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EDITORIAL

War Is Declared!
Richard A. Widmann

“Article 1 — The Legislative Branch; Section 8 — Powers of Congress
To declare War, grant Letters of Marque and Reprisal, and make Rules
concerning Captures on Land and Water.”

—Constitution of the United States!

sevelt for his actions, which cast the United States into the Second

World War. While the media and public opinion voice virtually no
doubt that World War Two was a moral war (for the Allies) and one that
needed to be fought, revisionists have frequently analyzed Roosevelt’s ac-
tions that broke his 1940 campaign promise to keep Americans out of any
foreign war.2 One of the foremost figures of World-War-Two historical
revisionism, Harry Elmer Barnes, wrote:?

“[Roosevelt] went as far as he dared in illegal efforts, such as convoy-
ing vessels carrying munitions, to provoke Germany and Italy to make
war on the United States. Failing in this, he turned to a successful at-
tempt to enter the War through the back door of Japan. He rejected re-
peated and sincere Japanese proposals that even [Cordell] Hull admit-
ted protected all the vital interests of the United States in the Far East,
by his economic strangulation in the summer of 1941 forced the Japa-
nese into an attack on Pearl Harbor, took steps to prevent the Pearl
Harbor commanders, General Short and Admiral Kimmel, from having
their own decoding facilities to detect a Japanese attack, kept Short and
Kimmel from receiving the decoded Japanese intercepts that Washing-
ton picked up and indicated that war might come at any moment, and
ordered General Marshall and Admiral Stark not to send any warning
to Short and Kimmel before noon on December 7th, when Roosevelt
knew that any warning sent would be too late to avert the Japanese at-
tack at 1:00 P.M., Washington time.”

R evisionists are typically quick to condemn President Franklin Roo-
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Despite Roosevelt’s maneuvering that resulted in war with Japan and five
European nations including Germany, Roosevelt was the last U.S. Presi-
dent who didn’t skirt the US Constitution and actually went to war only
following a formal declaration by Congress.

The events surrounding the declaration of war on Japan are fairly well
known. On December 8, 1941, the day after the Japanese attacked Pearl
Harbor, Roosevelt delivered his famous “Day of Infamy” speech. The ad-

S 1 | y
President Franklin D. Roosevelt signing the declaration of war
against Germany, marking US entry into World War Two in
Europe. Senator Tom Connally stands by holding a watch to
fix the exact time of the declaration. 11 December 1941. By
Farm Security Administration/Office of War Information [Public
domain], via Wikimedia Commons




INCONVENIENT HISTORY 13

dress concluded with his request that Congress formally declare war:

“I ask that the Congress declare that since the unprovoked and das-
tardly attack by Japan on Sunday, December 7, 1941, a state of war has
existed between the United States and the Japanese Empire.”

Immediately afterward, the Senate unanimously approved the resolution
82-0, while the House of Representatives vote was 388 to 1. The one dis-
senting vote was from Montana Republican Jeannette Rankin.*

Three days later, following Hitler’s declaration of war on the United
States, Roosevelt again went to Congress, to request a recognized state of
war with both Germany and Italy.> This time the vote was unanimous
(Rankin would vote “present” rather than for or against the declaration).®

Roosevelt would request Congress to declare war once again on June 5,
1942. Three declarations of war were issued that day, against Bulgaria,
Hungary, and Rumania. The declaration of war followed a request from
Roosevelt issued on June 2, 1942. In his message, he wrote simply:’

“The Governments of Bulgaria, Hungary, and Rumania have declared
war against the United States. | realize that the three Governments took
this action not upon their own initiative or in response to the wishes of
their own peoples but as the instruments of Hitler. These three Govern-
ments are now engaged in military activities directed against the United
Nations and are planning an extension of these activities.

Therefore, | recommend that the Congress recognize a state of war be-
tween the United States and Bulgaria, between the United States and
Hungary, and between the United States and Rumania.”

The declarations of war against Bulgaria, Hungary and Rumania stand to-
day as the last such declaration by the United States.

In all, the United States has only made 11 separate formal declarations
of war against foreign nations, encompassing five wars:®

1. War with Great Britain 1812 (Act of June 18, 1812, House 79-49; Sen-
ate 19-13)

2. War with Mexico 1846 (Act of May 13, 1846, House 174-14; Senate
40-2)

3. War with Spain 1898 (Act of April 25, 1898, House & Senate voice
votes)

4. War with Germany 1917 (Act of April 6, 1917, House 373-50; Senate
82-6)

5. War with Austria-Hungary 1917 (Act of December 7, 1917, House
365-1; Senate 74-0))
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6. War with Japan 1941 (Act of December 8, 1941, House 388-1; Senate
82-0)

7. War with Germany 1941 (Act of December 11, 1941, House 393-0;
Senate 88-0)

8. War with Italy 1941 (Act of December 11, 1941, House 399-0; Senate
90-0)

9. War with Bulgaria 1942 (Act of June 5, 1942, House 357-0; Senate 73-0)

10. War with Hungary 1942 (Act of June 5, 1942, House 360-0; Senate 73-0)

11. War with Rumania 1942 (Act of June 5, 1942, House 361-0; Senate
73-0)°

Since 1942, of course the United States has not led the world in a seventy-

years’ peace. Despite Roosevelt’s relative ease in obtaining six formal dec-

larations of war, since World War Two Americans have been drawn time

and time again into war without a congressional declaration. Gore Vidal

commented:*°

“Since V-J Day 1945 (“Victory over Japan’ and the end of World War
I1), we have been engaged in what the historian Charles A. Beard
called ‘perpetual war for perpetual peace.’ I have occasionally referred
to our ‘enemy of the month club’: each month we are confronted by a
new horrendous enemy at whom we must strike before he destroys us.”

Vidal goes on to list several hundred wars and operations conducted
against Communism, terrorism, drugs, or as he puts it, “sometimes nothing
much” that occurred between Pearl Harbor and September 11, 2001.%
Based on casualties alone, the costliest conflicts following the last official
declaration of war include the Korean War with 33,686, the Vietnam War
with 47,424, Iraqg War with 3,542 and Afghanistan at greater than 2,000.%2
While generally remembered as one of the United States’s costliest
wars, the Korean War was referred to only as a “Police Action” by then-
President Harry Truman. Truman announced on June 27, 1950 that he or-
dered U.S. air and naval forces to South Korea to aid their army in repuls-
ing an invasion by Communist North Korea. Truman justified his actions
by explaining that he was enforcing a United Nations resolution calling for
an end to hostilities, and to stem the spread of Communism in Asia.™®
Truman’s actions set a precedent that would be followed by Democrats
and Republicans to the present day. With the path now cleared of any po-
tential congressional opposition, U.S. presidents would be empowered to
conduct the wars of their choosing. The Vietnam War with over 47,424
dead also was fought without a declaration of war. President Lyndon John-
son would issue a report claiming two attacks against U.S. ships in the
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Gulf of Tonkin. The so-called “Gulf of Tonkin Resolution” passed in Au-
gust 1964 gave President Johnson free rein to escalate the war.'

In March 2003, forces from the United States, the United Kingdom,
Australia and Poland invaded Irag. According to U.S. President George W.
Bush and British Prime Minister Tony Blair, the coalition mission was “to
disarm Iraq of weapons of mass destruction, to end Saddam Hussein’s sup-
port for terrorism, and to free the Iraqi people.”*® Like the “events” of the
Gulf of Tonkin, the “Weapons of Mass Destruction” proved to be nonex-
istent.’® Whether Bush was simply mistaken or whether he fabricated fan-
tastic weapons to garner support for his war, it is clear that such power
should not be in the hands of the President alone.

The U.S. Constitution was purposely designed to prevent such power to
reside with the president. James Wilson, a Constitutional Convention dele-
gate, explained to the Pennsylvania ratifying convention in 1787:%

“This system will not hurry us into war; it is calculated to guard
against it. It will not be in the power of a single man, or a single body
of men, to involve us in such distress; for the important power in de-
claring war is invested in the legislature at large.”

How then did such absolute power shift to the executive branch? Ron Paul
offers an answer:®

“Congress has either ignored its responsibility entirely over these
years, or transferred the war power to the executive branch by a near
majority vote of its members, without consideration of it by the states as
an amendment required by the Constitution.”

Today, Americans continue to fight and die all around the world. The ag-
gression of the United States would be universally condemned if launched
by any other nation.

We are left to wonder, if the matter were left to the American people
and their representatives in Congress, how many lives would not have been
lost over these past 70 years? How many dollars would not have been
wasted?

In the 1940 presidential election campaign, Roosevelt promised to keep
America out of the war. He stated, “I have said this before, but I shall say it
again and again and again; your boys are not going to be sent into any for-
eign wars.”'® His position was popular and led to his unprecedented third
term as president. In a recent poll 60% of Americans said the war in Af-
ghanistan is not worth fighting.?° Despite a 70-year media war against “iso-
lationism” the American people still favor peace and keeping out of foreign
conflicts despite the perpetual series of wars launched by our presidents.
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The time has come for revisionists to consider the actions of all those who
have followed Roosevelt. For all his lies and maneuvering, Roosevelt looks
like a great statesman compared to those who have followed right down to
and including the current commander-in-chief.
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PAPERS

Differential Exposure of Brickwork to Hydrogen
Cyanide during World War Two

Dipl-Chem. Germar Rudolf,*! Nicholas Kollerstrom MA
Cantab., PhD, FRAS?

(This article was first submitted to the Royal Society of Chemistry’s jour-
nal The Analyst. They rejected it on the grounds that it did not have enough
about analysis. The authors then submitted it to Chemistry: a European
Journal. It was rejected in less than 24 hours on the grounds that it would
not be “likely to attract a wider readership.” While this article, with its
heavy reliance on scientific chemistry, is atypical for INCONVENIENT HIS-
TORY, we were convinced of its importance and believe, especially in light
of the rejections received from the journals mentioned above, that we had a
special responsibility to publish it. Ed.)

Abstract

To this day, brick and mortar from the walls of the extant delousing cham-
bers at the infamous Auschwitz-Birkenau concentration camp contain sub-
stantial amounts of Iron Blue residue, Fe"',[Fe"(CN)e]s, also known as Ber-
lin Blue or Prussian Blue. As this compound is insoluble to rain and re-
sistant to wind and other natural forces, it is not surprising its presence has
persisted the past seven decades. It is usually, but not always, quite visible
to the naked eye.

Various iron(111) oxide compounds are common in brickwork (bricks, mor-
tar, cement, concrete, plaster), while cyanide compounds are not. The lat-
ter’s presence in the brickwork of delousing chambers at Auschwitz-Bir-
kenau is undoubtedly a function of exposure to gaseous hydrogen cyanide
used during the camp’s operation between late 1941 and early 1945. All
analyses of exposed surface of other objects have to date revealed cyanide
residues that are either very close to or below the detection limit. Difficul-
ties with the existing analytical methods, which are not designed for these
atypical host materials, need to be overcome to allow more definite conclu-
sions.
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Introduction

Zyklon B, which is liquid hydrogen cyanide (HCN) absorbed on diatoma-
ceous earth or gypsum granules, started its innocuous career in the 1920s
as a disinfestation agent. The broad consensus today is that during the Sec-
ond World War this product was used to kill hundreds of thousands (or
millions) of Jews in homicidal gas chambers, in German wartime camps.
But a consensus also seems to exist that Zyklon B was used throughout the
German system of concentration and labor camps for its originally intend-
ed purpose: the disinfestation of inmate living quarters, clothes, linens and
mattresses. It was the advent of DDT and its successors, just as the war
was ending, which reduced the use of HCN for disinfestation purposes to a
niche market.

The use of hydrogen cyanide in buildings to fight pests like woodboring
beetles has been common practice for many decades and only rarely led to
problems like chemical reactions of the HCN with building materials, alt-
hough a few cases have been reported, some of which involve the reaction
of HCN with iron compounds contained in the walls resulting in Iron
Blue.®

The blue discoloration which has been noted in the disinfestation, or de-
lousing, chambers at the Auschwitz and Birkenau camps most probably
resulted from a similar reaction. The idealized reactions underlying the
conversion of iron(l11) oxide to Iron Blue in wall material (brick, cement,
mortar, concrete, plaster) in the presence of large amounts of gaseous HCN
are probably as follows:*

coordination & reduction:

36 HCN + 14 Fe(OH); + 6e— 2 Feq[Fe(CN)s]s + 18 H,O +6 OH-
oxidation:

3HCN+60OH —3CO,+3NH;+6¢e
total:

39 HCN + 14 Fe(OH); — 2 Fea[Fe(CN)g]s + 18 H.O + 3 CO, + 3 NHj3

Iron(111) is known for eagerly binding cyanide ions, and the resulting hexa-
cyanoferrate(l11) is known to be a strong oxidizing agent, which in an alka-
line medium is capable of oxidizing even trivalent to hexavalent chrome.®
Considering that lime and cement mortars remain alkaline for quite a while
(the higher the cement content, the longer the material will remain alka-
line), the above formation mechanism for Iron Blue in walls exposed to
HCN appears most likely, where hexacyanoferrate(l11) oxidizes excess cy-
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Fig. 1: Interior photograph taken from the ruins of Morgue 1 (alleged “gas
chamber”) of Crematorium Il. The arrow points to a sample taking location
by Germar Rudolf. (©1991 Karl Philipp)

anide, while the resulting hexacyanoferrate(ll) combines with remaining
iron(I11) ions over time to slowly form Iron Blue.

Evaluation of Past Sampling and Analytical Methods

Well over a hundred specimens have been sampled from the walls of vari-
ous buildings at the Birkenau and Auschwitz wartime camps by four dif-
ferent surveys. In order of publication these were: Leuchter (USA, 1988),°
Rudolf (Germany, 1993),” Ball (Canada, 1993) and Markiewicz et. al.
(Poland, 1994).°

Whereas Leuchter and Rudolf measured total cyanide in the brickwork
using an internationally recognized analytical procedure that dissolves the
total cyanide content, the Polish study (Markiewicz et. al.) aspired to
measure only the water-soluble cyanide components, i.e. those components
that might be presumed to no longer exist, because soluble cyanide com-
pounds are notoriously unstable and decompose under the influence of air
humidity with a half-life of mere days and thus cannot be expected to have
survived five decades of exposure to the elements.!® Hence, whatever can
be measured with such a method, it certainly cannot conceivably appertain
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to soluble cyanide compounds deposited 50 years earlier, no matter how
reproducible the results.!

The reason given by the Polish scientists to exclude long-term-stable
iron cyanide compounds from their analysis deserves a brief discussion. If
valid, a completely different approach to the issues at hand would be re-
quired.

Without considering possible pathways for the formation of long-term-
stable iron cyanides in wall materials exposed to HCN, the Polish team
assumed that maybe “the delousing room[s] were coated with this [Iron
Blue] dye as a paint.”*? Their supposition was based on a paper by Austrian
chemist Josef Bailer, published in a political brochure by the Austrian gov-
ernment.® In order to exclude this pigmentation from the analysis, they
decided to apply a method that was insensitive to iron cyanides.

It is worth emphasizing that a few published reports exist where a single
fumigation of old churches with Zyklon B (or its successor product) result-
ed in exactly the same spotty blue plaster discoloration as observed here,
caused by the formation of Iron Blue.

Iron Blue is not well-suited for wall paint, as it is unstable in an alkaline
environment, and because fresh wall plasters saturated with Ca(OH), may
have pH values as high as 13,4 which decreases only slowly with time.
Studies on the stability of Iron Blue have determined that the pigment is
still stable at a pH value of 9 to 10. ** Experiments conducted by Rudolf
have established a stability limit of pH 10-11 for fresh Iron Blue precipita-
tions. Beyond this value, Fe(OH); precipitates, leaving the re-dissolved
hexacyanoferrate(ll) ions behind, thus reversibly destroying the pigment.
In their product information sheets for Iron Blue pigments, the German
chemical company Degussa describes Iron Blue’s “lime fastness” — a
measure of stability on fresh wall plasters — as “not good.”*® Although the
pigment’s destruction on alkaline plaster is reversible once the wall loses
some of its alkalinity, the result would still be a patchy blue color which
changes its hue with time— hardly what a customer buying blue wall paint
would desire. As a result, Iron Blue, when used in blue paint, is not the
only substance added to impart blue pigment. *’

Even if such wall paint had been available during the war, it is not like-
ly that German camp authorities would have used it exclusively in their
delousing chambers. And this would have been true not only at Auschwitz
and Birkenau,'® but also at the Majdanek and Stutthof camps, whose de-
lousing chambers show an identical Iron Blue discoloration found nowhere
else in the camp.®
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Fig. 2: Interior northwest room in the Zyklon B disinfestation wing of BW
5a in the Birkenau camp. (© 1991 Karl Philipp)

The Auschwitz delousing chambers under investigation here had re-
ceived a coat of white lime paint. Adding another layer of paint to it would
have made little sense. Also, any layer of paint leaves behind a pattern of
brush strokes and a defined layer containing the pigment together with the
other components of the paint, such as binders, fillers and additives, which
usually make up the bulk of the paint, none of which has been detectable in
the cases examined here.

Some of Rudolf’s samples (see below) were high in cyanide but showed
no discoloration, having originated from deeper layers of the plaster, which
could not have been caused by a superficial layer of blue paint. In addition,
high cyanide levels are sometimes detectable even in samples taken from
the outside of the buildings, which are plain, unplastered brick walls, with
no paint whatsoever.?°

We therefore do not accept that blue wall paint was the reason for the
blue discolorations of the plaster, mortar and bricks of Third Reich era
Zyklon B delousing-chamber walls. Excluding insoluble iron cyanides
from the analysis, as the Polish study did, means excluding the majority of
detectable cyanide components, which is hardly a valid approach.

Whilst the Polish team did have permission from the Polish authorities
to take its wall samples, Leuchter and Rudolf took their samples clandes-
tinely. Considering that secret sampling is not unusual and sometimes nec-
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essary for the sake of independent investigations, this legal flaw may have
no relevance to our analysis.

The Ball study was small, a mere six wall samples taken in all, without
any precise location given. A fierce debate, colored alas by political agen-
das, has swirled around the question of what parts of old brickwork may or
may not have been regularly exposed to hydrogen cyanide gas. Hence, evi-
dence locating each sampling site is here rather vital in reconstructing the
historical use. We have here excluded Ball’s samples on the grounds that
its author has not been available to answer questions concerning the exact
locations of his samples.

Depth of Penetration

Possibly influenced by the hypothesis that the Iron Blue found in the walls
of the Auschwitz delousing chambers might stem from wall paint and
therefore is expected to be found only on the walls’ surface, Dr Roth, the
chemist who worked at Alpha Laboratories which analyzed Leuchter’s
specimens back in 1988, stated in a later media interview that cyanide gas
would only be absorbed into the first ten micrometers or so of wall sur-
face.?! That could be so for stone but neither for brick nor for mortar or
plaster. Were his claim valid, it would invalidate the very concept of wall-
sampling to assess historical cyanide exposure. We shall here comment on
‘Roth’s hypothesis’:

1. First we may juxtapose Roth’s media statement above with the
statement he made while testifying under oath as an expert witness during
a trial for which he had unwittingly prepared the analyses in question:

“In porous materials such as brick or mortar, the Prussian blue [read:
hydrogen cyanide] could go fairly deep as long as the surface stayed
open, but as the Prussian blue formed, it was possible that it would seal
the porous material and stop the penetration.”

2. Furthermore, expert literature is detailed in that hydrogen cyanide is an
extremely mobile chemical compound with some of its physical properties
quite comparable to water.? It can quite easily penetrate through thick,
porous layers like walls, as was shown during fumigation experiments in
the late 1920s.%

3. In addition, it is generally known that cement and lime mortars are
highly porous materials. The German official standard DIN 4108, Parts 3
to 5, for instance, deals with diffusion of steam into building materials.?® It
deals to a large degree with the so-called diffusion resistance factor of
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building materials, a dimensionless number indicating how much longer
the diffusion of a gas takes to penetrate a layer of certain materials com-
pared to the time it takes to diffuse through the same layer of still air. This
coefficient applies for any type of gas, including hydrogen cyanide. In the
list of 100 different building materials compiled in DIN 4108, Part 4, one
can find lime and cement mortar with diffusion resistances from 15 to 35,
in which case the resistance grows with increasing cement content. Hence,
in such materials, there does not exist anything like a defined layer of 0.01
mm beyond which hydrogen cyanide could not diffuse, as for comparison
there would be no reason why water could not penetrate a sponge deeper
than a millimeter. Steam, for example, whose physical behavior is compa-
rable to hydrogen cyanide, can very easily penetrate walls.

