the State, that it is to their
best interest to outlaw any attempt to question the

Jjudgment of the Nuremberg court (usually without

citing said judgment within the anti revisionist laws),
first in France, and now throughout much of Western
Europe.

One interesting irony in Dr. Faurisson’s life at this
time is that this autumn when his two grandsons re-
turn to school they will take their first instruction on
what is proper, and improper, to think about the
“Holocaust” and what penalties are in place to pun-
ish those who ask the wrong questions, or the right
questions from the wrong perspective. Their grandfa-
ther will no doubt be mentioned by name as one who
has been prosecuted by the State for such thought
crimes again and again. It might be said that in their
classroom, Dr. Faurisson’s grandchildren will likely
become associated with — perhaps the victims of --
“hate crimes” themselves.

We took advantage of Dr. Faurisson’s attendance
at the Institute of Historical Review’s 14" Conference
to record this audio interview with him.

Phil Sanchez: Dr. Faurisson, you
have had conversations of one sort or
another with numerous Holocaust
desirers, such as Michael Berenbaum,
Debbie Lipstadt, Otto Frank, Raul
Hilberg, etc. Do you have opinions
about any of them being honest about
their believing the Holocaust tales?

Dr. Faurisson: First of all,  had a
conversation with Michael Berenbaum

in the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Mu-
seum. | remember exactly when: it
was on the 30® of August 1994. In
1989, Deborah Lipstadt visited me in
Vichy. In 1977, I visited Otto Frank in
Basel, Switzerland, and I had a con-
versation with him, on the first day,
for five hours and, on the second day,
for four hours.

As for Raul Hilberg, I had no con-
versation with him but I met him at
the Ernst Ziindel trial in 1985 in To-
ronto, Canada, when questions were
put to him while he was a witness for
the prosecution. Those questions were
put to him by Douglas Christie, the
defense lawyer of Ernst Ziindel, but
most of them had been written by my-
self. It was an opportunity for me to



ask questions of Raul Hilberg and for
Raul Hilberg to answer, or to try to
answer. Now to go to your own ques-
tion: you ask me if I had an opinion
about any of them being honest or
about them really believing the Holo-
caust tales. Is that right?

Q: Correct.

A: I am unable to answer your
question because I do not know
whether the people, either on my side
or against me, are sincere or not. It is
difficult for me to judge if someone is
sincere. To judge the sincerity of
someone you need perhaps weeks,
months, years. [t is difficult to judge.
And that’s why, in fact, I am not very
interested in the question of sincerity.
What [ am interested in is: what this
man, or this woman, is saying. Is it
exact, or not? I don’t say true; as you
know, | say exact. And take the story--
[ don’t say the history, but the story--
of the Holocaust. Of course, for me,
it’s totally inexact. I say totally. And I
can prove it. At least I think that I can
prove it.

Now for Berenbaum, Deborah
Lipstadt, Otto Frank, Raul Hilberg--
with Otto Frank it wasn’t about the
Holocaust, it was about the Anne
Frank Diary, okay?--you could divide
those people into two camps. In the
first camp we have people who are
lying, perhaps because they think that
it’s necessary, sometimes it is to lie
for a good cause. That’s possible. It’s
possible that they are in a way sincere.
That will be the first camp.

Then you have the mass of those
people who really believe, because
they heard about it. If you take Ber-
enbaum, Deborah Lipstadt, Raul Hil-
berg, you can say that they have a
responsibility when they say, for in-
stance, that there was an order to kill
the Jews or that there was a plan to kill
the Jews; they have a responsibility to
demonstrate that. But other people, the
mass of people who believe in the
Holocaust, they have no responsibil-
ity. They are only repeating what they
have heard.

I am sorry because of my poor
English that I can not say in English
what I say in French, which is that you
have, on the one hand, les menteurs,
and, on the other hand, les boni-

menteurs. It is a play on words. Those
who lie and those who repeat lies that
they have heard from others. Boniment
means gossip. They are gossiping. Do
you say that in English? To gossip? I
don’t know.

Q: That’s a funny way of putting
it, the take on it.

A: Okay. So I would say that there
are the liars and that there are the gos-
sipers, something like that.

Q: I think that is so with some of
them. I think that with Debbie Lip-
stadt, or the guy in Switzerland who
recently wrote a book (Fragments)
about being raised in the concentration
camps and then he was proved totally
false.

A: Yes. Yes.

Q: I can’t remember his name.

A: | remember, but whatever,
okay.

Q: Lipstadt said that, even though
the book is not factual, it’s still good
as Holocaust literature. And that’s
what I’'m wondering. Perhaps she did
not believe it but she thought the lit-
erature is still important? I’'m wonder-
ing how you felt, maybe you didn’t
speak with her long enough to have an
opinion.