4. Finally, Rudolf has taken wall samples from the outside of delousing
chambers, as well as from deeper layers of the material (Table 1):

Table 1: Cyanide Levels of External and Deep-Layer Samples

Sample # [Location mg CN7/kg
11 inside, plaster from 1 mm to 10 mm depth 2,640
13 inside, plaster from 2 mm to 10 mm depth 3,000
15a outside, mortar from 0 mm to 3 mm depth 1,560
15¢ outside, brick from the outer 1 mm 2,400
16 outside, brick from O mm to 7 mm 10,000
17 inside, plaster from 4 mm to 10 mm 13,500
19a inside, plaster from 0 mm to 4 mm 1,860
19b inside, plaster from 4 mm to 8 mm 3,880

Rudolf’s Samples 15b & ¢ were taken from a brick on the outside of one of
the Birkenau delousing chambers. Whereas Sample 15c consisted of the
upper, stained layer some 1 mm thick of the brick scraped off with a spatu-
la, Sample 15b (not listed above) consisted of the sample’s remainder. The
upper blue layer had a cyanide value of 2,400 ppm, whereas the rest of the
sample (15b) had a value of only 56 ppm, indicating that almost all cyanide
is concentrated on the upper millimeter of the brick — with no paint visible,
though. As Rudolf has indicated, this may be due to the fact that the iron
oxide contained in bricks is rather inert to chemical reactions due to the
sintering process that all the brick’s compounds undergo when it is made,
with the exception of the brick’s surface, where environmental influences
(UV radiation, acid rain etc.) activate the iron.

Rudolf’s mortar and plaster Sample Pairs 9 & 11, 12 & 13, 19a & b,
which were each taken at the same spot but at different depths, as well as
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17, taken from below the overlaying lime plaster (which is similar to 19a),
show that the situation is drastically different with plaster (Table 2):

Table 2: Penetration Depth of HCN into Walls with Resulting Iron
Blue Formation [Values in mg CN~/kg]

Surface values Deep-Layer Values Outside values

Sample Values Sample Values Sample Value

9 0-2mm:11,000f 11 |1-10mm: 2,640 - -

12 0-2mm: 2,900 13 |2-10 mm: 3,000 - -

— — 17 [4-8mm: 13,500 16 0-7 mm: 10,000
19a [0-4mm:1,860 | 19 | 4 -8 mm: 3,880 — —

The wall at the location where Samples 9 & 11 were taken showed a very
intense, dark blue hue. The concomitant accumulation of Iron Blue on the
surface is borne out by the very high amount of cyanide found there in
comparison to the considerably lower, though still substantial amount in
deeper layers. This surface accumulation is due to wall exposure to outdoor
elements plus its direct contact with ground water. The Birkenau camp was
erected in a swampy area: ground water slowly moving up through the wall
and out towards the surface, where it evaporates, carries along soluble ions,
including hexacyanoferrates, which subsequently accumulate at the walls’
surface. This is also supported by the visible pattern of blue hues produced
by this process, which seems to reproduce the underlying brick structure of
that wall, probably caused by the different heat conductivities — and thus
water evaporation rates — of the underlying material .8

In contrast to this no such accumulation has occurred at the location
where Samples 12 & 13 were taken, which is an internal partitioning wall
not exposed to the elements and in no direct contact with ground water.
Hence, the lack of moisture in that wall has prevented the transport of sol-
uble cyanides to the surface. As a consequence, an almost constant concen-
tration profile results for the upper 10 mm of the wall.

Sample 17 was taken from the southern wall of the delousing wing of
the hygiene building BW 5b at Auschwitz-Birkenau, a wall intensely ex-
posed to the elements, as the winds and the rain come primarily from the
southwest to west in that area.?” Since moisture is one main prerequisite for
the absorption of HCN into building materials — the other being an elevated
pH value — this could be why cyanide values are highest at this location. In
fact, 74% of all the iron contained in this sample was converted to Iron
Blue: we are dealing here with cyanide values very close to the saturation
limit. Interestingly, the heavily eroded, hence, chemically active bricks on
the outside of this wall show a dark blue discoloration with cyanide values
close to those measured in the lower layers of the plaster on the inside
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Fig. 3: Exterior southwest wall of the Zyklon B disinfestation wing of BW
5b in the Birkenau camp. (© 1991 Karl Philipp)

(Sample 16) suggesting that the entire wall is saturated through with Iron
Blue, should anyone ever venture to take core samples from within it.

This may resolve the question, as regards which of Dr Roth’s state-
ments is tenable: without doubt, that which he made while under oath.

Detection Limit and Reliability

The Polish study followed the method as defined by Epstein, who gives a
detection limit of 0.2 mg/L for liquid samples.?® The Polish team mysteri-
ously averred, however, that their detection limit lay almost two orders of
magnitude lower, at 3-4pg/kg according to experience they have gained
with test measurements. We are far from accepting this parts-per-billion
accuracy level claimed for a 1947 method but refrain from further com-
ment.

This, in addition to the observations made above about the evidently
wrong wall-paint hypothesis, led to our decision to exclude these results
from our present comparative study concerned only with total wall cyanide
measurement.

We are therefore left with the studies conducted by Leuchter and Ru-
dolf. Using just these two published studies, we have here made several
binary distinctions within the data, e.g. between outdoor wall samples ex-
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posed to the elements, and those from still-enclosed rooms, having intact
ceilings. This may guide us as to the effect of weathering on the residual
cyanide levels. Also, a differential between brick and mortar cyanide ab-
sorption would be of interest. We have endeavored to ascertain a control
level, i.e. a mean ferrocyanide level in dormitories, kitchens and washroom
walls, rooms where nobody has alleged that regular exposure to hydrogen
cyanide took place. From pooling the two data sets we have endeavored to
credibly ascertain this vital scientific metric.

We have not been primarily interested in the question of whether a deep
blue ferrocyanide discoloration of the walls is present, or how that came
into existence. The presence of this blue hue emerged only slowly after the
war and was the stimulus for the original measurements of wall cyanides
taken by Fred Leuchter. We suggest that the simple measurements of total
cyanide as evaluated here do not depend upon such a discoloration. For
instance, if a certain wall material contains some 1% of iron compounds,
even its total conversion into Iron Blue would not necessarily lead to a no-
ticeable change in hue, as 1% blue within 99% of, say, mortar-grey would
hardly be noticeable to the human eye. This is borne out by Rudolf’s Sam-
ples 19a & b, both of which had high cyanide levels, although neither
showed any noticeable blue hue. Strong discoloration of wall surfaces must
therefore depend on accumulation processes near the surface, e.g. due to
humidity transporting still-soluble cyanide compounds like hexacyanofer-
rates to the surface, where it then slowly converted to Iron Blue.?

Leuchter and Rudolf both had their samples analyzed by professional
laboratories employing almost identical methods: grinding the solid sam-
ples in ball mills, then extracting the cyanide by boiling the powdered
samples in hydrochloric acid. The forming HCN was driven out by means
of a continuous air stream into a NaOH solution. This was then analyzed
photometrically. Even though there are more sensitive methods of detect-
ing cyanide available today, they usually are incapable of dissolving Iron
Blue, which is an integral part of a solid sample.

The detection limit of the methods used by Leuchter was given as 1
ppm, whereas Rudolf’s laboratory claimed a limit of 0.5 ppm. The main
weakness of these two investigations is arguably that many samples of in-
terest exhibited cyanide levels very close to these detection limits.

The analytical method used was originally devised for liquid samples,
whereas we are dealing with solid samples whose cyanide contents have to
be dissolved before they can be measured. In addition, almost all analytical
methods used to this day are susceptible to interference by a wide range of
components.®® One of them is of particular importance in our case: car-
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bonates. In aqueous HCI, carbonates release CO,, which thus gets trans-
ferred alongside HCN into the NaOH solution. The German DIN standard
analytical method used for Rudolf’s samples specifically mentions a poten-
tial interference of carbonate, which can mask small amounts of cyanide.®
In the present case, carbonates are a main component of most samples (ex-
cept bricks). It remains unknown to what extent a substantial amount of
carbonate has affected the analysis. It may be safe to state, though, that the
reliable detection limit under these circumstances can be expected to be
considerably higher than is given for liquid samples with little or no car-
bonates.

To prove this point, Leuchter’s laboratory re-analyzed two low-level
samples and made a spike analysis for a third. Rudolf had four of his sam-
ples re-analyzed by a different laboratory. The results are given in Table 3.

Table 3: Reproducibility of Total Cyanide Analysis of Wall
Samples by Rudolf and Leuchter [Results in mg CN-/kg]

Sample*| 1st Result | 2nd Result % Recovery (1st/2nd)

L25 3.8 1.9 50

L30 11 ND 0

L26 1.3 - 140**

R3 6.7 ND 0

R8 2.7 ND 0

R11 2,640 1,430 54

R25 9.6 9.6 100

* L = Leuchter’s sample no.; R = Rudolf’s sample no.
** A spike recovery was performed in this case, with only the percentage given.

Whereas all of Leuchter’s samples are described as “brick,” hence should
have low contents of interfering carbonates, Rudolf’s Samples 3, 8, and 11
were plaster samples rich in carbonates. The the only sample which could
be reproduced with accuracy, #25, was of brick. As can be seen from this,
the reliability of analytic results even of samples with high levels of cya-
nide is problematic, whereas the reliability of result of samples with cya-
nide levels close to the formal detection limit is approaching zero. To put
this into perspective, a spike recovery rate of up to £10% is considered to
signify a reliable analytic method. The acceptability limits are generally
considered to be at +25%. Here we are dealing here with rates between
+40% and —100%.
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The Delousing Chambers

Our first division of the data concerns wall samples taken from what are
agreed by all sides to have been innocuous delousing chambers in the
Auschwitz-Birkenau hygiene buildings BW 5a and BW 5b (BW standing
for Bauwerk = building). Erected in 1941 as a preventive measure against
the outbreak of typhus in this German wartime camp, they exposed cloth-
ing and bedding to something around a thousand parts per million of cya-
nide gas for several hours.®> They were designed to be used in conjunction
with Zyklon B. The type used at Auschwitz consisted of highly porous
gypsum granules soaked with liquid hydrogen cyanide.®® The liquid boiled
at 25.7°C, so slight warming was recommended to accelerate the evapora-
tion of the compound, although it was not required due to the high vapor
pressure of HCN even at low temperatures.

Only a single sample from a delousing chamber (DC) wall was taken by
Fred Leuchter, at Birkenau, even though it was quite a substantial one, but
this was more than compensated by Rudolf’s quite extensive sampling in-
side and out of two delousing chambers in the same camp. Indeed, we may
at once divide Rudolf’s 16 DC samples into those from indoor walls versus
those from outdoor walls of the same buildings:

Delousing room, inside: 5,431 £ 3,962 ppm (n=11),
outside: 3,010 £ 3,999 ppm (n=5).

Such huge standard deviations may be expected among samples taken at
different locations with different exposures and histories: strictly speaking,
one should only consider them for multiple analytical results of the same
sample or from very similar samples, which is not here the case.

All of the walls here sampled (except for Rudolf’s Samples #19a&b as
mentioned above) were stained blue to some degree. Clearly, the hydrogen
cyanide used on a regular basis in these delousing chambers has penetrated
right through the walls, being 45% lower on the outside than on the inside
forty years later.

Comparing both Leuchter and Rudolf DC samples versus all other sam-
ples of measurable cyanide level gives (Table 4):

Table 4: Cyanide Levels in Delousing Chambers versus Other
Locations in ppm

Sampler Delousing Chambers Other locations

Leuchter 1,050 (n=1) 1.22 +1.94 (n=33)
Rudolf 4,674 + 4,009 (n=16) 2.61 + 3.6 (n=16)
Overall mean value:| 4,461 + 3,980 (n=17) 1.68 + 2.6 (n=49)
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A total of 32 samples were taken by Leuchter, three of which were meas-
ured twice by Alpha Laboratories, i.e. there was a large enough quantity to
perform two separate assays upon them (see Appendix 1 of The Leuchter
Report). That gave altogether 35 assays performed, of which 16 gave
measurable iron cyanide levels, while 19 had cyanide levels too low, if
any, to give a reading. We have here included all of Leuchter’s measured
values, except the one consisting of sealing material taken from a hot air
disinfestation oven.

Rudolf had 32 analyses made, four of which were repeat analyses by a
different laboratory. His ‘Fresenius Institute’ laboratory obtained measura-
ble values from all of them, while the other laboratory (IUS) was unable to
detect any residue in two of the four samples. In addition, Rudolf also took
a sample from a collapsed Bavarian farmhouse as a null test. This sample
was tested by both laboratories as well (R25).

The first judgment to be made here is whether the means and standard
deviations are similar enough to justify pooling the two data sets. If all of
Leuchter’s too-low-to-measure samples are assigned a value of 0.5 ppm (to
choose the middle between nothing and the official detection limit of one
ppm), then his non-DC values would go up from 1.22 + 1.94 to an overall
mean of 1.4 ppm * 1.8 for n=33. Thereby the Leuchter and Rudolf data
sets are seen not to differ significantly, and we therefore felt at liberty to
pool the two data sets.

Having done that, a two-thousandfold differential between the two
groups is evident. The data, of cyanide wall-measurements fall into two
very clearly separate groups with no overlap whatsoever. We here have no
further comments to make upon the DC wall-sample values.

Homicidal Gas Chambers

There is no record of a large, homicidal cyanide gas chamber ever existing
either prior to or after World War Two. There is a widespread agreement,
however, that they did so exist and extensively function in Poland during
the war. Indeed one can be jailed in ten European nations for publicly ex-
pressing doubt of such a thing. We are not concerned to debate the tech-
nical details of such large homicidal cyanide gas chambers (HGC). Our
concern lies solely in defining the category of HGC in terms of what
brickwork was sampled by Leuchter and then by Rudolf.

By a ‘control’ sample we mean one taken from a room that has not been
recorded or alleged to have functioned as a gas chamber, neither for hu-
mans nor for clothes or bedding, i.e. it has been neither a DC nor an HGC.
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For ascertaining this group, we have here used the careful work of
Desjardins, who in 2007 published a new analysis of his 1996 visit to
Auschwitz-Birkenau, where he re-traced the sites sampled by Leuchter,
commenting on the locations of each sample. Thus three primary sources
remain available for locating the sample sites: video footage taken during
the Leuchter sampling, maps drawn up afterwards, and the reconstruction
by Mr Desjardins.®® Thereby we have been able to group the data for ex-
ample by outdoor/exposed versus indoor/unexposed specimens, as men-
tioned, but also and more importantly by homicidal gas chambers (HGC)
versus background or control levels. Major textbooks have pointed to the
buildings which reportedly functioned as HGCs,*® and clearly the main
motivation of these chemical wall-sampling investigations has focused up-
on these.

Leuchter sampled from five locations which have generally been allud-
ed to as ‘Kremas’ in the literature, which is a German abbreviation for
crematoria. Taken from the walls of these locations, Leuchter’s sample
numbers stemming from locations said to have been HGCs were,
Desjardins concluded: Krema 2: 1-7; Krema 3: 8-11; Krema 4: 20; Krema
5: 24, and Krema 1: 25-27 and 29-31, totalling 19 samples, three of which
have been analysed twice, hence 22 analytical results altogether. The ‘con-
trol” samples then become those taken from locations within those build-
ings which are not claimed to have been part of a HGC, i.e. Krema 4: 13-
19; Krema 5: 21-23, and Krema 1: 28, totaling 11. These samples came
from locations which had been a washroom, a chimney room and other
unidentified rooms not associated with the use of toxic gases. Obtaining
the mean values of the two groups gave:

HGCs (n=22): 1.6 £2.0 ppm

Controls (n=11): 1.28 £ 1.21 ppm
The statistically insignificant 21% difference between the means of these
two groups fails to indicate a historical difference in terms of their expo-
sure to cyanide gas.

Concerning wall exposure to the elements, Desjardins, after carefully
retracing the steps of Leuchter on a 1996 visit to Auschwitz and watching
the film that had been made of Leuchter’s sampling, commented:

“Leuchter’s samples, numbered 25 through 31, extracted from Crema-
torium | [...] taken from a facility which was not destroyed and has re-
mained intact since the end of the war, were not exposed to the ele-
ments. The same might be said for Samples 4, 5 and 6 taken from
Crematorium Il. Leuchter removed these samples from a pillar, wall
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and ceiling which, though accessible, were nevertheless well protected
against wind, rain and sun.”

Proceeding likewise by obtaining the two means, using the same data as
before, gave:

Sheltered rooms (n=13): 1.77 +2.1 ppm
Exposed surfaces (n=20): 1.32 + 1.6 ppm

That so slight a decrease in iron cyanide levels has taken place over four
decades is indeed remarkable and accords with what is known about the
insolubility and permanence of Iron Blue.

Rudolf took three samples from the HGC walls (from what is called the
Krema-1I morgue), obtaining in four analyses values of 7.2, 0.6, 6.7 and 0
ppm, listed as the first three samples of his data-table (Fig 19, pp. 254f.).
Within what we are calling the ‘control’ group, he investigated plaster ver-
sus mortar absorption of cyanide. For near-surface plaster he found a mean
of 1.2 + 1.4 ppm (n=7, his Samples 4,5,7,8 (twice),10,23); while for mortar
he found 0.2 £ 0.1 ppm (n=3, Samples 6,21,24). Thus, the mortar in be-
tween the bricks held a relatively lower level of iron cyanide.

Table 5 lists the total Leuchter data, as before assigning values of 0.5
ppm to his samples that were too low to measure. The six Leuchter sam-
ples from Krema 1 are {3.8, 1.3, 1.4, 7.9, 1.1, 0.5} ppm, plus his seven
samples from Krema Il are {0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5} ppm. Also as-
signing 0.5 ppm to samples below the detection limit, the four Rudolf sam-
ples from Krema Il are {7.2, 0.6, 6.7, 0.5}. Rudolf took his controls from
two lots of inmate barracks (Samples 5-8 (where 8 was analyzed twice)
and 23-24), from walls not part of an original delousing chamber (Samples
10 & 21) as well as from a collapsed Bavarian farmhouse (Sample 25, ana-
lyzed twice), giving 11 altogether: {0.6, 0.1, 0.3, 2.7/0.5, 0.3, 0.1, 3.6, 0.3,
9.6/9.6}. Combining these gives us:

Table 5: Mean Cyanide Values of Homicidal Gas
Chambers and Control Locations, ppm

Sampler Mean HGC value | Mean ‘control’ value
Rudolf 3.8+3.7 (n=4) 2.5+ 3.7 (n=11)
Leuchter 1.6 +2.1 (n=22) 1.3+1.2 (n=11)
Combined 1.9 + 2.4 (n=26) 1.9 + 2.8 (n=22)

Hence, the statistical difference between the two groups of samples is vir-
tually non-existent. Assuming for the sake of argument that the analytical
results are reliable, only two options remain: either these other buildings
exhibited unfavorable conditions for the formation of these compounds
during the war years, or they were not at all or only rarely exposed to
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HCN, presumably for delousing of the respective premises. But, if anyone
reckons that the remains of a wartime homicidal cyanide gas chamber can
be identified, which has somehow been omitted from the several wall-
samplings to-date, we would be keen to attempt some further sampling to
be taken from it, expecting that it would show some elevated level of re-
sidual cyanide.

Conclusion

The walls of the delousing chambers at Auschwitz and Auschwitz-
Birkenau have been found to have high or saturation levels of iron cya-
nides, indicating regular and intense exposure to hydrogen cyanide gas. All
other buildings of that camp where samples have been taken have much
lower levels of total cyanide, if any. The reason for this has yet to be
agreed upon scientifically.

However, the published analytical results of total-cyanide analyses are
hampered by the fact that the method used does not seem to provide relia-
ble results for cyanide levels approaching the detection limit. Not even the
value of the only sample with a high cyanide content which was re-
analyzed was reproduced within an acceptable margin.

Whereas the study by Markiewicz et al. detecting merely soluble cya-
nides was funded by a government research project and hence could draw
on sufficient resources to conduct careful calibrations and to re-analyze
every sample twice, the studies by Leuchter and Rudolf had to rely on
commercial laboratories who did not (Rudolf), or only in a few exceptions
(Leuchter) re-analyze any of their samples. Rudolf actually had to hand
some of his samples to another laboratory, which may also have introduced
(or eliminated) systematic errors.

Considering that the methods used by Leuchter and Rudolf were not de-
signed for solid samples and are known to be prone to inaccuracies, espe-
cially in the presence of large amounts of carbonates as was the case in
some (Leuchter), if not most (Rudolf) of their samples, it is first necessary
to establish a method which can detect total cyanide with reliability and
accuracy in such solid, high-carbonate samples before any definite conclu-
sion can be drawn from any analytical results.

On the other hand, the study undertaken by Markiewicz et al., although
more thorough and hence reliable when it comes to the results of their
analysis, used an analytical procedure which excluded nearly all of the cy-
anide. The mystery of its claimed vastly higher accuracy (“The IFFR used
a much more sensitive method [than Leuchter or Rudolf]. Their sensitivity
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was 3-4pg/kg, i.e., 300 times more sensitive” according to chemist Richard
Green.) would need some further discussion before a proper replication
which we are here advocating. The Polish study used a fairly comparable
colorimetric assay procedure, and it remains opaque to us how a 1947
method could have claimed to attain such orders of magnitude higher accu-
racy, in parts per billion of solid-wall cyanide rather than parts per million.

We hope that a replication of the results of both types of analytical
methods can be performed by reliably measuring both the permanent and
soluble cyanide contents in samples taken from all locations of interest.
This should be conducted in a country where the expression of doubt is not
a crime. As for example Karl Popper argued, doubt is inherent in the scien-
tific method,®” and the necessary calm debate needed for resolving this
emotive issue cannot be reached unless doubt is permitted. For this reason
we would like to see a UK or US investigation, even though the phenome-
non pertains to central Europe.

There is an honored scientific tradition of the experimentum crucis, or
key experiment, whereby the choice between conflicting theories is deci-
sively resolved: what would it be in this case? Has it already been per-
formed? Ideally, we would like to see a virtual reality reconstruction of the
several chambers and walls here discussed, showing where old, “genuine”
brickwork is located and the various points of sampling to-date, whereby
different groups could debate and agree upon where any further sampling
should be conducted.

We are composing this in the year of the 300th anniversary of the great
calculus controversy between Leibniz and Newton. Fierce national pas-
sions were there involved, although few could really grasp the difference
between the Leibnizian differentials and the Newtonian fluxions: we are
likewise not objecting to heated debate — as long as it does not spill over
into ad hominem insult, career termination etc., which has somewhat im-
peded previous discussion — but this time one which would revolve around
the obscure equations of the iron-cyanide bond.
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The Yockey-Thompson Campaign against
Post-War Vengeance

Kerry R. Bolton

has over the past decade enjoyed a revival of interest among the far

Right.t Now that the Right is less encumbered by the dominant po-
litical-financial system’s Cold War rhetoric which saw a range of move-
ments from conservatives to the American Nazi Party? lining up to beat the
war drums against the U.S.S.R. as ostensibly the major threat to “Western
Civilization,” Yockey’s views can be considered in a less-partisan light.
Yockey and his followers adopted a pro-Soviet position® vis-a-vis the oc-
cupation of Europe by the U.S.A., especially after the 1952 Prague Treason
Trial,* which Yockey regarded as Russia’s declaration of war against Zion-
ism and Judaization under the auspices of U.S. machinations.® Likewise,
we can now look back on the position of Yockey and his American col-
league H. Keith Thompson in regard to the “war-crimes trials” in Germa-
ny, and might see the present-day “war-crimes trials” against Serbs and
others as being founded on that precedent.

Briefly, in regard to Yockey’s background, he was of Irish-American
descent, born in Chicago in 1918, a pianist to concert-performance level,
whose education was directed towards law, in which he had exceptional
ability. Already as a young man he had turned his attention towards the
Right, one of his first articles being “The Tragedy of Youth,” written for
Father Charles Coughlin’s popular Depression-era magazine Social Jus-
tice.b

The American neo-Spenglerian philosopher Francis Parker Yockey

Among the Hangmen of Europe

In the aftermath of the war Yockey obtained a position as an investigator
for the War Crimes Tribunal in order to subvert from within the lynching
regime that was being imposed upon Europe and to seek out European
Rightists who might be able to revive a European resistance movement.
Reaching Germany in January 1946, Yockey was assigned to the 7708
War Crimes Group at Wiesbaden, Frankfurt as a civilian employee of the
U.S. War Department. This unit investigated “lower-level accused war
criminals.” Yockey served as a post-trial review attorney evaluating peti-
tions for clemency. He does not seem to have been particularly discreet as,
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according to Coogan, he obtained a pi-
ano and played German anthems in his
room.’

The head of the post-trial section was
Samuel Sonenfield,® whose name could
only have confirmed Yockey’s suspi-
cions as to the character of the Nurem-
berg judicial regime.

Yockey was noted for his “absentee-
ism,” for which he ultimately was dis-
missed. He spent much of his time
searching out German veterans and urg-
ing resistance to the Occupation, and 7.
writing pamphlets such as “Why the Francis Parker

Americans Did Not Go to Berlin.”® This Yockey Source:
was at a time when the Werwdlfe under- http://en.metapedia.org/

ground that had been set up by Goebbels

in the final months of the war was still functioning, and scoring some sig-
nificant hits on the Occupation authorities and their German collabora-
tors.2® On December 27, 1946 Yockey was fired from his position for
“abandonment of position.”'! Willis Carto, in the “Introduction” to his
Noontide Press edition of Imperium, states that when Yockey was called
before his superior, presumably Sonenfield, he was told: “We don’t want
this type of report. This has entirely the wrong slant. You’ll have to rewrite
these reports to conform to the official viewpoint.” Yockey is said to have
responded that he was “a lawyer, not a journalist. You’ll have to write your
own propaganda.”'? While there is a discrepancy between the accounts of
Yockey’s departure from the War Crimes Commission, Sonenfield might
well have left out certain aspects of his recollections of Yockey. Sonenfield
was writing to the neo-conservative publication National Review in 1971,
which was attacking Carto and his then-relatively effective Liberty Lob-
by.13

* * %

Yockey then travelled through Europe, went to England to seek out Mos-
leyites and others of like mind, returned briefly to the U.S.A., and left for
Ireland in late 1947 to write Imperium.*

Yockey spent the next twelve years travelling on numerous passports
over Europe, working for the Red Cross, writing anti-Zionist material in
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Egypt for Nasser’s government, and going back and forth to the U.S.A.
despite being tracked by Interpol and the FBI.

His first significant action after writing Imperium was to return to Eng-
land where he sought out Sir Oswald Mosley, who had revived his organi-
zation under the name Union Movement in 1947, advocating a post-Fascist
united Europe. Yockey hoped that he could persuade Mosley to adopt Im-
perium as his philosophical basis, even suggesting to Mosley that his name
be attached as the author. Mosley was impressed by Yockey’s intelligence,
and Yockey was employed briefly as the movement’s liaison officer with
other European movements, but Mosley regarded Yockey as eccentric and
Yockey did not mince words when it came to the Jewish question. Mosley
was in fact dismissive of Yockey’s efforts and did not even read Imperi-
um.t®

However, during his time with Union Movement, employed by the Eu-
ropean Contact Section, Yockey had the opportunity to cultivate further
contacts in Britain and Europe. He provided dossiers he had lifted from the
Wiesbaden office to Maurice Bardéche, the French literary critic, defender
of “collaborationism,” and early critic of the “war crimes” proceedings.
Bardéche recalled that the documents were “extremely valuable.” He made
use of them in his book Nuremberg 2 or the Counterfeiters.’® Yockey also
sent Bardéche documents to assist with the defense of other accused “war
criminals,” including SS Lt. Gen. Otto Ohlendorf, who had commanded an
Action Group in the Ukraine!” mopping up partisans and commissars.
Yockey was also “particularly active” in the defense of SS Lt. Col. Fritz
Knoechlein, who had executed British soldiers in France after they had
raised a white flag but then proceeded to shoot at his men. Yockey had suf-
ficient contacts to secure British Barrister and Labour Member of Parlia-
ment Reginald Paget for Knoechlein’s defense. Although Paget successful-
ly defended Gen. Erich von Manstein on “war crimes” charges, he was un-
successful with Knoechlein, who was hanged in January 1949.8

Fast-forward to 2005, and it emerged that Knoechlein was one of many
German prisoners tortured under British captivity, at Kensington Palace
Gardens. Three plush houses, during 1940 to 1948, served as the London
office of the Combined Services Detailed Interrogation Centre, known col-
loquially as the London Cage. This was run by MI19, responsible for ex-
tracting testimony from prisoners of war. A recent report in The Guardian,
drawing on the National Archives, found that 3,573 P.O.W.s went through
The Cage, of whom “1,000 were persuaded to give statements about war
crimes. [...] The brutality did not end with the war, moreover: a number of
German civilians joined the servicemen who were interrogated there up to
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1948.71° When the commander of The Cage, Lt. Col. Alexander Scotland,
intended to publish his memoires in 1950 he was threatened with prosecu-
tion under the Official Secrets Act, and Special Branch raided his retire-
ment home. Cobain comments:?°

An assessment by MI5 pointed out that Scotland had detailed repeated
breaches of the Geneva Convention, with his admissions that prisoners
had been forced to kneel while being beaten about the head; forced to
stand to attention for up to 26 hours; threatened with execution; or
threatened with “an unnecessary operation.”

Scotland’s memoirs were published in 1957,2! after much had been ex-
punged. Of Knoechlein, The Guardian’s Cobain found in the National Ar-
chives:?

“a long and detailed letter of complaint from one SS captain [Sic], Fritz
Knoechlein, who describes his treatment after being taken to The Cage
in October 1946.”

Knoechlein alleges that because he was ‘unable to make the desired
confession’ he was stripped, given only a pair of pajama trousers, de-
prived of sleep for four days and nights, and starved.

The guards kicked him each time he passed, he alleges, while his inter-
rogators boasted that they were ‘much better’ than the ‘Gestapo in Al-
exanderplatz.” After being forced to perform rigorous exercises until he
collapsed, he says he was compelled to walk in a tight circle for four
hours. On complaining to Scotland that he was being kicked even ‘by
ordinary soldiers without a rank,” Knoechlein alleges that he was
doused in cold water, pushed downstairs, and beaten with a cudgel.
Later, he says, he was forced to stand beside a large gas stove with all
its rings lit before being confined in a shower which sprayed extremely
cold water from the sides as well as from above. Finally, the SS man
says, he and another prisoner were taken into the gardens behind the
mansions, where they were forced to run in circles while carrying heavy
logs.

‘Since these tortures were the consequences of my personal complaint,
any further complaint would have been senseless,’ Knoechlein wrote.
‘One of the guards who had a somewhat humane feeling advised me not
to make any more complaints, otherwise things would turn worse for
me.’ Other prisoners, he alleged, were beaten until they begged to be
killed, while some were told that they could be made to disappear. ”

While the War Office took the allegations seriously, they considered that
an investigation would delay Knoechlein’s execution. After The Cage had
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been mistakenly identified to the Red Cross and its cover exposed, with a
Red Cross representative unsuccessfully trying several times to inspect the
houses, its work was moved to internment camps in Germany, where con-
ditions were even worse. A 27-year-old German journalist who had been
held by the Gestapo said that his treatment as an inmate at one British in-
ternment camp was far worse.?

From the Belly of the Beast

Yockey was among the first to question the judicial methodology and
“atrocity propaganda” being used against the German defendants. While
his bias was predisposed to be in their favor, what his detractors discount is
that he was also a lawyer of brilliance who had been an assistant prosecu-
tor, and a cum laude Notre Dame Law School graduate, who had also stud-
ied at the prestigious School of Foreign Service at Georgetown Universi-
ty.24

Prof. Deborah Lipstadt in her critically acclaimed book on “Holocaust
denial” refers to Yockey as having “laid the essential elements of Holo-
caust denial,” twenty years prior to the formation of the Institute for Histor-
ical Review.?® What Lipstadt cites is a paragraph from Imperium, which we
can safely assume was based on Yockey’s first-hand observations and
study of primary sources; an inconvenience that Lipstadt prefers to address
by means of ad hominem. Indeed, while Lipstadt proceeds over several
pages to critique Yockey and Imperium she does not appear to have actual-
ly read Imperium, but apparently relied on a magazine article.?

Yockey alludes in Imperium to what he presumably saw, and the reports
he had read as a reviewer at the war crimes office at Wiesbaden. Yockey
therefore might be considered a primary witness to events, regardless of
quips about him as an “American Hitler” put about under the guise of
“scholarship.” Hence, as early as 1948 Yockey wrote in a chapter entitled
“Propaganda,” that the propaganda used to push the USA into war against
Germany was nothing compared to “the massive, post-war, ‘concentration
camp’ propaganda of the Culture-distorting regime based in Washing-
ton.”?" He continues:?

“This propaganda announced that 6,000,000 members of the Jewish
Culture-Nation-State-People-Race had been killed in European camps,
as well as an indeterminate number of other people. The propaganda
was on a world-wide scale, and was of a mendacity that was perhaps
adapted to a uniformized mass, but was simply disgusting to discrimi-
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nating Europeans. The propaganda was technically quite complete.
‘Photographs” were supplied by the millions of copies. Thousands of
the people who had been killed published accounts of their experiences
in these camps. Hundreds of thousands more made fortunes in post-war
black markets. ‘Gas-chambers’ that did not exist were photographed,
as a ‘gasmobile’ was invented to titillate the mechanically-minded. ”

Yockey then stated that the purpose of this propaganda was to “create a
total war in the spiritual sense,” in order to accustom the masses to the next
phase in the annihilation of Western Civilization, adding with emphasis: “it
was designed to support a war after the Second World War, a war of loot-
ing, hanging, and starvation against defenseless Europe.”?

What Yockey was referring to was the policy that became known as the
“Morgenthau Plan,” named after the U.S. Secretary of the Treasury and
drafted by Treasury officials Harry Dexter White, Harold Glasser and
Frank Coe, all of whom would be classifiable in Yockeyan parlance as
“culture-distorters.”

Ironically, Lipstadt, who seems to have coined the term “Holocaust de-
nial,” indulges in “denial” herself when she alludes to the Morgenthau Plan
as “never put into effect,” the claims of “Holocaust deniers” to the contra-
ry.% According to Lipstadt, the Morgenthau Plan is of such interest to
“Holocaust deniers” because they are anti-Semites, and Morgenthau was
Jewish. She rationalizes the wholesale barbarity inflicted upon Germany
after World War Two as “shortcomings in Allied policies,” and that “there
was no starvation program in Germany.”! Interestingly, Lipstadt chose not
to cite any references for her “denial” in regard to the Morgenthau Plan.*

Yockey was writing about what he saw, and he was in a better position
than most of those from the Allied states to comment on the situation in
Germany in the aftermath of the war, and the manner in which the judicial
proceedings were planned and enacted. He commented on the mentality of
the Allied Occupation that vengeance is something taken by the victors of
an alien culture upon their defeated foes, and does not occur between bel-
ligerent nations of the same High Culture.®® The latter attitude we might
readily call “Chivalry.” Defeated leaders had generally been treated with
honor,®* not tortured and hanged. The treatment meted out in Europe after
World War Two by the Allies indicated to Yockey that alien interests were
dominant in post-war policies, which seem more akin to the Old Testament
than to the ethos of the Medieval Knight. Yockey wrote of this:®

“Thus when, after the Second World War, a huge and inclusive pro-
gram of physical extermination and politico-legal-socio-economic per-
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secution was instituted against the defenseless body of Europe, it was
quite clear that this was no intra-Cultural phenomenon, but one more,
and the most transparent and admonitory, manifestation of Culture-
distortion.”

* * %

Yockey and over a hundred supporters left the Mosley movement and
founded the European Liberation Front, issuing a periodical called Front-
fighter and a manifesto, The Proclamation of London.

The activities of Yockey were of a more covert than an agitational char-
acter; not surprising considering he was working to “liberate Europe.”
F.B.IL reports state of Yockey’s time in Mosley’s movement that he and his
circle of friends seem to have functioned already as a separate group. He
worked with Union Movement’s German adviser Lt. Col. Alfred Franke-
Gricksch, head of the Bruderschaft, Waffen SS veteran’s organisation.” %
F.B.l. Agent Bogstat commented that Yockey in his work in 1946 for the
War Department “had created unfavorable attentions in Germany when
interceding on behalf of the German war criminals who had been sentenced
to death.”¥

Yockey was arrested in San Francisco and held on excessive bond for
“passport fraud” in 1960.% Yockey feared that he would be subjected to
psychiatric torture, which would destroy his brain. A news report states
that a psychiatric examination had been ordered by the court. Yockey told
a fellow inmate that he feared he would be forced to divulge information
about the people he cared about. Consequently, he committed suicide with
cyanide from an unknown source.*

We now know that this was not a worry to be scoffed at as a paranoid
delusion. At the time the C.I.A. was funding psychological experiments
that reduced subjects to vegetative and suicidal states.”> Psychiatry was
also being used against political, dissidents, most notably Ezra Pound, who
rotted for many years in St. Elizabeth’s Hospital without being diagnosed,
and the segregationist leader Gen. Edwin Walker.** Given what was taking
place around that time, and for many years after, it would be surprising had
there not been an intention to destroy Yockey’s brain.

Harald Keith Thompson Jr.

Yockey’s primary colleague in the U.S.A. was H. Keith Thompson Jr. a
Yale graduate in naval science and history, he had been a publisher and a
literary agent for an interesting array of personalities. His varied career had
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included participation in Admiral Richard E. Byrd’s Antarctic Expedition.
He represented Lee Harvey Oswald’s mother, Marguerite, in the sale of her
son’s letters; and was in communication with Admiral Husband E. Kim-
mel, naval commander at Pearl Harbor; and many notable people such as
Otto Strasser, Luigi Vilari, Goebbels’s Deputy Wilfred von Oven; Cuban
president Batista (to whom he facilitated the supply of weapons, and acted
as literary agent); Charles Tansill, Harry Elmer Barnes; H. L. Mencken,
Dr. Kurt Waldheim, Franz von Papen, the Grand Mufti of Jerusalem, leftist
artist Rockwell Kent, and leftist publisher Lyle Stuart, et al. Thompson
served as U.S. correspondent for the German émigré periodical in Argenti-
na, Der Weg; and was particularly associated with Hans Rudel and the
marketing of his book Stuka Pilot. In the U.S.A. Thompson was closely
associated with George S. Viereck, the German-descended American poet
and novelist, who served as publicist on behalf of Germany in the U.S.A.
during World War One, and was jailed during World War Two.*

In particular Thompson worked in the U.S.A. with Frederick C. Weiss,
who had served on the Kaiser’s staff during World War One, and had es-
tablished Le Blanc Publications in the U.S.A. Weiss adopted a pro-Soviet
position during the Cold War, which was noted by the U.S. authorities,
particularly because of Weiss’s contacts in Occupied Germany. Thompson
and Yockey were introduced via Weiss, and Thompson was one of the
main funders of Yockey’s projects.*®

In an article intended as a condemnation of Thompson, which Thomp-
son stated was nonetheless mostly accurate, David McCalden, a disaffected
former director of the Institute for Historical Review, states that Thompson
was a cousin of the last German charge d’affaires in Washington, Dr. Hans
Thomsen, and both worked together to keep the U.S.A. out of the war.*

In 1952 Thompson registered as the U.S. agent for the Socialist Reich
Party in Germany, the most well-known leader of whom was Major Gen-
eral Otto E. Remer. Thompson relates that he “also represented the leader-
ship cadres of ‘survivors’ of the Third Reich scattered throughout the
world [...] a great deal of that data will die with me[...].”*

Thompson will be remembered among revisionists particularly as co-
author of Doenitz at Nuremberg.*® The preface was written by William L.
Hart, Supreme Court Justice of Ohio. The book is comprised of a remarka-
ble collection of comments repudiating as a travesty the concept of “war-
crimes trials” contrived to jail or hang the defeated leaders and soldiers of
Germany after World War Two. The comments were obtained from “400
leading personalities in the military, the law, arts, diplomacy, philosophy,
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history and religion.”*’ The scope
of the book indicates the influen-
tial contacts Thompson was able
to maintain.