A: At the time Deborah Lipstadt
visited me, it was before Benjamin
Wilkomirski. His pen name was Ben-
jamin Wilkomirski, his real name be-
ing either Bruno Grosjean or Bruno
Doessekker). Anyway, he was lying.
And he wasn’t a Jew. So, as you
know, he is being put on trial by the
Jewish organizations.

Q: Oh, he was put on trial?

A: He is currently on trial, I think.
Or it’s coming, I don’t know. So, of
course, I understand very well that
people, even like Hilberg or Deborah
Lipstadt, could think: “Anyway, true
or not, sincere or not, it serves the
cause, our good cause”. But this you
have everywhere; not only Jews are
like that. You have that in the Catholic
religion; you have what we call le
pieux mensonge, the pious lie. So
everybody may be like that, you see.

Q: Do you know about Raul Hil-
berg having some sort of relationship
with Norman Finkelstein? I don’t
know if he is giving him information
but do you think Raul Hilberg will

come around to seeing the Holocaust
in the same way revisionists do, or is
that just too far-fetched?

A: I think it’s too far-fetched.
What [ know is that the situation of
Raul Hilberg is perfectly tragic. This
man is, | think, something like sev-
enty-five today. This man in 1948
began to work on what today we call
the Holocaust. In 1961 he published
the first edition of his book (The De-
struction of the European Jews). In
that book he dared to say, at that time,
that there were two orders coming
from Hitler to kill the Jews. He said
that there was a plan to kill the Jews,
that there were instructions given to
kill the Jews, and so on.

And, in 1985, came the tragedy of
Raul Hilberg when he was on the wit-
ness stand. Because at that time, he
had really changed his story and he
was ready to publish the second edi-
tion of his book. A really different
one, which appeared in the middle of
1985. To give you an example of how
much he changed his story, this very
man who had said that there were two
orders from Hitler to kill the Jews and
who was asked to show those orders
was, of course, unable to show them.
And he came up with a strange theory
which is this one: he said that we
don’t need to suppose that there was
an order, or orders, we don’t need to
think that there was a plan, no.

What happened was, according to
the new Hilberg, “an incredible meet-
ing of minds, a consensus mind-
reading by a far-flung bureaucracy”,
meaning the German bureaucracy!
Which means that it is an explanation
by telepathy! This man, supposed to
be a scholar, first said that he had
proofs, and then he had to confess that
there were no proofs, but “an incredi-
ble meeting of minds, a consensus
mind-reading by a far-flung bureauc-
racy”. This is a total defeat.

At one point, I remember, all those
who attended the trial remember very
well, Hilberg said, “I am at a loss.”

Q: I remember reading that actu-
ally, in Michael Hoffinan’s book.

A: That is about Raul Hilberg.
That’s the only thing that I can say.
Recently he published a book, a tiny
book, the title being something like



Sources of Holocaust Research: An
Analysis. You should read it. Nothing.
It’s like a void, totally void. You have
nothing. Nothing is left. All this for-
midable building, hammered. It is like
the towers in New York. The tower of
Raul Hilberg does not exist anymore.

QQ: Regarding your run-ins with
Jean-Claude Pressac. He seems to be
seeking something from you. What is
it that Pressac wants?

A: Now, Pressac also is finished.
You should know that even Ber-
enbaum and all those people, they do
not want to have anything to do any-
more with Jean-Claude Pressac. Jean-
Claude Pressac is a poor guy. He was
a man of the extreme Right. I learned
this a few months after meeting him
for the first time. He was engaged by
Klarsfeld to write an enormous book.
A really silly one. The title was:
Auschwitz: Technique and Operation
of the Gas Chambers, published in
1989. In fact you had nothing in it at
all on the gas chambers; you had many
things on the crematories and so on,
the ovens, but only speculations about
the gas chambers.

Q: The ventilation.

A: The ventilation, yes! (laughter)
He ventilates very much. You see, it’s
wind. It’s only wind. It’s air. A-I-R.
Okay? Excuse my pronunciation. I
noticed that sometimes he would say
that he had been first on my side. And
that then he left me because he had
discovered that I was wrong. Now,
wait a minute. First of all, never did
Pressac visit me where I live in Vichy
[in the center of France]. Second: I
saw him only at Pierre Guillaume’s
house, in Paris. And he was coming
back and coming back, asking me for
documents and so on. I saw very
quickly that this man was unbalanced,
not strong at all, and that [ was wast-
ing my time.