When Grand Admiral Doenitz
was released from Spandau in
1957, Thompson initiated a cam-
paign in defense of his reputation.
The campaign was successful in
that it forced the West German
government to pay Doenitz his
full pension rights.*® After Doe-
nitz was released from Spandau,
he thanked Thompson for his sup-
port.* The letters of support gar-
nered from eminent people later
formed the basis of the book Doe-
nitz at Nuremberg.

Thompson served as a merce-

A g . Vice Admiral Karl Doenitz, flag
nary in Rhodesia during the ifficer in charge of German U-boats
1970s, gaining the ire of Black (BdU) from 1935 to 1943 and
militants in the U.S.A. During the  commander in Chief of the German
1960s “at least one Mossad agent Navy from 1943 to 1945 Source:
is said to have met with a sticky Public Domain.

end after confronting HKT.”°

Yockey and Thompson’s Campaign on Behalf of European
Veterans

Yockey and Thompson therefore made a formidable team after the two met
in New York.

When the Socialist Reich Party (SRP) was founded in 1952 Yockey
sought out the leadership and became a political adviser. Yockey wrote a
sequel to Imperium in 1953 specifically for the instruction of the leader-
ship, Der Feind Europas (The Enemy of Europe) which was funded by
Thompson.® However the German edition was quickly seized by the au-
thorities and destroyed. An English translation by Walther von der VVogel-
weide was serialized in the Yockeyan journal Trud in 1969 by John Sulli-
van, also a columnist for the paper Common Sense, and Douglas T. Kaye,
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from a German manuscript provided by Frederick Weiss’s widow Maria.®2

The English translation was finally published as a single volume in 1981.%

In 1952 Thompson, Yockey and Viereck founded the Committee for In-
ternational Justice, and with the jailing of Otto Remer, the Committee for
the Freedom of Major General Remer, to campaign for the legal and civic
rights of Germans prosecuted under the Nuremberg regime and for politi-
cal prisoners such as Remer.

As early as 1947 Thompson and his “friends in the [Mosley] Union
Movement in England” were working for the release of Field Marshall Al-
bert Kesselring, top German commander in Italy during World War Two,
who had been arrested in 1945 as a “war criminal” and held in Werl Prison,
Germany “on vague charges.” Thompson’s Committee for International
Justice established contact with Kesselring in 1952 while he was a patient
at a private hospital in Bochum, Germany. Kesselring “warmly” endorsed
Thompson’s Committee. **

After Kesselring’s release he was pressured into repudiating Thompson.
The Bonn government sent Baron von Lilienfeld of the West German For-
eign Office to New York to lobby the press into not publicizing the Com-
mittee’s work.®

We now know from Coogan’s biography, and from the release of Mili-
tary Intelligence reports, that Yockey and his colleagues were cultivating
contacts throughout Europe with the view to European resistance against
the Occupation, including collaboration with the U.S.S.R. to throw out the
more virulent regime of Culture-distortion.

This latter point of guerrilla resistance to U.S. occupation of Europe
with possible assistance from the U.S.S.R. was the factor that particularly
worried the Occupation authorities and the Washington regime, at a time
when the Occupiers of the Western zones were trying to “re-educate”
Germany to accept its role as part of the Western Alliance against the So-
viet Union. It is for that reason that the Morgenthau Plan was not put into
full effect and was reversed after several years of imposed misery upon the
Germans. There was a less-than-enthusiastic reaction among the nationalist
Right and even among relatively mainline German conservatives to becom-
ing a U.S. cat’s-paw against the U.S.S.R.

Traditional conservatives did not see the U.S.A. as a paragon of West-
ern Civilization, and regarded U.S. occupation as having a more pervasive
impact on European culture than the brute force of the Russians. Professor
Paul Gottfried points out in a current essay that “Anti-Americanism has
had a long-standing tradition in European society and has appealed to the
traditional Right even before it became a staple of far leftist propaganda.”
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Professor Gottfried states that in Germany while the Christian Democrats
based their ideology on a rejection of Communism and Nazism as “twin
totalitarian movements” and were committed to the U.S. cause during the
Cold War, “This however was not a rightwing or nationalist argument.”
The “real German Right,” represented by figures such as Carl Schmitt and
Hans Zehrer” hated the Americans for imposing their will upon a prostrate
Europe for what they thought was vulgarizing German society. Many
German nationalists were calling for “a less pro-American foreign policy
and for playing off the Americans against the Soviets.” The famous Ger-
man legal theorist Carl Schmitt stressed the advantage of playing the
U.S.A. and U.S.S.R. off against each other.%® The term for such a line dur-
ing the Cold War was “neutralist,” and caused the U.S. regime particular
worries.

Apologists and collaborators for the Occupation attempted to portray
the “neutralist” line of the German Right as serving the interests of “Com-
munism.” However, an anti-Communist campaign had certain inherent
dangers for the Washington regime lest it encourage the re-emergence of
American nationalism and isolationism. That is why there was a focus on
opposing the U.S.S.R. and Stalinism, but not on opposing Communism per
se. When Senator Joseph McCarthy undertook a more pointed crusade
against Communism he found himself, to his eventual ruin, not so much
against Communists as against the Washington regime and Big Business.®’
Hence, when the pro-McCarthy publicist Freda Utley went to Germany in
1954, warning that the Occupation was infested with Reds, and that most
of the “Red Morgenthau boys” who had been fired by General Lucius Clay
had been reinstated, her anti-Communist rhetoric was being condemned
together with the “neutralist™ position of the German Right.*® Only certain
types of “anti-Communism” were ever acceptable to the Washington re-
gime during the Cold War, specifically anti-Stalinism, while the U.S.A.
cultivated the support of Trotskyites and other Leftists.*

An influential circle of German conservatives formed around Miss Ut-
ley’s friend, the lawyer Dr. Ernst Achenbach, a leader of the Free Demo-
cratic Party (F.D.P.) who, according to Taylor, had contact with Sen.
McCarthy via Miss Utley.®® Achenbach was associated with former Goeb-
bels functionary Dr. Werner Naumann, head of the so-called “Naumann
Circle” which was alleged to have conspired to overthrow to the Adenauer
Government.® Naumann and others were arrested in the British Zone and
alleged to have planned to take over the F.D.P., of which Naumann had
been foreign-policy spokesman, with the aim of establishing a liberated
Western Germany, “oriented toward the Soviet Union.”®? In a new slant on
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conspiracy theories, Taylor described influential contacts cultivated by
Achenbach as a leading corporate lawyer, in what was called “a world-
wide fascist-communist conspiracy,” which was in the U.S.A. centered on
Frederick Weiss,% the mentor of Yockey and Thompson. Taylor comment-
ed that the Bonn authorities kept close tabs on Weiss’s writing, the old
German veteran having been an early advocate of “neutralism” for Germa-
ny during the Cold War. Taylor states that Weiss adopted a vigorous line
against anti-Soviet propaganda in the USA, despite his support for Sen.
McCarthy.®* Weiss saw the Prague treason trial against mainly Jewish
functionaries of the Communist Party, who were hanged for being agents
of Zionism and Israel, as a declaration of war by the U.S.S.R. against Jew-
ish-run America, and predicted that anti-Soviet propaganda would intensi-
fy.%® This was the line also of Yockey, who wrote a seminal article on the
subject.%®

Within this world-wide conspiracy explained by Taylor, Yockey (a.k.a.
Ulick Varange, a.k.a. Frank Healy) was an important figure in “interna-
tional fascism.” Taylor pointed out that Yockey was advocating “anti-
Americanism” and “the avoidance of any anti-Soviet policy.”%’

What Taylor neglected to state in his 1954 article was that in 1953 Dr.
Naumann had been released by a Federal Court on the grounds that “no
suspicion of criminal intent” had been proven against him, despite British
High Commissioner Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick having commented to the New
York Herald Tribune that British agents had found evidence that the
“Naumann Circle” “were plotting to seize power,” although he was “not
completely certain what they were up to.”®® However, the proceedings did
prevent Naumann from entering the Bundestag, and he lost his position in
the F.D.P.

The “neutralist” position among the radical Right was represented in the
Socialist Reich Party, for which H. Keith Thompson acted as the registered
American agent, at the same time registering with the U.S. State Depart-
ment as personal agent for S.R.P. leader Dr. Rudolf Aschenauer.® Despite
the close association of the S.R.P. with National Socialism, the fact that the
party gained two seats in the Bundestag indicated that “re-education” had a
long way to go, and where persuasion was ineffective more forceful means
would have to be continued. This resulted in the banning of the S.R.P. and
the jailing of its most widely known figure, Maj. Gen. Remer.
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Thompson-Yockey Correspondence with U.S. State
Department

Thompson had founded two committees in regard to the prosecution of
Germans, one of which dealt specifically with the Remer case. They had an
exchange of letters with the U.S. State Department on the trials of “war
criminals” and on the imprisonment of Remer. For four months during
1951-1952 Remer had been jailed for his criticism of the Bonn regime and
for insulting Chancellor Adenauer. While in jail Remer was also tried and
convicted for making “defamatory remarks about the Twentieth of July
Conspirators”’® whose coup against Hitler in 1944 had been stymied due to
the actions of Remer and the Berlin garrison under his command. On Oc-
tober 23, 1952, the S.R.P. was outlawed, and Remer was denied the right to
vote and hold public office.”

In his interview with Keith
Stimley, Thompson spoke of the
circumstances of the correspond-
ence with the State Department:’

“Well, at the time I was a reg-
istered foreign agent, repre-
senting Generalmajor Otto-
Ernst Remer and his party, the
Sozialistische Reichspartei
(SRP), a very strong post-war
German political party. And as
a registered agent | was at the
time drafting a letter to Ache-
son on behalf of the prisoners
incarcerated at Spandau, and |
was in Yockey’s presence at
the time as | recall, and he
made some amends and sug- -
gestions as to wording, and Major General Otto-Ernst Remer with
things that might be added, all medal (German cross, Knight's cross
of which | incorporated into with Oak leaves) after January
the final draft. Yockey knew 1945 Bundesarchiv, Bild 183-2004-
that | was required by law to ~ 0330-500/ CC-BY-SA [CC-BY-SA-

mention anyone who assisted —_ 3.0-de y /
me in the furtherance of my (http://creativecommons.org/licenses

activities as a registered for- by-sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via
9 Wikimedia Commons
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eign agent. So I did so in my foreign agent’s registration reports: re-
ported that | had been assisted by one ‘Frank Healey,” which was the
name that Yockey was using in New York at the time.”

Thompson wrote to Dean Acheson, Secretary of State, in regard to
Remer’s arrest, in a letter dated June 16, 1952. Henry B. Cox, Officer-in-
Charge, Division of German Information, Office of German Public Affairs,
wrote back briefly and stated that this was a German domestic matter out-
side the jurisdiction of both the U.S.A. and the U.N.O.”

Given that West Germany was overseen by an Allied High Commission
until 1955, and did not achieve full sovereignty until 199174, the State De-
partment reply to Thompson was disingenuous.

Thompson again addressed himself to Acheson, this time appealing to
him as a fellow Yale graduate, who was presumably as such well-versed in
international affairs and history, commenting that an honest exchange be-
tween Yale alumni is “never out of order.” At the time there were 1,045
Germans being held as “war criminals,” not only in Germany but else-
where in Europe. In addition, there were the seven highest-ranking officials
being held at Spandau and “countless German ‘prisoners of war’ held by
the Soviet Union.” Thompson stated that German soldiers cannot be ex-
pected to support a Western alliance when their officers and fellow soldiers
are being incarcerated for “war crimes.” It was a move designed to play on
the very real fears of the U.S.A. that Germany would not be a reliable ally
in the Cold War. Thompson wrote: "

“1 respectively submit to you, Mr Secretary, the following considera-
tions: that the position of the future German military officer is made ex-
ceptionally difficult by the war crimes convictions; that a German can-
not justifiably be asked to fight for or with an alliance of which other
members are holding Germans as prisoners for war-time acts (World
War Two) which the Germans believe the Allies also have committed;
that the presence of Soviet ‘judges’ at the Nuremberg proceedings tend
to render such proceedings invalid in view of subsequent disclosure
concerning the Soviets (particular reference is made to the matter of the
Katyn Forest Massacre); that when men act as agents of a Government
representing the collective will of a nation, there is a definite incongrui-
ty involved in later convicting such men as individual ‘war criminals.’”

Thompson stated that many young people in both Germany and the U.S.A.
had no confidence “in the humbug formulae which have served as the basic
orientations of official thought and propaganda lines in the matter of ‘war
criminals.”” To most Germans the “war criminals” remained the leaders of
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a great “national effort.” It was therefore urgent that the U.S. release all
“war criminals” and the Spandau inmates, as a matter of “good faith.”"
Thompson then introduced the issue of the suppression of the S.R.P.:"’

“I have viewed with growing concern the matter of the apparent perse-
cution of minority political parties, of the anti-communism Right, by the
Government of Federal Republic of Germany. The particular, but not
the exclusive, target has been the Socialist Reich Party of which Major
General Remer is an official. The history of the actions of the Bonn
Government, and local administrators, and the SRP is too lengthy to set
forth in this letter. | take the liberty of enclosing a partial history of
such actions. This has been followed in recent weeks by an injunction
prohibiting the SRP from conducting public meetings, distributing its
publications or otherwise bringing its case to the people. As a climax,
the Bonn government is placing a legal ban against this party, contrary
to the interests of the United States in that it (1) is indicative of an at-
tempt within Germany to restrain free speech and freedom of political
expression and (2) tends to destroy unity amongst the conservative po-
litical parties which will be our strongest sources of strength in any an-
ti-communist endeavor. | submit that the United States has responsibili-
ties in Germany in view of the presence of our troops there and in view
of the extent of United States influence, direct and indirect, in German
affairs.”
Thompson then addressed the contention raised by Henry B. Cox of the
State Department, who claimed that the U.S.A. has no jurisdiction over
German affairs. Thompson referred to the Austrian parliament having just
passed a law restoring property and civil rights to 34,000 “former Nazis.”
He directed Acheson’s attention to a telegram that had been sent to the
Secretary of State by the President of the American Jewish Committee,
Jacob Blaustein, where Blaustein states that the U.S.A. still had “responsi-
bility in Austria” and should apply pressure to have the new law repealed.
In response to the Jewish demand, on July 26, 1952:"®

“[...] the United States State Department made public its disproval of
the Austrian laws in question. Mr Lincoln Waite, a State Department
spokesman said that the State Department has communicated ‘its fairly
strong’ views on the subject to the Acting High Commissioner for Aus-
tria.”

Thompson contended that if this action could be taken in response to a de-
mand by the American Jewish Committee, why couldn’t the State Depart-
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ment make such a protest, conversely, to restore the rights of German poli-
ticians and veterans?:”®

“Apparently the United States State Department is willing to intervene
in the affairs of another country when urged to do so by the ‘American
Jewish Committee,” but will not intervene in the interests of justice in
the case of General Remer, the persecuted rightist political parties of
Germany, and the 1,045 ‘war criminals.” The United State has far more
at stake in intervening in the aforementioned cases than in serving the
cause of international Jewry by adversely interfering in a small admin-
istrative matter restoring rights to persons plainly entitled to hold such
rights.”

Perry Laukhuff, Acting Deputy Director, Bureau of German Affairs, re-
plied that the views of Thompson were so much at variance with the policy
of the U.S.A. towards Germany that there was no point in replying in de-
tail. Laukhuff contended that the U.S. attitude to the prisoners was based
on judicial principles of Anglo-Saxon law, and that it has the support of
“important elements of the new Germany,”®® which of course it did since
the law was designed to protect the collaborationist Bonn regime. In regard
to the issue of Remer and the S.R.P., Laukhuff responded:8!

“Here again it is obvious that there is little or no common ground for a
discussion of the issue. You apparently feel that Herr Remer leads a
worthy cause and is being persecuted for it. You also consider that sup-
port for him and his party would greatly advance the cause of anti-com-
munism and United States policy in Europe. You are well aware, how-
ever, that the State Department holds entirely different views. From
Remer’s speeches, from the known views held by him and the other
leaders of the SRP, and from other information available to the De-
partment, there seems to be every indication that this man and his
movement are neo-nazi in character. You make the common mistake of
considering that because a man is not a communist, he is a good demo-
crat. Far from being in league with anti-communist parties, Remer and
his partners are bitterly hostile to the moderate democratic forces in
Germany. Under these circumstances, the Department can scarcely be
expected to intervene with the German Government on Remer’s behalf,
even if it has the technical right to do so. It is no part of American poli-
cy to assist Nazism to arise once more in Germany.”

It might be noted that Laukhuff is less obfuscationist than Cox: that it is

not so much a matter of the U.S. being unable to intervene than that the
U.S. supports the measures taken against Remer and the S.R.P., which of
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course would not come as a surprise to Thompson or Yockey. Laukhuff
was after all merely outlining the raison d’étre of the Occupation. Finally,
Laukhuff rejected Thompson’s reference to U.S. attempts at intervention in
the Austrian matter to appease Jewish interests, claiming that it is simply a
matter of justice and restitution for “the victims of National Socialism.”
This, however, is surely a euphemism for — Jewish interests.

The apparently final letter sent to the State Department over Thomp-
son’s name, as Executive Secretary of The Committee for International
Justice and The Committee for the Freedom of Major General Remer, is
the lengthiest of the correspondence and includes a great deal of Yockeyan
ideology.

The letter begins by stating that the campaign for the release of Remer
was not based on a personal commitment but a “superpersonal Idea” in
support of what Remer represents. The letter was written to explain the
Committee’s world-view, and was presumably written with the view to a
wider audience than trying to convert functionaries of the State Depart-
ment. Turning first to the matter of “war crimes,” Thompson/Yockey
write:®?

“In the democratic Germany you mention, the authoritarian Adenauer
regime has found it necessary to make it a criminal offense for anyone
publicly to write the word “war criminal” in quotation marks. This was
necessary because, generally speaking, all Germans regard the use of
the word “criminal” in connection with their political and military he-
roes of the War as a cowardly and vile slander by a dishonorable vic-
tor, and because the Adenauer regime, supported only by American
bayonets, is necessarily obliged to enforce, by all possible means, the
internal policy relayed to it through you. Until the forces you represent
are able to pass similar legislation here, we shall continue at all times
to write this phrase in the manner which is forbidden in democratic
Germany.”

The concept of “war crimes” is explained as an illicit maneuver by the vic-
tors who contrived a law that did not exist at the time of the alleged
“crimes.” On the other hand, the code of conduct of soldiers was already
set forth and known by them. This code was not, and is not now, the basis
of “war crimes” charges. In the case of the “war-crimes terror” in Germa-
ny, no such laws had existed, and the defendants were not being tried under
American or German laws, nor under the terms of the Geneva Convention
for Prisoners-of-War. The “international law” that was contrived for the
purpose of prosecuting the German leadership was at variance with the
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traditional concepts of “international law” that had hitherto been practiced
on the basis of ethics rather than “mock trials.”

Yockey and Thompson referred specifically to the Malmedy Trial as an
example of the nature of the post-war prosecutions. This is a matter in
which they had first-hand knowledge. They referred to the trial in 1946 of
Waffen-SS men and officers accused of killing American soldiers who had
surrendered in 1944 at Malmedy during the “Battle of the Bulge,” describ-
ing the trial as “a foul process [...] a hideous caricature of the American
constitutional principle of separation of powers [...] a satanic debauch.”®

Thompson and Yockey referred to the Congressional investigation of
the trial methodology undertaken by Texas Supreme Court Judge Gordon
Simpson, after the defendants’ lawyer, Lt. Col. William M. Everett, Jr.,
who had conducted a vigorous defense, filed a petition with the U.S. Su-
preme Court claiming the defendants had been subjected to torture to ex-
tract confessions. A member of the tribunal investigating in 1948 the
methods of the prosecution, Judge Edward LeRoy Van Roden, examined
the records of one thousand “war crimes” cases and concluded that the en-
tire process was wrong. In 1952, a small book was published in Germany
on the trial in which it is stated that the prisoners were confined in dark
cells in solitary confinement, deprived of daily exercise, spat at, prevented
from sleeping, hit with fists and metal bars, kicked in the testicles and
shins, forced to stand with hands raised for hours, subjected to mock trials
and death sentences, subjected to fake hangings until strangled to uncon-
sciousness. They were given promises of lenient treatment should they
confess, and threatened with reprisals against family.3*

Additional to Yockey’s personal experiences with the post-war Occupa-
tion, Thompson knew van Roden, and the Judge was instrumental in get-
ting Sen. Joseph McCarthy to examine the Malmedy case.®

While Yockey’s left-wing biographer Coogan attempts to put doubt up-
on the credibility of Van Roden, the Judge was continuing to insist in his
statement published in Doenitz at Nuremberg that his conclusions were
based on the examination of a mass of documentation, many interviews
and “careful consideration” by all the members of the Simpson Commis-
sion, enabling him to “secure a first-hand knowledge of this far-reaching
‘experiment’ of War-Crimes Trials.” The trials were “contrary to civilized
ideals and principles of legal justice.” He referred to the Malmedy case as
being “devoid of any competent evidence.” He regarded the whole “war
crimes” business as shameful, and thought that Doenitz and other “enemy
patriots” should receive “a humble apology.”%
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The position Yockey and Thompson put to Acheson on the morality
and legality of the “war-crimes trials” was therefore backed by a consider-
able weight of opinion from influential diplomatic, military and legal au-
thorities, much of which was to be published in the Thompson/Strutz book
in 1976. They next raised the issue of the jailing of Remer, the banning of
the S.R.P. and the prosecution of numerous others, including Frau Heinrich
Himmler, as proof that the Bonn regime was imposed and maintained by
American bayonets, only allowing an “opposition” that substantially agrees
with the regime. It was now disingenuous for the U.S.A. to mention anti-
communism and state that Gen. Remer et al are not “genuine anti-com-
munists” when Remer and others that were then being prosecuted, had
fought the U.S.S.R. while the Allies were backing the Soviet invasion of
Europe.®’

Yockey and Thompson conclude with philosophical themes that are
fundamental to Yockey’s Imperium, namely:8

“The German National Socialist Movement was only one form, and a
provisional form at that, of the great irresistible movement which ex-
presses the spirit of the Age, the Resurgence of Authority. This move-
ment is the affirmation of all the cultural drives and human instincts
which liberalism, democracy, and communism deny. General Remer’s
movement is a current expression of the irresistible Resurgence of Au-
thority in the Western Civilization.”

It seems unlikely that such sentiments would have been understood by
Acheson, or more specially the desk-jockey who was allotted the task of
reading the letter, which does not seem to have been answered. The con-
clusion is a clarion call for European unity and destiny:®°

“The Resurgence of Authority has both its inner and outer aspect. The
inner has been touched upon in the preceding paragraph. Its outer as-
pect is the creation of the European- Imperium — State — Nation, and
therewith the reassertion of Europe’s historically ordained role, that of
the colonizing and organizing force in the entire world. ”

They reiterate that the U.S.A. is dominated by Jewish interests, and outline
the beliefs of their Committees, which go beyond freeing and rehabilitating
German “war criminals,” the support for Remer being seen as backing the
individual and the party which seemed then the most promising sign of a
renascent Europe. The anti-Soviet character of the Yockey/Thompson cor-
respondence was that year to take a sharp turn in seeing the Russians as
potential allies in the liberation of Europe from the deeper malaise of the
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“regime of the culture-distorter,” a pro-Russian line that was also to be
embraced by Remer who retained it for the rest of his life.

Conclusion

As we now look with hindsight upon the post-war world we might see that
the present regime of the “new world order” is legally predicated on the
definitions and laws contrived to wreak vengeance upon defeated Germa-
ny. Now, as then, the political and military leaders of a defeated state are
liable to be brought before an international court and charged with “war
crimes” and “human rights violations.” Behind the rhetoric stands the reali-
ty that such maneuvers were then, and are now, a legalistic facade to dis-
pose of those who do not conform to the interests of what is now called
“globalization.” The key word to define the process is: humbug.

Notes

1 Imperium, Yockey’s neo-Spenglerian magnum opus, has remained in print since
the Noontide Press edition of Willis Carto in 1962. There is an impending re-
lease of a deluxe, hard-backed edition, including an extensive foreword by this
writer, and annotations by Alex Kurtagic, due out this year:
http://shop.wermodandwermod.com/books/our-titles/pre-order-new-
titles/imperium-the-philosophy-of-history-and-politics.html. In 2012 Wermod
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Imperium, The Proclamation of London of the European Liberation Front, with
an introduction by Dr. Michael O’Meara:
http://shop.wermodandwermod.com/books/philosophy/the-proclamation-of-
london-of-the-european-liberation-front.html. In 2013 Counter-Currents Publi-
cations will be issuing a collection of hitherto mostly unpublished Yockey
manuscripts, The World in Flames: Collected Writings of Francis Parker Yock-
ey, edited and with explanatory notes by this writer.

2 On the American “radical Right” those who saw their own government as more
inimical to the interests of Western Civilization than the U.S.S.R. were the rela-
tively successful and long-running Catholic-based periodical Common Sense,
the equally long-running and militant National Renaissance Party, both heavily
influenced by Yockey, and later the magazine Instauration, edited by Wilmot
Robertson, author of The Dispossessed Majority.

3 For an examination of the essentially anti-Bolshevik policies of Stalin see: Ker-
ry Bolton, Stalin: The Enduring Legacy (London: Black Housing Publishing,
2012).

4 F.P. Yockey, “The Prague Treason Trial,” 1952; in Yockey: Four Essays (New
Jersey: Nordland Press, 1971).

> K. R. Bolton, “Cold War Axis: Soviet Anti-Zionism and the American Right,”
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cold-war-axis-soviet-anti-zionism-the-american-right-part-1/
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America Goes to War
Ralph Raico

ith the onset of war in Europe, hostilities began in the North

Atlantic which eventually provided the context — or rather, pre-

text — for America’s participation. Immediately, questions of
the rights of neutrals and belligerents leapt to the fore.

In 1909, an international conference had produced the Declaration of
London, a statement of international law as it applied to war at sea. Since it
was not ratified by all the signatories, the declaration never came into ef-
fect. However, once war started the United States inquired whether the bel-
ligerents were willing to abide by its stipulations. The Central Powers
agreed, providing the Entente did the same. The British agreed, with cer-
tain modifications, which effectively negated the declaration.! British
“modifications” included adding a large number of previously “free” items
to the “conditional” contraband list and changing the status of key raw ma-
terials — most important of all, food — to “absolute” contraband, allegedly
because they could be used by the German army.

The traditional understanding of international law on this point was ex-
pounded a decade and a half earlier by the British prime minister, Lord
Salisbury:?

“Foodstuffs, with a hostile destination, can be considered contraband
of war only if they are supplies for the enemy’s forces. It is not suffi-
cient that they are capable of being so used; it must be shown that this
was in fact their destination at the time of the seizure.”

That had also been the historical position of the US government. But in
1914 the British claimed the right to capture food as well as other previous-
ly “conditional contraband” destined not only for hostile but even for neu-
tral ports, on the pretense that they would ultimately reach Germany and
thus the German army. In reality, the aim was, as Winston Churchill, First
Lord of the Admiralty candidly admitted, to “starve the whole population —
men, women, and children, old and young, wounded and sound — into sub-
mission.”?

Britain now assumed “practically complete control over all neutral
trade,” in “flat violation of international laws.”* A strong protest was pre-
pared by State Department lawyers but never sent. Instead, Colonel House
and Spring-Rice, the British ambassador, conferred and came up with an
alternative. Denying that the new note was even a “formal protest,” the
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United States politely requested that
London reconsider its policy. The Brit-
ish expressed their appreciation for the
American viewpoint, and quietly re-
solved to continue with their violations.®

In November 1914, the British Admi-
ralty announced, supposedly in response
to the discovery of a German ship un-
loading mines off the English coast, that
henceforth the whole of the North Sea
was a “military area,” or war zone,
which would be mined, and into which
neutral ships proceeded “at their own NI
risk.” The British action was in blatant ~ President Woodrow Wilson
contravention of international law — in- had placed America on a
cluding the Declaration of Paris, of  directcollision course with
1856, which Britain had signed — among Germany. Photo taken 2
other reasons, because it conspicuously December 1912. By Pach
failed to meet the criteria for a legal BrOther.S’ Ne.W Y(.)r!( [Pu.bhc
blockade.¢ domain], via Wikimedia

' Commons

The British moves meant that Ameri-
can commerce with Germany was effectively ended, as the United States
became the arsenal of the Entente. Bound now by financial as well as sen-
timental ties to England, much of American big business worked in one
way or another for the Allied cause. The house of J.P. Morgan, which vol-
unteered itself as coordinator of supplies for Britain, consulted regularly
with the Wilson administration in its financial operations for the Entente.
The Wall Street Journal and other organs of the business elite were noisily
pro-British at every turn, until we were finally brought into the European
fray.’

The United States refused to join the Scandinavian neutrals in objecting
to the closing of the North Sea, nor did it send a protest of its own.® How-
ever, when, in February, 1915, Germany declared the waters around the
British Isles a war zone, in which enemy merchant ships were liable to be
destroyed, Berlin was put on notice: if any American vessels or American
lives should be lost through U-boat action, Germany would be held to a
“strict accountability.”®

In March, a British steamship, Falaba, carrying munitions and passen-
gers, was torpedoed, resulting in the death of one American, among others.
The ensuing note to Berlin entrenched Wilson’s preposterous doctrine —
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An illustration of the sinking of the Lusitania from 1915. US and British
propaganda suggested that the Lusitania was a passenger ship, while in
actuality it was an armed cruiser carrying thousands of tons of military
material and personnel. By supplement to The Sphere magazine [Public

domain], via Wikimedia Commons

that the United States had the right and duty to protect Americans sailing
on ships flying a belligerent flag. Later, John Bassett Moore, for over 30
years professor of international law at Columbia, long-time member of the
Hague Tribunal, and, after the war, a judge at the International Court of
Justice, stated of this and of an equally absurd Wilsonian principle:*

“what most decisively contributed to the involvement of the United
States in the war was the assertion of a right to protect belligerent ships
on which Americans saw fit to travel and the treatment of armed bellig-
erent merchantmen as peaceful vessels. Both assumptions were contra-
ry to reason and to settled law, and no other professed neutral ad-
vanced them.”’

Wilson had placed America on a direct collision course with Germany.

On May 7, 1915, came the most famous incident in the North Atlantic
war. The British liner Lusitania was sunk, with the loss of 1,195 lives, in-
cluding 124 Americans, by far the largest number of American victims of
German submarines before our entry into the war.* There was outrage in
the eastern seaboard press and throughout the American social elite and
political class. Wilson was livid. A note was fired off to Berlin, reiterating
the principle of “strict accountability,” and concluding, ominously, that
Germany

“will not expect the Government of the United States to omit any word
or any act necessary to the performance of its sacred duty of maintain-
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ing the rights of the United States and its citizens and of safeguarding
their free exercise and enjoyment.”?

At this time, the British released the Bryce Report on Belgian atrocities. A
work of raw Entente propaganda, though profiting from the name of the
distinguished English writer, the report underscored the “true nature” of the
“unspeakable Hun.”** Anglophiles everywhere were enraged. The Repub-
lican Party establishment raised the ante on Wilson, demanding firmer ac-
tion. The great majority of Americans, who devoutly wished to avoid war,
had no spokesmen within the leadership of either of the major parties.
America was beginning to reap the benefits of our divinely appointed “bi-
partisan foreign policy.”

In their reply to the State Department note, the Germans observed that
submarine warfare was a reprisal for the illegal hunger blockade; that the
Lusitania was carrying munitions of war; that it was registered as an auxil-
iary cruiser of the British Navy; that British merchant ships had been di-
rected to ram or fire upon surfacing U-boats; and that the Lusitania had
been armed.'*

Wilson’s secretary of state, William Jennings Bryan, tried to reason
with the president: “Germany has a right to prevent contraband going to
the Allies, and a ship carrying contraband should not rely upon passengers
to protect her from attack — it would be like putting women and children in
front of an army.” He reminded Wilson that a proposed American com-
promise, whereby Britain would allow food into Germany and the Ger-
mans would abandon submarine attacks on merchant ships, had been wel-
comed by Germany but rejected by England. Finally, Bryan blurted out:
“Why be shocked by the drowning of a few people, if there is to be no ob-
jection to starving a nation?”™® In June, convinced that the administration
was headed for war, Bryan resigned.®

The British blockade was taking a heavy toll, and in February 1916,
Germany announced that enemy merchant ships, except passenger liners,
would be treated as auxiliary cruisers, liable to be attacked without warn-
ing. The State Department countered with a declaration that, in the absence
of “conclusive evidence of aggressive purpose” in each individual case,
armed belligerent merchant ships enjoyed all the immunities of peaceful
vessels.t” Wilson rejected congressional calls at least to issue a warning to
Americans traveling on armed merchant ships that they did so at their own
risk. During the Mexican civil war, he had cautioned Americans against
traveling in Mexico.® But now Wilson stubbornly refused.

Attention shifted to the sea war once more when a French passenger
ship, the Sussex, bearing no flag or markings, was sunk by a U-boat, and
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several Americans injured [The Sussex was badly damaged but remained
afloat and was eventually towed into Boulogne harbor. She was repaired
post-war and sold to Greece in 1919. Ed.] A harsh American protest elicit-
ed the so-called Sussex pledge from a German government anxious to
avoid a break: Germany would cease attacking without warning enemy
merchant ships found in the war zone. This was made explicitly condi-
tioned, however, on the presumption that “the Government of the United
States will now demand and insist that the British Government shall forth-
with observe the rules of international law.” In turn, Washington curtly
informed the Germans that their own responsibility was “absolute,” in no
way contingent on the conduct of any other power.?® As Borchard and
Lage commented:?°

“This persistent refusal of President Wilson to see that there was a re-
lation between the British irregularities and the German submarine
warfare is probably the crux of the American involvement. The position
taken is obviously unsustainable, for it is a neutral’s duty to hold the
scales even and to favor neither side.”

But in reality, the American leaders were anything but neutral.

Anglophile does not begin to describe our ambassador to London, Wal-
ter Hines Page, who, in his abject eagerness to please his hosts, displayed
all the qualities of a good English spaniel. Afterwards, Edward Grey wrote
of Page:

“From the first he considered that the United States could be brought
into the war early on the side of the Allies if the issue were rightly pre-
sented to it and a great appeal made by the President.”

“Page’s advice and suggestion were of the greatest value in warning us
when to be careful or encouraging us when we could safely be firm.”

Grey recalled in particular one incident, when Washington contested the
right of the Royal Navy to stop American shipments to neutral ports. Page
came to him with the message:

““I am instructed,’ he said, ‘to read this despatch to you.’ He read and
1 listened. He then added: ‘I have now read the despatch, but I do not
agree with it; let us consider how it should be answered.’”

Grey, of course, regarded Page’s conduct as “the highest type of patriot-
ism.”%

Page’s attitude was not out of place among his superiors in Washington.
In his memoirs, Bryan’s successor as Secretary of State, Robert Lansing,
described how, after the Lusitania episode, Britain “continued her policy of
tightening the blockade and closing every possible channel by which arti-
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cles could find their way to Germany,” committing ever more flagrant vio-
lations of our neutral rights. In response to State Department notes ques-
tioning these policies, the British never gave the slightest satisfaction. They
knew they didn’t have to. For, as Lansing confessed:

“in dealing with the British Government there was always in my mind
the conviction that we would ultimately become an ally of Great Britain
and that it would not do, therefore, to let our controversies reach a
point where diplomatic correspondence gave place to action.”

Once joining the British, “we would presumably wish to adopt some of the
policies and practices, which the British adopted,” for then we, too, would
be aiming to “destroy the morale of the German people by an economic
isolation, which would cause them to lack the very necessaries of life.”
With astounding candor, Lansing disclosed that the years-long exchange of
notes with Britain had been a sham:?

“everything was submerged in verbiage. It was done with deliberate
purpose. It insured the continuance of the controversies and left the
questions unsettled, which was necessary in order to leave this country
free to act and even act illegally when it entered the war.”

Colonel House, too, was distinctly unneutral. Breaking with all previous
American practice, as well as with international law, House maintained
that it was the character of the foreign government that must decide which
belligerent a “neutral” United States should favor. When in September
1914, the Austrian ambassador complained to House about the British at-
tempt to starve the peoples of Central Europe — “Germany faces famine if
the war continues” — House smugly reported the interview to Wilson: “He
forgot to add that England is not exercising her power in an objectionable
way, for it is controlled by a democracy.”?®

In their president, Page, Lansing, and House found a man whose heart
beat as theirs. Wilson confided to his private secretary his deep belief:2

“England is fighting our fight and you may well understand that I shall
not, in the present state of the world’s affairs, place obstacles in her
way. [...] I will not take any action to embarrass England when she is
fighting for her life and the life of the world.”

Meanwhile, Colonel House had discovered a means to put the impending
American entry into war to good use — by furthering the cause of democra-
cy and “turning the world into the right paths.” The author of Philip Dru:
Administrator revealed his vision to the president, who “knew that God
had chosen him to do great things.”? The ordeal by fire would be a hard
one, but “no matter what sacrifices we make, the end will justify them.”
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After this final battle against the forces of reaction, the United States would
join with other democracies to uphold the peace of the world and freedom
on both land and sea, forever. To Wilson, House spoke words of seduc-
tion:?®

“This is the part I think you are destined to play in this world tragedy,
and it is the noblest part that has ever come to a son of man. This coun-
try will follow you along such a path, no matter what the cost may be.”

As the British leaders had planned and hoped, the Germans were starving.
On January 31, 1917, Germany announced that the next day it would begin
unrestricted submarine warfare. Wilson was stunned, but it is difficult to
see why. This is what the Germans had been implicitly threatening for
years, if nothing was done to end the illegal British blockade.

The United States severed diplomatic relations with Berlin. The presi-
dent decided that American merchant ships were to be armed and defended
by American sailors, thus placing munitions and other contraband sailing
to Britain under the protection of the US Navy. When 11 senators, headed
by Robert La Follette, filibustered the authorization bill, a livid Wilson
denounced them: “A little group of willful men, representing no opinion
but their own, have rendered the great Government of the United States
helpless and contemptible.” Wilson hesitated to act, however, well aware
that the defiant senators represented far more than just themselves.

There were troubling reports — from the standpoint of the war party in
Washington — like that from William Durant, head of General Motors. Du-
rant telephoned Colonel House, entreating him to stop the rush to war; he
had just returned from the West and met only one man between New York
and California who wanted war.?” But opinion began to shift and gave Wil-
son the opening he needed. A telegram, sent by Alfred Zimmermann of the
German Foreign Office to the Mexican government, had been intercepted
by British intelligence and forwarded to Washington. Zimmermann pro-
posed a military alliance with Mexico in case war broke out between the
United States and Germany. Mexico was promised the American South-
west, including Texas. The telegram was released to the press.

For the first time backed by popular feeling, Wilson authorized the arm-
ing of American merchant ships. In mid-March, a number of freighters en-
tering the declared submarine zone were sunk, and the president called
Congress into special session for April 2.

Given his war speech, Woodrow Wilson may be seen as the anti-
Washington. George Washington, in his Farewell Address, advised that
“the great rule of conduct for us in regard to foreign nations is, in extend-
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ing our commercial relations, to have with them as little political connec-
tion as possible” (emphasis in original). Wilson was also the anti-John
Quincy Adams. Adams, author of the Monroe Doctrine, declared that the
United States of America “does not go abroad in search of monsters to de-
stroy.” Discarding this whole tradition, Wilson put forward the vision of an
America that was entangled in countless political connections with foreign
powers and on perpetual patrol for monsters to destroy. Our purpose in
going to war was

“to fight thus for the ultimate peace of the world and for the liberation
of its peoples, the German people included: for the rights of nations
great and small and the privilege of men everywhere to choose their
way of life and of obedience. The world must be made safe for democ-
racy [...we fight] for a universal dominion of right by such a concert of
free peoples as shall bring peace and safety to all nations and make the
world at last free.