I told him: “You see, Pressac, I am
tired. I am overworked. Please, leave
me. I have nothing to tell you”,

But he came to see me again and
he said: “I would like to have a con-
versation with you™. 1 said: “Pressac,
once more. | have no time. Now, if
really you want to have a conversa-
tion, | want you to tape it because you
keep constantly saying that you have

not said what you have said. So [ want
to catch you at your words”.

And he said, “Oh no. I don’t want
that™.

“So, then,” I said. “You must get
out!” And it was finished.

Q: What about in court?

A: Oh, in court. The poor guy. In
1995 he came to court. | must say that,
in 1993, he had published another
book. The title in French was Les
Crématoires d’Auschwitz: La Machin-
erie du meurtre de masse (The Crema-
tories of Auschwitz: The Machinery of
Mass Murder). At that time I was be-
ing sued, once more, I was on trial. |
had decided with my defense lawyer
to summon Pressac. [ thought he
would not come. But to my surprise,
he came. The poor guy came. I had no
right, myself, to ask him any question.
Only my defense lawyer had the right
to put some questions to him. [ de-
cided that the essential question would
be very short and very clear.

So I said to my defense lawyer:
“You have only one question to ask
him.” The question was: “Mr. Pressac,
in your book, we have sixty photos,
documents, illustrations. Could you
show us only one photo, document or
drawing showing us a Nazi gas cham-
ber?”’ Of course, there were none.
There was not one photo. You cannot
have a photo of something, which is
technically impossible. So he went on,
speaking about aeration and ventila-
tion once more (laughter).

And suddenly, as he was nof an-
swering the question, the lady—we
had three judges, the presiding judge
being a lady--said: “Mr. Pressac, you
say ventilator, ventilator, but a ventila-
tor, it’s to ventilate” (laughter). She
was a little bit naive perhaps. I don’t
know. She made Pressac understand
that he was not at all addressing the
question.

And Pressac suddenly said: “You
see, you must understand, my life is
very difficult, I cannot be here and
there. You must understand, I cannot”.
So Pressac also was “at a loss.” And
Pressac also is really finished.

Something else. A book appeared
in 2000 written by a young lady, who
came and visited me in Vichy. The
book was totally against us: Histoire

du Négationnisme en France (History
of Holocaust Denial in France). Her
name is Valérie lgounet. In it she pub-
lished a long interview with Pressac.
And mind you, at the end of his inter-
view, Pressac has taken a nearly total
revisionist position. He now says that
the dossier (meaning the dossier of the
people against the revisionists) is rot-
ten to the core.

Pressac said: “We cannot save it
anymore. It is finished”.

Q: You once said that in France
during World War Il there were fwo
Resistance movements; one against
the Nazi occupation and a second one
against the Communist terror. Could
you, please, elaborate on the differ-
ence between the two but also go into
some detail about the second?

A: In France they constantly say la
résistance (the Resistance). They con-
stantly talk about la résistance. Even,
with time going on, they now don’t
talk anymore exactly about résisrants,
but about grands résistants. It’s al-
ways a grand resistance. All those
people are supposed to have been
grand resistanis.

And this is partly a joke of mine. I
ask: “Oh, you say Resistance! What
do you mean by Resistance?” And the
people answer: “Of course, resistance
against Germany” And I say: “Okay, I
see, but you know, there was another
resistance. The people on the other
side from yours were convinced that
they were also résistants. But résis-
tants against Communism, against
Communist terror in France.”

It began in June 1941 and went un-
til at least the Bloody Summer of
1944. You cannot imagine, today, the
power at that time of the French
Communist party, and how many peo-
ple it killed because those “collabora-
tors™ were, or were supposedly, on the
side of the Germans. You had very
sincere French people on the side of
the Germans. They were not in love
with Adolf Hitler or even with the
German people. They thought that the
big danger for Europe and for France
were Communists coming with the
Red Army. They wondered where the
Red Army would stop. That was their
question.



In June 1942, Pierre Laval, who
was a kind of prime minister, with
Marshall Pétain, said: “I hope that
Germany will win”. I guarantee you
that Pierre Laval was not at all in love
with the Germans. He added: “be-
cause, otherwise, we will have Com-
munism all over Europe.”

So, 1 warn you to be careful with
this word of Resistance since, you see,
most of the time people think of them-
selves as courageous, which is not
really the case. Most people are cow-
ards. But they think that they are cou-
rageous. They are courageous because
they resist something. During the war,
you had those people resisting the
German occupation, but you also had
people resisting the Communists who
were assassinating so many French
people at that time.

Q: Were there trials for these mur-
ders?