Wilson was answered in the Senate by Robert La Follette, and in the House
by the Democratic leader Claude Kitchin, to no avail.? In Congress, near-
hysteria reigned, as both chambers approved the declaration of war by
wide margins. The political class and its associates in the press, the univer-
sities, and the pulpits ardently seconded the plunge into world war and the
abandonment of the America that was. As for the population at large, it
acquiesced, as one historian has remarked, out of general boredom with
peace, the habit of obedience to its rulers, and a highly unrealistic notion of
the consequences of America’s taking up arms.*

Three times in his war message, Wilson referred to the need to fight
without passion or vindictiveness — rather a professor’s idea of what wag-
ing war entailed. The reality for America would be quite different.
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Bishop Williamson Vindicated, Then Ousted
Nicholas Kollerstom

“Throughout my life, I have always sought the truth. That is why I con-
verted to Catholicism and became a priest.”

—Bishop Williamson to Der Spiegel.

“VATICAN CITY, 2009 Jan. 30 — A Holocaust-denying bishop who
was readmitted to the Catholic Church apologized Friday to Pope Ben-
edict XVI for the ‘unnecessary distress and problems’ caused by his
‘imprudent remarks.’ He had told Swedish television that ‘historical ev-
idence is hugely against six million Jews having been deliberately
gassed in gas chambers as a deliberate policy of Adolf Hitler.

it. It was just so staggering, to hear a Catholic priest say something

significant. Words of truth, diamond-clear, as if inspired by Jesus
Christ Himself, were given to the world. [For an earlier account of what
Bishop Williamson said, see Richard Widmann, “The Case of Bishop Wil-
liamson” Ed.?] But nobody in the public domain was heard discussing
them. Maybe (and one hopes in private conversations around the world) his
carefully chosen words were weighed, but no discussion of their possible
truth was heard in the media, not a single word. He was condemned on all
corners, sacked from his job, expelled from the country where he was
working, threatened with imprisonment by various bodies, and instructed
to recant by the Pope.

It became evident that Jewish bodies such as the Anti-Defamation
League could boss the Pope about, tell him what to do and whom to sack.
But defrocking a Catholic priest is not easy. Finally, he was instructed to
recant by the Pope. He did not. The truth of what had happened in history —
Bishop Williamson explained — was the most important thing.

A Briton who had served as a bishop in the traditionalist SSPX (Society
of Saint Pius X) Catholic order in America for twenty years, had been
asked to leave the USA after he made some remarks in 2002 about who
was responsible for 9/11, and found himself relocated to Argentina. Then,
when visiting Germany for the consecration of a new deacon he was inter-
viewed by a Swedish TV company. That TV interview appears as an en-
trapment: “Bishop Williamson, are these your words?” he was suddenly

The whole world heard the message. The whole world talked about
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asked, out of the blue, at the end
of an interview on theological
topics, and some comments he
had made years earlier were quot-
ed. The good Bishop managed to
reply, with diamond-clear words
of truth. He said:

“I believe up to 300,000 Jews
perished in Nazi concentration
camps but not one of them by
gassing in a gas chamber.”

The entrapment was timed (he
explained to me) to frustrate the
process whereby his ‘heretical’
branch of the Catholic Church had
its four bishops un-excommuni-
cated and it was synchronized
with that re-admission. The un-
excommunication happened in

'.“_\A., e 1 ,’ P
Bishop Ric

hard Williamson of the

mid-January, when just days ear- Society of Pius X. Photo taken 3
lier the TV interview had been  jyne 1991. By jcapaldi (flickr.com
released. The two events coincid- (cropped)) [CC-BY-2.0

ed within days! The four SSPX (http://creativecommons.org/
bishops were just getting over licenses/by/2.0)], via Wikimedia
being excommunicated for twenty Commons

years by Holy Mother Church,
when suddenly...
A letter apparently from the head of the SSPX church argued:

“It is shameful to use an interview on religious matters to introduce
secular and controversial issues with the obvious intention of misrepre-
senting and maligning the activity of our religious Society.”

The offending remarks had come at the end of an interview in Germany on
Swedish TV. Britain’s Daily Telegraph reported this in a “News section,”
adding a comment on the “wicked madness” of the Bishop — with the jour-
nalist adding that “I do not wish to belong to the same Church as William-
son.” Clearly, no other theological issue would elicit so absolute a com-
ment from the Telegraph journalist Damian Thompson — a supreme theo-
logical issue was here at stake. In the view of a Telegraph journalist, the
Bishop’s judgment concerning a historical event was ‘wicked madness.’
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The Chief Rabbinate of Israel suspended contacts with the Vatican.

Not an Opinion but a Crime

On 9 February 2009, a group of ‘“World Jewish leaders’ advised the Pope
that “denying the Shoah was not an opinion but a crime.” Clearly, no bish-
op had “denied the Shoah,” which alludes to the whole tragic and terrible
experience of Jews throughout World War Two — as those “World Jewish
leaders” who put out this deceptive statement knew very well.

Israel’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs issued a statement saying:

“The reinstatement of a Holocaust denier by the Holy See offends every
Jew, in Israel and around the world, and humiliates the memory of all
Holocaust victims and survivors.”

In response, a statement put out by the Vatican said:

“Bishop Williamson, in order to be admitted to the Episcopal functions
of the Church, must in an absolutely unequivocal and public way dis-
tance himself from his positions regarding the Shoah [Holocaust]. ”

Then, German Chancellor Angela Merkel told the Pope:

“The Pope and the Vatican must make absolutely clear that there can
be no denial of the Holocaust.”

But Bishop Williamson would not recant. He instead declared that: “If I
find this proof, then I will correct myself. But that will require some time”
and added an apology for the “distress” he had caused the pope, regretting
that his comments had been “imprudent.”

An admission of “imprudence” turned out not to be quite adequate. Fif-
ty Catholic members of the United States Congress then wrote to Pope
Benedict to express their “deep concerns.” They wrote:®

“We do not question your reasons for revoking the excommunication of
Bishop Williamson or your right to do so, but we fail to understand why
the revocation was not accompanied by an emphatic public rejection of
his denial of the Holocaust.”

Argentinean officials said, “We are going to make a formal legal complaint
and he may face up to three years in prison.” In the event, he was given a
ten-day ultimatum to leave the country.

The Bishop had to leave Argentina, moving to the SSPX’s British cen-
ter in Wimbledon. For twenty years he had been a much-loved Bishop of
the SSPX in America, and four volumes of his pastoral letters were pub-
lished. Then in 2002 after he made some remarks about who was responsi-
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ble for the event of 9/11, indicating it was not the Muslims, but alluding to
‘Judaeo-Masonic’ elements,* he found himself being asked to leave Amer-
ica faster than you could say ‘Larry Silverstein.’

In his 2010 book, Light of the World, Pope Benedict XVI said he would
not have lifted the ban on Williamson if he had known of his far-right
views. So, the Bishop’s statements about who did and did not die during
World War Two showed he was ‘far right’ — that is the bit that always puz-
zles me.

In March 2009 the German lawyer Horst Mahler received a five-year
prison sentence for expressing his revisionist views. Then in May 2009 the
US Catholic Revisionist Michael Hoffman sent a memorable letter to the
Pope, like a ray of sanity in a world gone mad:

“Your Holiness,

Is it not true that, under the Second Vatican Council’s doctrine of Reli-
gious Liberty, Bishop Richard N. Williamson has the right to express
his conscience and opinion on the subject of execution gas chambers in
Auschwitz? Why is the Council’s doctrine of liberty being suspended in
his case?

Your Secretary of State has made belief in the ‘Shoah’ a criterion for
holding office in the Church. Is the rabbinic ‘Shoah’ mysticism now a
dogma of the Roman Catholic Church?

If so, on what Biblical, patristic and theological basis is the warning of
the Apostle Paul in Titus 1:14 now overthrown?

Do Catholics no longer have the right to doubt or question aspects of
secular history? Does the Magisterium of the Church now decree the
undoubted veracity of the figure of Six Million deceased Judaic per-
sons, and the undoubted existence of a mass killing operation in Ausch-
witz-Birkenau, conducted by means of poison-gas chambers?

Are you aware of the extent to which the Crucifixion of Christ has been
replaced by Auschwitz as the central ontological event of western histo-
ry? Do you wish to be complicit in the disastrous effects that continue
to accrue from this derogation of Jesus and deification of man?

| firmly believe in freedom of speech for Bishop Williamson. | am deep-
ly troubled by your attempted suppression of his rights in this matter. It
would seem that, under your pontificate, casting doubt on a supposition
of secular history is now a de facto heresy. | can find no grounds for
this innovation in Scripture or Catholic tradition.”

(That verse in Paul’s Epistle to Titus warned against believing “Jewish
myths”!) Maybe the Catholic Church should take some notice of this letter.
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In July of 2009 the SSPX in England tried to buy a disused Anglican
church in Manchester. The Commissioners of the Church of England de-
clined, on the basis of the Williamson affair — as if the whole SSPX church
were somehow contaminated by the view of a Bishop in Argentina. The
Diocese of Manchester said it had received a hundred letters of objection to
the sale, from MPs, peers, Manchester City Council, the Council of Chris-
tians and Jews and even the Roman Catholic Church.

In August a Jewish spokesman opposing the sale remarked: “The Jew-
ish community could not be at peace or live without fear so long as the So-
ciety of Saint Pius X remained in this country.” It would be hard to con-
ceive any religious movement more devoid of ability to cause harm than
the tiny four-Bishop SSPX. But, Jews want to close it down. They success-
fully blocked the purchase.

In 2010 a German court summoned Bishop Williamson to face charges
that he had denied the Holocaust, an offense punishable by up to five years
in jail. He declined to come to Germany; in fact, his church instructed him
not to. In July 2011, the over-seventy bishop was instructed to pay 6,500
euros by a German court. That verdict was overturned in March 2012.

Lady Michéle Renouf commented on this judgment:

“A reading of the documents suggests that Prof. Weiler (his lawyer)
was successful in challenging the very basis of the charges — namely the
essential question of at what point Bishop Williamson had committed an
offence. Was it illegal simply to make these statements in Germany,
even behind closed doors, to the Swedish journalist? Surely this was not
a ‘publication.””

Renouf had earlier recommended a lawyer for the bishop, but the head of
the SSPX had objected. She travels round Europe interviewing people who
have been jailed for their beliefs, as seen on her site “Jailing Opinions.”
We might here add that no woman in the UK is so consistently and heavily
vilified both by the media and on blogs as Ms. Renouf.

Here is how the bishop described his victory:

“Many if not all of you readers will have heard by now of last week’s
good news from Germany: on Ash Wednesday the Appeals Court of
Lower Bavaria in Nuremberg quashed the Regensburg Regional
Court’s condemnation of me on 11 July of last year for ‘racial incite-
ment.” Then | was condemned for having, in November of 2008, on
German soil, in an interview to Swedish television, taken a politically
incorrect view of certain historical events differing from the view com-
monly held, but now the Appeals Court has decreed in addition that the
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Bavarian State must pay my trial costs so far. All honour to my defence
lawyer, Prof. Dr. Edgar Weiler, whose arguments the judges made their
own, and to Fr. Schmidberger who introduced me to him, and to Bishop
Fellay who approved of him.”

So he didn’t recant. Would the SSPX Church allow the good bishop out of
his cage — he is after all the only bishop and most senior member in the
UK? As this affair echoed around the world — Argentina, Germany, Swe-
den, Rome, UK — did anyone ask him about the content of what he had
said, or seek to discuss it with him, | enquired? No, not at all, he replied. |
spent a while trawling through blogs, where the good bishop was castigat-
ed as mad, sad, dangerous, far-right etc, but nowhere could | see anyone
actually wishing to debate the content of what he had said. It had indeed
been gratifying to hear a bishop discussing the Leuchter Report in public.®

Not a single British newspaper reported this victory. The media were
crowing about him when he was expelled from Argentina, but when he
won a startling legal victory in Germany — silence.

If the SSPX wanted to fill a large church hall on a Sunday morning —
not easy these days — they could do it by allowing Bishop Williamson to
give the service. People would come from far and wide, to hear his percep-
tive, heartwarming and dangerously unpredictable views. But | guess that
couldn’t happen, because of a supreme belief which the British people do
hold with real fervor, overriding all others, in that which has never exist-
ed... Even after his not unremarkable victory (unmentioned in the media),
he has not been allowed to preach in the UK. Then in October 2012 the
edict for his expulsion came through, on grounds of ‘disobedience.” A tiny
British church lost its only bishop, after he had served in it for forty years.

Tried and condemned by Regensburg’s Regional Court in South Ger-
many in 2010 in his absence, Bishop Williamson had been punished with a
fine of €10,000. After appealing, that same Court re-condemned him in
2011, but with a fine of only €6,500. He re-appealed and the case went
higher, to the Provincial Court in Nuremberg, where three judges dis-
missed the case on procedural grounds and obliged the Bavarian State to
pay legal expenses. One might have hoped that that would the end the mat-
ter, but now on 16 January 2013 the Bishop has been re-condemned by
Regensburg’s Regional Court, with a fine reduced to only €1,600. A col-
league offered to pay the fine and settle the matter, but the Bishop asked
him not to: a principle was at stake, he explained.



INCONVENIENT HISTORY 79

Postscript

“Harsh and cruel is the religion of the Shoah” commented Bradley Smith,
concerning the fate of a colleague of Bishop Williamson who spoke out in
support.” On 29 January 2009 don Floriano Abrahamowicz, a Dominican
Catholic priest, representing Northeast Italy for the SSPX, dared to speak
some words in support of the Bishop: “I know that there were disinfection
chambers in the German camps during the war” he declared, adding that he
did not know whether these were also used for killing people. Lying
through its teeth, the Vatican accused him of ‘denying the fact of the Sho-
ah’ — the Shoah signifies the collective suffering the Jewish people during
the War. The fraternity expelled him, i.e. he could no longer exercise his
ministry, then the next thing he knew he was locked out of his own church,
which was also his house: all for claiming that he ‘did not know’ some-
thing, about what had happened sixty years ago and a thousand miles
away. He will only be allowed back to the church on condition that he ‘re-
pents.’
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The Three Photographs of an Alleged Gas Van
Klaus Schwensen

Between 1945 and 2012, the entire literature about the gas vans has pre-
sented exactly three photographs which allegedly show such vehicles.
Sometimes it was explicitly claimed that the vehicle had been used for
homicidal purposes, sometimes this was implied. In 1994, these photo-
graphs were subjected to a critical analysis by Udo Walendy® and Pierre
Marais.? In 2011, Santiago Alvarez, who expanded and improved Marais’s
study, once again addressed the problem of the gas van photographs.® The
author of the present article has — independently — researched the gas van
issue for several years and would like to discuss here some additional as-
pects.

1. Simon Wiesenthal’s Gas Van

In 1963, Der Spiegel first published the photograph of an alleged gas van
“camouflaged” as a Red Cross vehicle. In the course of the following 25
years, Der Spiegel recycled this picture four times* without ever mention-
ing its source (Fig. 1). We cannot but conclude that — except for the two
other photographs which will be analyzed soon — the politically correct
German news magazine did not have any further pictures of a gas van and
was unable, or unwilling, to disclose the origin of the photograph.

This alleged “Gas Van camouflaged as a Red Cross vehicle” appears ra-
ther fuzzy; the view is strictly from the rear, without any perspective. Ex-
cept for the non-identifiable human figure in the background, no details of
the surroundings are discernible. The ground as well as the back of the van
seem to have been painted with spray. In all likelihood, this is a drawing
rather than a photograph.

As Wiesenthal delivered his speech to a friendly audience, it is improb-
able that he was bothered with probing questions about the origin of the
picture. The picture reminds the drawing of an architect or an engineer, and
“Engineer Wiesenthal” (as he liked to call himself, in line with Austrian
tradition) had earlier drawn pictures of atrocities allegedly perpetrated in
German concentration camps.® It is therefore legitimate to suspect that this
picture was fabricated by Wiesenthal himself. To the best of our know-
ledge, he never claimed having personally seen such a vehicle. Probably it
was Wiesenthal who provided Der Spiegel with a copy of this picture in
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1963. As we already mentioned, the
German news magazine published it no
fewer than five times, always insinuating
that this was an authentic photograph of
a vehicle in which human beings were
killed with poison gas.

On 31 May 1973, during a campaign
for the extradition of the “gas van mur-
derer” Walther Rauff from Chile, “Nazi
hunter” Simon Wiesenthal presented
said picture at the Hebrew Union Col-
lege in New York.

In 1983, when yet another campaign Fig. 1: ’L,\,”eged Gas Van of
for the extradition of Walther Rauff the S5 Camoqﬂaged asa
. . . Red-Cross vehicle. Source:
fro_m Chile was belr)g waged, Simon Der Spiegel (51/1968)
Wiesenthal once again confronted the
press with pictures of Rauff, and of the gas van.

In recent years the picture of the “Red Cross Van” has almost fallen in-
to obscurity. In this context it bears mentioning that the politically correct
authors of the Website “Action Reinhard Camps” have published an article
containing some pictures of large trucks with cubicles,® adding that the
German gas vans could have looked more or less like this. The authors
candidly admit that these pictures are “no originals,” and they tacitly re-
frain from publishing Wiesenthal’s “Red Cross Van.”

2. The “Gas Van” of Kulmhof (Chelmno)

In 1981 Der Spiegel once again presented an alleged photograph of a “gas
van,”” a large truck with a big enclosed cargo space manufactured by the
firm Magirus Deutz (Fig. 2). The left engine hood and the left front wheel
are visibly heavily damaged. The vehicle is being inspected by two civil-
ians; the third man wears a non-identifiable uniform.® This photograph
seems to be genuine but does not prove anything.

This photograph (Fig. 2) was reproduced by Der Spiegel, Gerald Flem-
ing® and USHMM.X° Fleming’s caption read as follows:

“Gassing van by which in the extermination camp of Chelmno

(Kulmhof) and in Konitz Jewish people were annihilated (Archive of the
Polish Ministry of Justice).”
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Fig 2: Truck manufactured by the firm Magirus Deutz with an enclosed
load bed — a “gas van used at Chelmno?” By original uploader in the
Russian Wikipedia was Zac Allan, and then Jaro.p [Public domain], via
Wikimedia Commons. Originally from the archives of the Polish Ministry of
Justice. Sign. No. 47398

In 1994, revisionist historian Udo Walendy published a low-quality repro-
duction of this picture (the only one at his disposal) in his analysis of
“forged photographs.” Walendy pointed out that virtually nothing was
known about the origin of the photograph and that there is no technical
description or expert report about the alleged gas vans. It may have been a
coincidence, but only a year later (1995) Jerzy Halbersztadt, a historian
from Warsaw University who then worked at the US Holocaust Museum in
Washington, threw light on the origin of this picture. The impetus for his
research was not provided by Walendy’s publication (as Walendy is a revi-
sionist, Halbersztadt predictably chose to ignore him) but by Leon Zamosz,
a Holocaust historian of Polish-Jewish descent and a founding member of
the USHMM, who had been “trying to find a photograph or any other
graphic illustration of the gas vans used at Chelmno and other places” and
had sent a circular letter to various Holocaust experts ( “multiple recipients
of list HOLOCAUST”).1* A few weeks later, in October 1995, Halberszt-
adt communicated the results of his research to the addressees of the “List
HOLOCAUST.”2
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During the same period, German revisionist historian Ingrid Weckert,
who was then studying the alleged extermination camp Chelmno, asked
Yad Vashem about the origin of this picture; however, the Israeli memorial
was unable to answer her question.™® In 1999, Ingrid Weckert published an
article about Chelmno* which may or may not have prompted Halber-
sztadt to publish the e-mail correspondence between himself, Zamosz and
the List HOLOCAUST in 2005. This step was obviously taken in mutual
agreement with the aforementioned ARC Team, a circle of amateur histori-
ans who focus on the history of the Action Reinhard Camps. Apparently,
the ARC Team wanted to present an up-to-date view of the “extermination
camps” and the “gas vans,” which implied some cautious revisions of the
traditional picture of the events, as “evidence” which had turned out to be
untenable was jettisoned. We already pointed out that Wiesenthal’s picture
of a “gas van” camouflaged as a Red Cross vehicle was not presented by
the ARC people. The damaged truck of Kolo (Fig. 4) was equally absolved
from the suspicion of having served as a gas van: On its website, the ARC
team published the aforementioned e-mail correspondence, but without any
comment. There was only a short remark, that the photo of the KHD wreck
of Kolo could “possibly not show a gas van.” Most readers presumably
failed to appreciate the significance of Halbersztadt’s research.

The Result

The main source of the following account is Halbersztadt. His article is
largely based on the report of a Polish Public Prosecutor’s Office which
had investigated the matter in 1945. In all likelihood, the protocol of in-
spection drawn up by the Polish authorities was also translated and pub-
lished by Halbersztadt.®® According to this account, the alleged “gas van”
had been a furniture truck used by a moving company in Thuringia. Later
this vehicle was confiscated and probably used for disinfecting or delous-
ing textiles in the Warthegau (a part of Poland annexed by Germany in
1939). Probably due to a traffic accident, the engine of the van was so bad-
ly damaged that the vehicle could not be repaired under the prevailing cir-
cumstances. After the still-usable parts had been removed, the wreck was
left behind on the property of the former Polish firm Ostrowski, which had
served as office of the Reichsstrassenbauamt (Reich office for road con-
struction) Warthbriicken (the German name for Kolo).

Only 12 km from Kolo, near the hamlet of Chelmno (which the Ger-
mans called Kulmhof), the German occupying authorities had set up a
transit camp for the Jewish population of the area. According to the vic-
tors’ version of the events, Chelmno was the first “extermination camp”
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where Jews were systematically murdered with gas. Traditional historiog-

raphy has it that three or four gas vans were used at Chelmno. Occasionally

these vehicles were allegedly repaired at the Reichsstrassenbauamt Warth-
brucken, where several Poles who said they were mechanics who were
employed there claimed to have seen them.

In May 1945, the “Main Commission for the Investigation of German
Crimes in Poland,” which was founded after the German retreat, started its
activities at Chelmno/Kulmhof. The Commission interrogated Polish wit-
nesses from this region who, thanks to their critical technical skills, had
been allowed to stay in the Warthegau after its annexation by Germany and
had worked there during the war. In October 1945 the wreck of the truck
left on the property of the Reichsstrassenbauamt was subject to a thorough
scrutiny whereupon the Commission set up a protocol of inspection and
shot four pictures that finally ended up in the archives of the Commission
together with the protocols of the interrogations of the witnesses.'® Only in
1995 was this important historical material unearthed by Halbersztadt’s
collaborator Marek Jannasz, but the historians would have to wait for an-
other ten years until it was finally made accessible to them.

It is of paramount importance to distinguish clearly between the alleged
“gas vans of Chelmno” (of which no trace has ever been found) and the
wreck of the furniture van the photograph of which was for decades pre-
sented as evidence of the existence of gas vans. Jerzy Halbersztadt exten-
sively quotes from the protocols of interrogation of the three Polish car
mechanics Jozef Piaskowski, Bronislaw Mankowski and Bronislaw Fal-
borski, who said they had been employed by the Reichsstrassenbauamt and
claimed to have personally seen the gas vans several times. Their state-
ments seem to corroborate the criminal function ascribed to these vehicles.
If we are to follow these three witnesses, the exhaust pipe of the van had
been modified, and the floor of the load compartment had an opening
through which the exhaust gas could be led into the load compartment.
Several revisionist researchers (Ingrid Weckert, Carlo Mattogno, Pierre
Marais and Santiago Alvarez) have pointed out extensive incongruities and
contradictions in these descriptions of the alleged killing technique. How-
ever, we will not dwell on this aspect of the question but return to the dam-
aged van instead. In this context the following three facts are crucially im-
portant:

1. All Polish witnesses declared that the three (or four) gas vans of
Chelmno had been black (“All of them were black”). But the photo-
graph of the vehicle unmistakably shows that it was not black, but much
brighter; according to the protocol of inspection, it was “grey-green.”
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2. We should be able to assume that the Polish investigators carefully ex-
amined the van in order to ascertain if the exhaust had been modified
for criminal purposes and if the load compartment had an opening for
the exhaust gas. Quite obviously this was not the case, as this funda-
mental point was not even mentioned in the protocol.

3. Not a single witness identified the damaged truck with the “gas vans of
Chelmno.”

All these arguments were taken up by Jerzy Halbersztadt, who writes14:
“The inspection of the van in Ostrowski factory, done on 13 November
1945 by the judge J. Bronowski, did not confirm the existence of any ele-
ments of system of gassing of the van’s closed platform.”

The negative conclusion (no modified exhaust pipe, no opening for the
exhaust gas) was not mentioned in the protocol of inspection. This omis-
sion clearly reflects the political atmosphere prevailing at the time: Despite
the negative results of the investigation, the Poles obviously wanted to use
the wreck for propaganda purposes, and the four photographs were provid-
ed with the caption “Van used at Chelmno for killing people by means of
exhaust gas.” This was the origin of a historical lie. Through Gerald Flem-
ing’s book, this lie found its way into the literature about the “gas vans”
and was recycled for decades. Until 1950, former Polish resistance fighters
wanted the wreck to be taken to the memorial of Auschwitz or Majdanek
(at that time there still was no memorial at Chelmno), but their suggestion
was rejected. Finally, the vehicle was apparently scrapped (Halbersztadt).
Halbersztadt himself makes a rather feeble attempt to argue for a possible
criminal use of the truck; he writes:®

“1 cite all these details to make possible the further comments to the
story of this van. It is my feeling that there are some unclear points in
this story. Nobody explained for what purpose this van was used? Its
door was tightened with an impregnated canvas.!J What for? Some
witnesses had seen this car in the area of the forest of Chelmno starting
from the spring of 1942. It is possible that it belonged to the SS-Sonder-
kommando Kulmhof, too. | came across a version that this van was used
for a disinfection of victims’ clothes but there are no grounds for it.”

Although Halbersztadt deplores the fact that function of the vehicle re-
mains unknown, he volunteers the information that it was purportedly used
“for a disinfection of victims’ clothes.” Whether the owners of these
clothes were really “victims” is an open question; however, there can be no
doubt whatsoever that the van was indeed used for disinfection. Two of the
pictures shot by the Polish commission show remnants of wooden frames
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within the cubicle. It is
highly probable that they
were used for hanging up
garments (Fig. 3).
Apparently, the Polish
commission that inspected
the van in October 1945
endorsed the view that it
had been used for disinfec-
tion purposes because they
chose the following title for
their inspection protocol:

“Inspection of the For-
mer Wehrmacht Disin-
fection Van Used at
Chelmno Death Camp in
1941-42.”

The protocol ends with the | s ' £ ' !5 -

fO!IOW'ng S_entenc?: “With Fig. 3: The interior of the vehicle, with
this, the inspection was remains of wooden frames Photographs:

concluded.” Any further  pgjish Commission, 1945. Public Domain.
comment seems superflu-

ous, but we will keep in mind that the Polish authorities knew since 1945,
that the KHD furniture truck in question had been no “gas van.” In spite of
that, the photos received a false caption, and with Fleming’s book this lie
went around the world.

3. Saul Friedlander’s Photomontage

In 1966 Der Spiegel published the photograph of a “SS gassing van.” By
no stretch of the imagination is it possible to discern more than the back
part of an automobile from which hoses lead into a wall (Fig. 4).

This picture is of frankly of bad quality; the section shown is much too
confined and as evidence for a crime an irrelevance. The above scene be-
comes somewhat clearer when taking a look at the following photomon-
tage composed of four pictures which was published by Saul Friedlander in
1967 (Fig. 5).1°

In the French original of Friedldnder’s book the caption (Fig. 5, top left)
translates as follows:
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$8-Vergatusgewogon: Wesn alles 101 wov, die Sehunde der Wohihod

”

Fig. 4: According to Der Spiegel, this picture shows a “SS gassing van.
No source is given. Reproduced in Der Spiegel. (The original source for
this figure as well as figure 7 which follows is a film from the Nuremberg
Trials identified as National Archives and Records Administration
(NARA), 111 M 7596 R5. Ed.)

“The gas chamber at Belzec, which was called ‘Heckenholt-Stiftung’.
The prisoners were killed within 32 minutes by the exhaust gas of a
Diesel engine. Gerstein, who had assisted at this action, describes the
procedure in his report. Heckenholt was the [illegible] of the facility
and the one who started the engine.”

Friedlander wants his readers to visualize the horrible gassing scene at
Belzec described by SS-Obersturmfiihrer (First Lieutenant) Kurt Gerstein.
But Gerstein had asserted that a big Diesel engine had been used to pro-
duce the necessary exhaust gas. Instead of such an engine, we see the front
part of a car and the back of a truck of which little more than the license
plate is discernible. From both vehicles, hoses lead into a wall. In other
words: Instead of Gerstein’s Diesel engine, the engines of these two vehi-
cles serve as (stationary) producers of exhaust gas. The vehicles are thus no
“gas vans” where the exhaust gas was blown into a portion of the vehicle.
As a matter of fact, unlike Der Spiegel, Friedlander does not speak of a
“gassing van.” Apparently, he only wanted to illustrate the “gas chamber of
Belzec.”

But there is yet another incongruity: On the left side one sees the wall
of a building, allegedly the wall of the “gas chamber of Belzec.” Logically
one would suppose that the picture on the right side shows the interior of
this same gas chamber, but as a matter of fact it shows the morgue of
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s pmpem EEHR ST el 2
Fig. 5: Photo Composition allegedly showing the “gas chamber at Belzec.”
Source: Reproduced by Saul Friedlander, who does not disclose his own

source.

Crematorium | at Auschwitz | (Main Camp), which is still presented as a
homicidal gas chamber to the tourists. Publishing this photograph in the
context of Belzec without any comment is a fraud and an attempt to de-
ceive the reader. We now know that the objects visible on the photograph
have nothing to do with Belzec: They illustrate an event which transpired
in Mogilev, Belarus, in September 1941.

The “Gassing Experiment” of Mogilev

The following can only be understood by considering the situation that the
German authorities had to face at the time. During the retreat of the Red
Army in the summer and fall of 1941, the Soviets performed an impressive
logistical feat, evacuating the most vital industrial plants as well as the cat-
tle and the food stocks to the east. As far as the population was concerned,
those evacuated were essential specialists and functionaries. Facing the
German advance, the Soviets resorted to the strategy of “scorched earth,”
without any consideration for the civilian population left behind, which
was thus deprived of its basis of existence.

At the same time (fall 1941), the “euthanasia” actions had already been
carried out in Germany as well as in some occupied countries such as Po-
land and the Baltic states. It appears that the German authorities (Hitler,
Himmler) had decided to extend the euthanasia also to the occupied Soviet
territories, and their decision was certainly assisted by the fact that the
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mental hospitals in Russia had
partly been left without food sup-
plies, and some of the staff had
fled. Himmler was obviously not
willing to cater for Soviet mental
patients. Thus, the Einsatzgruppen
of the SiPO (Sicherheitspolizei)
and the SD (Sicherheitsdienst)
were, additionally to their main
task of fighting the partisans, as-
signed with a further task: to dis-
pose of the mentally ill. For the
respective German task forces
(Einsatzgruppen) this meant a
considerable psychological stress,
because they had to conduct the
executions. Himmler, who had
observed on his visit in Minsk (15
Aug. 1941) a mass execution of

partisans, had come to the convic- Fig 6: Arthur Nebe, Head of the
tion, too, that a more humane Reichskriminalpolizeiamt (Office V of

method of killing was desirable. the Reichssicherheitshauptamt), SS-

He talked about that matter with Brigadefuhrer (General) and Leader
. - f Einsatzgruppe B (Belarus).

two of his Generals, Erich von ° e

dem Bach-Zelewski® and Arthur Bundesarchiv, Bild 101IlI-Alber-

Nebe2 Himmler assigned Nepe OO o Aber Kurt/CC-BY-SA

) ) . [CC-BY-SA-3.0-de
to examine the issue of painless (http://creativecommons.org/

killing and send him a report. Ne-  jicenses/by-sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via
be obviously shared Himmler’s Wikimedia Commons

opinion, and reportedly he stated:
“I cannot possibly ask German soldiers to shoot the mentally ill!”

In Germany, the killing operations of “euthanasia” had been carried out
by means of carbon monoxide (CO), however, this gas was not available in
Russia, at least not in the usual gas cylinders. Transporting them from
Germany to Russia (and the return of empties) would have been impracti-
cal under the prevailing circumstances. In this situation, it appears that Ne-
be (Fig. 6) had thought about two “alternative” killing methods: a) by ex-
plosives and b) by exhaust gas. It was apparently an “isolated decision,”
for nothing is known of any discussion, neither with his entourage in
Minsk nor his chemical experts in Berlin.?2 This lack of consultation and
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advice can be explained by the circumstances: the distance between Ne-
bes’s quarters in Smolensk and his experts in Berlin, and security reasons.
Oddly enough it did not occur to him that the wood-gas generators, which
were extensively used in Germany, would have constituted an available
mobile source of CO. Most probably the chemists of the KTl would have
opted for this solution, although certain modifications of the wood-gas
generator might have been necessary and would have caused a delay — and
Nebe had to act under pressure of time.

As a matter of fact, the problem of “humane killing” had not been suffi-
ciently discussed between Nebe and his chemical experts. He drew on
them only in helping to conduct two experiments which he himself had
conceived: testing the efficacy of the above-mentioned two killing meth-
ods. Thus, he ordered the head of the chemical department of the KTI, Dr.
Albert Widmann, to come to Belarus and assist him. The experiments at
Minsk (Kkilling by explosive) and Mogilev (killing by exhaust gas) later
became the subject of an investigation which was initiated against Dr.
Widmann in 1959 and led to a trial held in Stuttgart in 1967.2° On basis of
Widmann’s statements, the reported details and other witness testimonies,
the court was able to reconstruct the events more or less completely.

In connection with the gas-van photos only the Mogilev event is of con-
cern here. Some days after the experiment in Minsk Nebe and Widmann
met in Mogilev and visited an asylum, where Nebe had already prepared
the Russian doctors. A room on the ground floor of the building was cho-
sen, and the only window was closed with masonry, which had openings
for two metal pipes. Outside, each pipe could be connected with a metal
hose coming from the exhaust of an automobile. After at least five mental
patients had been placed in the room, the exhaust gases of one car were led
into the room. When after 5 minutes the people were still alive, a second
vehicle was connected to the room — this time a truck. It lasted then about 8
minutes until all the test persons were dead. The room was opened only
after 2 hours.

The Origin of the Photomontage

In 1961, when the first witness testimonies about Mogilev became availa-
ble, four photographs were submitted to the Central Agency for the Prose-
cution of NS crimes at Ludwigsburg. According to a letter of the Public
Prosecutor’s Office Stuttgart,* these photographs showed “a gassing oper-
ation (two hoses are connected both to the exhaust pipes of two vehicles
and a walled room).” The Senior Public Prosecutor considered these pho-
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Fig. 7: Original caption: “Mogilev gassing experiment. [From a] Photo
Compilation of Film Pictures which were found after the War in Nebe’s
flat.” Origin unknown. Reproduced by the ARC Team. Fair Use under 17
U.S.C. § 107.%°

tographs important enough to inform the General Public Prosecutor and the
Ministry of Justice of their existence:

“As this gassing operation is probably identical with the one carried
out at Mogilev by Nebe and the defendant Dr. Widmann, further inves-
tigation as to the origin of the photograph and the former owners of the
vehicles discernible on the same have become necessary.”

Where the Central Office had obtained the four photographs from, and
what results the “further investigation as to the origin of the photograph”
yielded, is unfortunately not indicated in the files. The single surviving
letter about this matter runs as follows:?

“As to the photographs contained in the files which show the introduc-
tion of exhaust gas from a truck and an automobile into a walled room,
further investigations have been carried out. They lead to the conclu-
sion that the truck with the license plate Pol 51628 belonged to the Po-
lice Battalion 3 and that the driver of this truck was most probably
Gerhard R[...] from Stettin who was killed in action in the district of
Traunstein on 3 May 1945.”

The tag number “Pol 51628 mentioned in this letter matches the license
plate of the truck on Friedldnder’s photomontage. Furthermore, the two
vehicles visible on the photograph seem to corroborate eyewitness ac-
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counts according to which an automobile of the brand “Adler” and a police
truck had been used. So, in order to illustrate the “gas chamber of Belzec,”
Friedlander availed himself of the very same photograph which had been
submitted to the German justice as evidence for the Mogilev killing in
1961. This proves that his photomontage is a complete forgery.

A reasonably good reproduction of the Mogilev photo was published on
the Website of the aforementioned ARC Team (Fig. 7).

Thus, we know at least one of the four pictures submitted to the German
Justice in 1961, and we will now discuss the incongruities of this photo-
graph.

The Photograph of “Mogilev”

i. Was it Really Possible to Take Pictures or Shoot Films at Mogilev?

Since the pictures were taken at close range, the photographer must have
been authorized to document the scene. On the other hand, there can be no
doubt that taking pictures of a secret operation was strictly forbidden. None
of the witnesses mentioned anybody taking photographs, much less shoot-
ing films. When confronted with the pictures, the defendant Widmann ex-
plicitly stated that he had observed no such activities.

The expression used in the caption — “Film Picture” — means a still pho-
to from a movie picture, and indeed the photograph (Fig. 7) has certainly
been made by professionals (note the scene lighting!). On the other hand,
the idea that a film team should have been invited to immortalize such se-
cret actions is risible from the outset. Thus, we may safely conclude that
this photograph was produced by unknown people at an unknown time, but
certainly well after the event it purportedly shows. Presenting it as an au-
thentic document is therefore nothing but a deliberate act of forgery.

ii. The Shadow on the Wall

The picture was obviously shot in the beam of a stage light, i.e. in the
evening or at night. On the wall of the house, an ominous and highly sym-
bolic shadow of a human figure can be seen — the SS man! Apparently, the
unknown photographer did his best to create this shadow, as the person
who casts it is not visible. This feat certainly required professional lighting.
In other words, this forgery is the work of professionals. It definitely does
not show the Mogilev test gassing, because according to the defendant Dr.
Widmann, the action took place in the morning or forenoon:?” “The action
was carried out in the following morning.” The different time zones (Mogi-
lev lies on the 30th meridian eastern longitude) is irrelevant in this context.
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It is quite true that German time (Central European time) was used
throughout the occupied Soviet territories (which meant that in the Cauca-
sus — to mention but one example — dusk came on as early as two o’clock),
but as the action commenced in the morning, this merely meant that the
sun was already standing a bit higher than in Germany.

iii. The Official License Plate of the Truck

Even if the license plate “Pol 51628 actually existed, this does not prove
the authenticity of the picture. After the end of the war, the Allies confis-
cated tons of German documents; nothing speaks against the possibility
that they found a list of the license plates of Police Battalion 3.

iv. The Alleged Discovery of the Picture “in Nebe’s Flat”

According to the caption, the photograph was found in Nebe’s apartment
after the war. This information is volunteered by British-Jewish Holocaust
historian Gerald Reitlinger in the first English edition of his standard
work® (Chapter 6, p. 130, unnumbered footnote). In his description of
Himmler’s visit in Minsk, Reitlinger states:?

“This story of von dem Bach-Zelewski’s finds some confirmation in the
discovery in 1949 in Nebe’s former Berlin apartment of an amateur
film, showing a gas chamber operated by the exhausts of a car and a
lorry.”

By way of a footnote in the footnote,*® Reitlinger finally manages to reveal
the source of this information, a letter addressed to him, together with
some photographs, by “Mr. Joseph Zigman, Information Services Division,
Office of the US High Commissioner, Germany.” He does not disclose the
date of the letter. We have found this reference to Reitlinger in an article
by German Holocaust historian Mathias Beer.3! Even to Beer, the idea that
the euthanasia action at Mogilev should have been filmed seemed appar-
ently so outlandish that instead of an “amateur film” he prefers speaking of
“negatives” — a minor cosmetic change meant to make the improbable a
trifle less improbable.

The legend of this discovery justifies a short digression. Arthur Nebe
was involved in the abortive coup of 20 July 1944. After the failed attempt
on Hitler’s life, he managed to go underground. In early 1945, he was de-
nounced and arrested; on 2 March, 1945 he was sentenced to death by the
Volksgerichtshof and executed shortly afterwards. It is all but certain that
the Gestapo thoroughly searched his house after the events of 20 July 1944,
and they would surely have found and confiscated the film, had Nebe in-
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deed kept it at home. The alleged search of his “apartment” after the war is
a highly fishy story, as he owned a house and did not live in an apartment.
Theoretically, the search could have been effected at the apartment of his
widow, but there is no evidence to back up this theory. To cut a long story
short, the legend of the “discovery of the Mogilev photographs” is every
bit as phony as the picture itself.