A: Of course not. As usual, if you
were on the good side, you got med-
als, respect, money. If you were on the
other side, it was exactly the opposite.
That’s life. You must not be van-
quished, that’s all.

Q: So, after France was no longer
under German Occupation, there were
no murder trials for murders that were
committed by the Communists during
the Occupation?

A: We had very few of them. And
once those people were sentenced—
very, very few of them—they were,
how do you say, “pardoned™? Yes.
There was an automatic amnesty, ac-
cording to a decision of the govern-
ment of De Gaulle. They decided that
everything, - listen to this, it’s fantas-
tic—everything which had been done
“in order to liberate France” until the
First of January 1946 should be par-
doned—do you understand? Nineteen
forty-six The war, remember, had
ended on the 8" of May 1945, and the
last town in France was liberated in
December 1944. The simple fact that
we had an amnesty for everything
which had been done (laughter) dur-
ing, let’s say, the whole of 1945,
means that they kept on killing people.

Q: Reprisals?

A: Reprisals. Yes,

Q: I don’t know if this is a ques-
tion that you can answer, but it was a

particularly French Communist group
or were they just a Soviet puppet
group?

A: No, a real and sincere Commu-
nism.

Q: They did not want to be a pup-
pet of the Soviet Union? They were
French Communists?

A: Absolute puppets, but I would
say sincere puppets.

Q: Now, about the way laws are
written and made in France. Perhaps |
am mistaken, but I thought that there
are a number of anti-revisionist laws
made specifically to deal with you.
Are you ever consulted for the name
given to each of these laws?

A: Consulted? Do you mean, was
1 consulted?

@: Yes

A: No, of course not. And, in fact,
we have only one specific law.

QQ: What is the name of it?

A: We call it sometimes, Loi
Gayssot, which is the name of a
Communist, but sometimes also we
call it Loi Fabius-Gayssot. Fabius is a
very rich Jew, a Socialist but ex-
tremely rich. So, the anti-revisionist
law of 1990 is a Jewish-Socialist-
Communist law. Sometimes, only
among the people in the Paris court-
rooms, they call it Lex Faurissonia,
which, in rather poor Latin means
“The Faurisson law”. It is a law of the
13" of July 1990. What is interesting
is that it was published in the Journal
Officiel de la République Francaise on
the 14® of July 1990, which is Bastille
Day, and you know that Bastille Day
is supposedly the day of Liberty. So,
that’s it.

Let me tell you that I have been
sued myself in the name of other laws.
I have been sued so many times that |
cannot give you even an idea about
how many times. I have been sued
before 1990. Before this specific law.
For instance, under a law saying that
racism is forbidden. They decided
that, by denying the existence of the
genocide of the Jews and the existence
of the so-called Nazi gas chambers, [
was committing a racist crime. Deny-
ing is their word. In fact, I am not de-
nying anything. I am affirming, after
research, that there is absolutely no
proof of this crime. Okay. Or they

would claim that I was defaming the
Jews.

Q: Defaming the dead?

A: The dead. That’s it.

Q: Is there anyone trying to re-
move these undemocratic laws in your
country?

A: It’s impossible.

Q: It’s impossible?

A: 1t’s impossible. Let me tell you
something rather sad, but I expected it.
You have some extremists in France
of the Right. Their names, one name is
very well known, Jean-Marie LePen,
and the other one is Bruno Mégret.
Okay. Both of those people, a few
years ago, in their program had one
point which was “we want the sup-
pression of those laws against free
expression.” A law of 1972 and this
one of 1990. They do not mention that
anymore. They are afraid to say “We
want those laws to disappear.” They
don’t dare say it anymore. It’s still in
the printed program, the old one, but
for the elections, they didn’t mention
that because they know that if they say
that again they are going to be accused
by Jewish organizations of being on
the side of the “deniers.” So they are
shy. They are shy.

Q: Okay, here’s maybe an odd
question, I’m not sure: It has been said
that in France Holocaust revisionism
is a field embraced mostly by Leftists
and former Leftists? How is this?

A: My answer is that at the begin-
ning, yes, because Paul Rassiner him-
self had been a Communist and then a
Socialist. People like Pierre Guil-
laume, Serge Thion, Gabor Tamas
Rittersporn, who is a Jew, and other
people were coming from the Left, or
a Left that you could call sometimes
Left and sometimes only Libertarian.
Some of those people were even Jews, i
like Jean-Gabriel Cohn-Bendit, the
brother of the famous Danny the Red.

He was a revisionist in 79, ‘80, but all
those people except Peirre Guillaume
and Serge Thion, abandoned revision-
ism. Sometimes they recanted even.
It’s a taboo, you see. It’s very, very
difficult. To fight for revisionism, it’s
possible for a limited time, but to fight
for years and years, that is very diffi-
cult. It’s a kind of slow suicide.




Q: Are you at liberty to discuss re-
lationship with former situationists
and their followers?

A: I will say so now you see.
Situationists are like those animals,
how do you call those animals that
disappeared from the surface?

Q: Dinosaurs?

A: Dinosaurs. Situationists are
something like dinosaurs, so I don’t
know anymore any situationists. There
are still some. I have a name, I don’t
know if I can mention him so I am not
going to mention him. He is rather
important and we could say that he
was something of a situationist. Mind
you, some people, even very important
people, very important, confidentially,
and accidentally, told me that they
were on my side but of course they
asked me not to mention their name. I
must say that there are very few. But
there are some.

Q: Do you have a last word?

A: People very often ask me “why
do you do what you do? Why do you
keep on battling? Why do you want
other people to join you and get in this
battle?”

And I say that, in fact, I do not
know (laughter). I do not know why.

| know someone who in 1979,
when he received me at the Kennedy
airport in New York -- he was of
German extraction and this gentleman
told me, “Oh, it is wonderful what you
are doing for Germany.” And I said,
“Oh sir, I am not doing it for Ger-
many.” And he said, “So, why are you
doing it?” And I say,” I do it the same
way the bird sings.”

You see — (laughter) -- I am now
73 (laughter). The bird has lost his
plumage. Part of its plumage, at least.
And he keeps singing. He doesn’t
know why. And the minute before he
dies he is still singing. That’s the only
thing I could say.

1 would say also that during the
war I was very much against the Ger-
man people. It was inhuman the way I
was. I thought that the German peo-
ple—although they did behave very
correctly, I saw thousands of those
soldiers, and they behaved very cor-
rectly--I thought that they had to be
killed. When [ heard that Hamburg
was so heavily bombed I thought to

myself, three thousand tons of bombs,
why not six million...? [ mean (laugh-
ter). No, not six million (laughter).
You see, why...

Q: Twice as much.

A: Why not twice as much? Yes.
And suddenly after the war [ realized
that in fact they were human beings.
You can be a Nazi, a Communist, a
Jew, a non-Jew, and you are still a
human being.

So at the age of, let’s say, 17, |
was profoundly disgusted by the Nur-
emberg Trial. Profoundly. Now [ am

- 73 and 1 am just as overwhelmed and

as indignant as a young man of 17. |
should not be like that (Jaughter). At
73 it should have stopped. But it has
not stopped, and I don’t think that it
will stop until I die. No, I don’t think
sO.

End

This interview is available on
CD and cassette at
http://www.hoffman-
info.com/news.html

BREAK HIS BONES

The Private Life of a
Holocaust Revisionist

320 pips. Softbound $19
Plus P&H

You can purchase Bones
through BookMasters Inc. You
will get it sooner via BookMasters
than you will from me here in
Baja. Their address is:

BookMasters Inc
30 Amberwood Pkwy.
Ashland, OH 44805

Or call -- 1 800 247 6553

To purchase Online go to
www._breakhisbones.com

BookMasters will charge
$19 plus $4 P&H.

CAN YOU HELP WITH
THE RADIO PROJECT?

If you believe there is a radio talk
show in your neighborhood that 1
should appear on, get the call letters
of the station to me, and the names
and numbers of the host and producer.
I’ll take a run at booking the show. If
I get a booking I'll inform you and
other supporters in the area. Keep in
mind the size of the audience. Selling
Bones is selling revisionism. There’s
no light between the two.

Your financial support is crucial
at this moment. Your help with the
radio project can be very productive.
Please do the best you can — I'll do

the best I can.
Thanks, 4’};.<7
< J
Bradley

FRIENDS

Smith’s Report is free to all who help
me in anyway. My primary need is for
contributions. That is not going to change.
Everyone who receives this issue of SR
will continue to receive it until I discover
that you are not interested in helping, or
you ask me to cancel your sub.

Those of you who I have not heard from
over the past year will no longer receive
SR.

The more help I receive, the better the
chances that I will be able to help create a
place in this society where an open debate
on the Holocaust story, and thus the
U.S./Israeli alliance, will be tolerated and
(is this possible?) even encouraged. That
will be the day when the ideal of intellec-
tual freedom will once again be an hon-
ored ideal in American culture.

Send all contributions
and correspondence to:

Bradley R. Smith
Post Office Box 439016
San Diego, California 92143

Telephone & Fax: 1 800 871 7385
Telephone (voice): 1 619 685 2163
Tel & Fax (Baja): 011 52 661 61 23984
Email: (NEW) bradley@telnor.net