We do not know if the “Mogilev” photographs were indeed unearthed
in 1949, as Reitlinger’s source Zigman claims, or when they really were
fabricated. At any rate, they existed in November 1952, when Reitlinger
published his book. And that raises another question: How did the anony-
mous fabricators know (in 1949) what had happened in Mogilev? The Mo-
gilev case and even Arthur Nebe had not been mentioned in Nuremberg,
and the investigations against Dr. Widmann did not begin before 1959.
Thus, they knew probably only the story of von dem Bach-Zelewski and —
perhaps — the statements of the Russian doctors from the Mogilev asylum.
Neither of them had been a direct eyewitness, and therefore the fabricators
did not know certain details.

v. How Did the German Legal Authorities Get Hold of the
Photographs?

Starting in 1959, several investigations were initiated against former mem-
bers of the Reichssicherheitshauptamt (Dr. Becker, Pradel, Schmidt, Dr.
Widmann etc.) who were accused of having taken part in the euthanasia
action or in the development of the alleged gas vans. As a general rule, the
statements of defendants and witnesses in a pending case are not made ac-
cessible to the public. However, at least in the case of Mogilev there is am-
ple reason to suspect that the preliminary results of the investigation were
passed on to Israeli historians as early as 1960. Both sides communicated
on friendly terms (“Lieber Shmuel” [Krakowski]).

When witness accounts about the murky events of Mogilev in Septem-
ber 1941 began to filter to Israel, certain people may have been reminded
of the photographs which had been fabricated 1949 as “evidence.” Appar-
ently, they could not resist the temptation to make renewed use of these
forgeries and passed them on to the German authorities. To their credit, the
German public prosecutors were prudent enough to consider “further in-
vestigation about the origin of the photograph necessary,” and the pictures
were not used as evidence at the trial.



96 VOLUME 5, NUMBER 1

vi. The Inserted Caption

Although the inserted caption of the alleged Mogilev photograph (Fig. 7)
seems very official and thus credible, it is rather unusual in a photographic
document. Anyone who covers or removes parts of a document risks being
accused of foul play. On the other hand, the caption is in English and obvi-
ously could have been inserted only after the war. So, what was the intend-
ed purpose of this caption?

The fabricators were well aware that most observers would be unable to
interpret the photograph and needed to be enlightened by means of a cap-
tion. For Saul Friedlander, who was looking for photographic material
about Belzec, this posed of course a problem, as the caption unmistakably
reads “Mogilev Gassing Experiment” (Fig. 7). Undoubtedly for this reason,
he covered the upper right part of the photograph with a picture of the al-
leged Auschwitz gas chamber, thus creating a classic photomontage. When
Der Spiegel published the forged photograph of Mogilev (Fig. 4), it resort-
ed to yet another forgery, manipulating the picture in order to present it as
an “SS gassing van.” The forgers simply cut off the right half of the pic-
ture, and the still-visible part of the inserted caption was retouched and
transformed into the grey wall of a house, making the upper part of the car
disappear as well.

Eyewitness Accounts about Mogilev

At the beginning of the German investigations of 1959/60 the two main
defendants were still available: Dr. Albert Widmann and his laboratory
assistant Hans Schmidt who had accompanied him to Belarus. What did
they have to say about the pictures? During his interrogation, Schmidt was
shown the four photographs showing “a building and vehicles.”®? While
identifying an automobile of the brand “Adler,” he objected:

“In my opinion these pictures were not taken during the action in Mogi-
lev. I only remember a connecting piece and a hose. | also believe that
the boards lying before the wall and the post which can be seen on the
picture did not exist at Mogilev. Furthermore, | remember that only the
window was walled up with bricks and that the rest of the building was
not made of bricks. Finally, I think that in Mogilev the vehicle stood
further away from the house and that the position of the connecting
piece [in the wall of the house] was lower. The license plates of the ve-
hicles visible in the picture are unknown to me, this means that I do not
know these license plates. [...]
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My memory of the action in Mogilev strongly differs from the scenes in
these pictures. Therefore, | think that these pictures do not show the ac-
tion in Mogilev. The facility shown on the photographs seems to be
quite sophisticated whereas the facility used at the action in Mogilev
was clearly provisional.”

During another interrogation of Schmidt,3 the investigators wanted to
know which driver had driven the “Adler” close to the wall of the house, S0
that the metal hose from the exhaust pipe could be attached to the connect-
ing piece in the wall. This question was a delicate one as it directly touched
upon the problem of responsibility (participation in a crime). Schmidt re-
membered that the “Adler” had been backed up to the connecting piece;
however, the vehicles on the alleged Mogilev photographs are standing
parallel to the wall of the house.

Before being shown the pictures, and before knowing what his interro-
gators had in mind, the defendant Widmann stated that the building where
the gassing had taken place had been “neither a wooden house nor a build-
ing made of brick” but “covered with white plaster.” When he was con-
fronted with the pictures, he made the following statement:3*

“The scene shown on this picture cannot show the events at Mogilev. As
| already made clear, the building was covered with white plaster and
had a foundation block. Moreover, one of the two hoses we had brought
with us was much thicker than the other one. The vehicles used at Mogi-
lev did not stand parallel to, but perpendicular to, the wall of the house.
To the best of my remembrance, the hose did not have a support. | am
unable to identify the vehicles in the picture as vehicles of the RKPA
[Reichspolizeiamt]. The RKPA did not have any trucks at all. | do not
know the license plates of the vehicles, in particular, I cannot explain
the tactical sign on the platform of the truck. I do not know this sign.
After a second look at the pictures, | wish to point out that the window
walled up with bricks sharply stood out against the wall of the house,
which was covered with white plaster, and looked abominably ugly. Fi-
nally 1 did not see anybody taking pictures.”

Apparently, the statements of Schmidt and Dr. Widmann, which were
made independently of each other and basically agreed, convinced the Pub-
lic Prosecutors, so they refrained from using the photographs as evidence
in the trial. This deals the final blow to this photograph (Fig. 9) as well.
Certain circles who had studied the Soviet reports from the first post-
war years may have felt the desire to belatedly illustrate some scenes in
order to fabricate propaganda material against the “fascists.” Probably the
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sinister event which had taken place at Mogilev was “reconstructed” in this
way. However, a “reconstructed picture claiming to be authentic is univer-
sally regarded as a forgery. Except for a short mention in Reitlinger’s book
the pictures were initially not used for propagandistic purposes. But during
the preliminary investigation against Dr. Widmann, when the topic “Mogi-
lev was placed in the limelight, these pictures were rescued from oblivion
und passed on to the German legal authorities. Der Spiegel seems to have
been the first to publish one of the Mogilev “gas van pictures,” and a few
months later Saul Friedlander followed suit.

4. Conclusion

In the entire literature of German war crimes, we find only three photo-
graphs which claim to show one of the alleged “gas vans.” None of them is
serious evidence for this pretension; each one is — in one sense or the other
—a fake.

Simon Wiesenthal’s “gas van camouflaged as a Red Cross vehicle” is
obviously a drawing and not a photograph. Even the politically correct
ARC Team refrained from recycling it in an article in which different big
vehicles were shown to depict how a gas van could have looked (whilst the
authors conceded that their pictures were “not authentic”). Maybe Wiesen-
thal has not pretended expressis verbis that his picture was evidence, but it
was at least a “tacit insinuation” — making people believe something with-
out saying it explicitly.

The “Chelmno gas van” which had been originally a furniture truck and
later used for disinfection of clothing was examined and correctly identi-
fied by a Polish commission as early as 1945. The Polish experts found no
evidence whatsoever that it had served for homicidal purposes. Neverthe-
less, the Polish authorities provided the authentic photos with a false cap-
tion, identifying the vehicle as a “gas van.” Here we have the case that,
although the photograph is authentic, it becomes due to the false caption a
deliberate forgery.

Although the photograph of the “gassing experiment at Mogilev” pur-
ports to be authentic, this cannot be true since on that September day in
1941, there was certainly no film team present, and photographing was
strictly forbidden. Obviously, we have here a re-enacted scene produced by
professionals (floodlight!). Re-enacting historical scenes is quite usual in
the film and TV industry, but if such a photo claims to be authentic it be-
comes a forgery. With the Mogilev photo we can only presume that it was
taken around 1949. The first attempt to use this material was made by pass-



INCONVENIENT HISTORY 99

ing it on to the German justice (1961). The attempt failed since the judicial
authorities were suspicious.

Then the news magazine Der Spiegel made use of the “Mogilev photo.”
The Der Spiegel people may have recognized that the caption “Mogilev
Gassing Experiment” which is inserted into the picture (Fig. 9) did not suit
a historical photo and removed the caption by retouching. Thus, a forgery
was manipulated again to make it more credible. And then there was Saul
Friedlander who sought an illustration for the (alleged) gas chamber of
Belzec. He also could not use the caption and removed it, this time by cut-
ting it away and filling the gap with another photo, thus creating a photo-
montage, which he finally used to illustrate a scene which (allegedly) had
taken place at quite another location (Belzec instead of Mogilev). How Der
Spiegel and Saul Friedlander got hold of one of these pictures remains un-
known.

The fact that three dubious pictures were used for propaganda purposes
throws light on the attempts of certain circles to corroborate the gas van
story with photographs, even forged ones. Of course, the absence of au-
thentic pictures does not prove the non-existence of gas vans. For this rea-
son, the question whether such murderous vehicles indeed existed can only
be answered on the basis of other material (documents, eyewitness reports
etc.). However, the manipulations some people resorted to in order to
“prove” the existence of the gas vans with fraudulent means should give
pause to those tempted to credit the allegations.

Addendum

The above article had just been closed when the editors of Inconvenient
History discovered an interesting fact: The American documentary film
“Nuremberg: Its Lesson for Today” (USA 1947).% In reel 5 of this film,3®
there are two short sequences (in total no longer than 33 seconds) which
were used (amongst others) to accompany a speech of Soviet Main Prose-
cutor Gen. Rudenko in Nuremberg.

One of the sequences (it is no more than a pan shot) shows clearly a sin-
ister scene of the Mogilev gassing experiment with the car and the truck
standing before a house wall and the shadow of a person in military boots.
An engine is roaring at full throttle. Here we have the source of the photo
which allegedly had been found “in Nebe’s flat in 1949,” published by
Reitlinger in 1952, later presented to the German investigators against Dr.
Widmann (ca. 1960), and still later by Der Spiegel (1966) and Friedlander
(1967).
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Fig. 8: Source: CODOH Forum (Committee for Open Debate of the
Holocaust; forum.codoh.com)

The second film sequence is split into two parts: First we see five male
patients — dressed in white hospital garments — passing the camera seated
on a horse cart. Then we see a horse cart halting before a building, one man
and two children have got out, whilst another man is still lying on the cart
(Fig. 8).

Since the patients are emaciated and weak they are helped by a male
and a female doctor or orderly, and those who are naked are given blan-
kets. In the background a German soldier is watching. The white hospital
garments of the patients, the white lab coats of the sanitary personnel and
the horse cart indicate that the scene is somewhere in Russia, and since the
“arrival sequence” is intermingled with the “car sequence” it is clear that
both pertain (allegedly) to Mogilev.

If the two sequences are authentic, they can stem of course only from
the Germans. Consequently, the German Fritz-Bauer-Institut,3” which com-
piled a description of “Nuremberg: Its Lesson for Today,” ascribe the
origin of the sequences to “Deutschland, 1941.” And the USHMM writes:*®

“USHMM Details from Dr. Albert Widmann’s 1967 trial in Stuttgart
include his personal description of actions corresponding to the scene
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of gassing by vehicle exhaust, in the company of Arthur Nebe, and the
presence of one male Soviet doctor and two female Soviet doctors (in
German-occupied territory in the vicinity of Mogilev, Belarus, mid-Sep-
tember 1941).”

To this we respond: Although the pictures seem to be consistent with Mo-
gilev, they conflict with several of even the few details available to us. In-
deed, the gassing experiment was conducted in one of the buildings of the
asylum and the victims, who came from other buildings, were brought by
horse carts. But: The building had — according to Widmann — white walls
and not brick walls, and the crude wooden door suits rather a horse barn
than the entrance into a hospital or asylum. The presence of children
amongst the patients was not mentioned neither in Mogilev nor in Minsk.
Whether Widmann has stated that Russian doctors were present during the
gassing experiment, as the USHMM claims without giving a source, is not
certain. Finally, Widmann has clearly stated that he had not seen anybody
photographing in Mogilev (much less a film crew). From the German point
of view any photo documentation would have made no sense, in direct con-
travention of the necessary secrecy.

Therefore, the Fritz-Bauer-Institut is wrong in their attribution “Germa-
ny, 1941.” The pictures are re-enacted and therefore fake. Who were the
real producers? To ask this question means to answer it: The Mogilev
event was a Soviet issue, and the pictures reveal that the fabricators must
have known some details but overlooked others. The Mogilev event had
not been dealt with in Nuremberg, and the investigation against Widmann
started only in 1959. So, how could the Soviet propagandists know what
had happened in Mogilev? The town was conquered by the Red Army on
28 June 1944. Thus, the ESC (Extraordinary State Commission) had time
enough to interrogate the Russian doctors of the former asylum, to learn
details of the gassing experiment (as far as the doctors knew), to produce
the film sequences and — to forward them to OMGUS.

One of the OMGUS men was, by the way, Joseph Zigman, who — to-
gether with Stuart Schulberg, was the creator of “Nuremberg: Its Lesson
for Today.” After the film was completed in 1947/48, “Zigman stayed on
in Berlin to edit de-Nazification and re-education films aimed at German
audiences under the aegis of the U.S. Military Government’s Documentary
Film Unit, which was headed by Stuart Schulberg.”® It must have been at
that time that Zigman forwarded one of the Mogilev photos to Gerald
Reitlinger — together with the story that the “amateur film” had been found
in Nebe’s flat. It is the hypothesis of this author (K.S.) that Zigman and
Schulberg had received the two film sequences and the Nebe story from
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Soviet authorities in Berlin and deployed them, as it were, with a venge-
ance.

A further discovery of IH was a debate in the CODOH Forum* entitled
“Carbon Oxide killings photos?,” which took place in 2005. The site pre-
sented some of the Mogilev pictures. Some of the participants knew the
film “Nuremberg” and doubted the German origin of these pictures: “Turns
out most of the time it ain’t even original footage but post-war propaganda
stuff filmed in a way to look real. The viewer is not told, of course, and
comes away with the impression he saw documentary footage.” (Partici-
pant “Grenadier,” Aug. 2005).

Concerning the Mogilev photos, great credulity is needed indeed to be-
lieve that these pictures are authentic.

Abbreviations

ARC  Action Reinhard Camps. The “ARC Team” was a group of (amateur) histo-
rians who specialized in the “Aktion Reinhardt” camps and published the
results of their research in the Internet. The last upload took place in 2006.

HUC  Hebrew Union College (New York)

KHD  Kléckner-Humboldt-Deutz (Producer of Trucks)

KTI Kriminaltechnisches Institut (Institute of Forensics)

RKPA Reichskriminalpolizeiamt (Reich Criminal Investigation Department)

RSHA Reichssicherheitshauptamt (Reich Security Head Office)
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REVIEWS

The Case for Auschwitz
reviewed by Henry Gardner

The Case for Auschwitz, by Robert Jan van Pelt, Indiana University Press
Bloomington, Ind. 570 pp., with notes, bibliography, indexed.

the history of the 20th century perhaps more strongly than any other

with the possible exception of the annihilation of Hiroshima and Naga-
saki, should never have generated any kind of true historical debate. What-
ever exchange of arguments did occur, took on the form of a dialog the
French call un dialogue de sourds — the other side does not exist.

One of the reasons for this lack of an open exchange of ideas may be
the fact that for nearly fifty years the camps at Auschwitz and Birkenau,
were, if not inaccessible, at least not open to independent researchers;
moreover, it was not even known to the general public that an enormous
amount of documents had survived the end of World War Two, safely
tucked away in Soviet and other archives.

It is the merit of Professor Robert J. van Pelt to have put Auschwitz
back on the European map with the well-researched and most readable
book on the history of the town and its region, Auschwitz, 1270 to the Pre-
sent, which he wrote together with Deborah Dwork. After the famous trial
in early 2000 in which David Irving sued Penguin Books and Deborah Lip-
stadt for libel, professor van Pelt summed up his work for the defendants in
a further book, The Case for Auschwitz. This work is much less easy to
read than the previous one, as it presents an incoherent selection of snip-
pets from the history of the camp and disappoints the reader who was hop-
ing for a comprehensive and conclusive presentation.

Now, good books should make you think, and in that sense The Case...
is a good book. It makes you wonder about quite a number of things, espe-
cially if it is read together with other publications on this painful subject
such as Roseman’s second thoughts — reconsiderations as he calls them —
on the Wannsee conference in which he does away with many a cherished
dogma, Hilberg’s book on the sources of the Holocaust which quietly
drops such long-standing and formerly essential witnesses as Kurt Gerstein
or Jan Karski, or Yehuda Bauer’s Rethinking the Holocaust which men-

I t is strange that an event, or rather a series of events that have marked
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tions in passing that the Nazi regime was not as totalitarian as most people
seem to think or speaks of the difficulty of documenting the really central
events of the Holocaust. This short list of recent critical writings about the
German persecution of the European Jews is far from complete, particular-
ly if one thinks of Fritjof Meyer’s article in Osteuropa (5/2002) which, in
spite of its many errors, certainly opened up new vistas.

Yet another Book on Auschwitz

Faced with this array of publications that somehow stray from previous
positions, the reader begins to feel that there is a kind of quiet redeploy-
ment of forces going on behind the scenes, with fictional treatments crowd-
ing center stage, and academic works with rather different viewpoints be-
ing published away from the public eye. Taking things a little further, the
reader wonders about the way in which a revolutionary reassessment might
take place, if it ever came to that. He comes to the conclusion that by all
means one would try to avoid upsetting the traditional apple-cart, and to
make this a very much drawn-out affair, with a great deal of smoke being
generated to cover a more or less orderly retreat. The objective would be to
gain as much time as possible for a consolidation of essential acquisitions,
but also to relegate the whole matter to the realm of history, hoping that
only a few researchers will spend time and energy on these questions. As
long as much political or other profit can be reaped from the present state
of things, however, there will be a tendency to keep the old ideas alive, in
spite of any new evidence. Perhaps this book on Auschwitz is an example
of the strain that has developed in this field of history.

Robert J. van Pelt confronts us with a copious serving of materials
which he has grouped according to the type of source — intentional, legal,
accidental — but in the end all this fails to convince that van Pelt really has
a case. It is one thing to fend off a plaintiff in a libel suit before an English
court, but quite another to sum up the evidence in such a way that an unbi-
ased public will accept the arguments.

Van Pelt’s work is not, in the academic sense, a treatise based on a co-
herent progression of hypotheses and arguments that eventually arrives at a
conclusion. It is, rather, a composite structure of many elements, no single
one of which is really conclusive in itself or indispensable to the whole
case. The author presents them to us and then selects from them individual
traces which, when he views them as a whole, amount to some sort of evi-
dence, a “convergence” of proof.
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Robert Jan van Pelt speaks at the Fifth Simon Wiesenthal Lecture,
Vienna, 16 June 2011 By BuelentR (Own work) [GFDL
(http://www.gnu.org/copyleft/fdl.html) or CC-BY-SA-3.0-2.5-2.0-1.0
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/3.0)], via Wikimedia
Commons

There are (at least) two things that appear odd about this procedure. The
major one is the underlying tacit admission by the author that there is no
indisputable proof of the uniqueness, singularity or whatever qualifier one
might choose, of the Auschwitz crimes. The minor one is that by applying
such a method, the author rejects the old legal rule “in dubio pro reo” —
that in case of doubt one should rule in favor of the accused; on the contra-
ry, van Pelt interprets spurious items as he thinks fit and seems to hold that,
at some point, a sufficient quantity of questionable elements will fuse into
a new whole and serve as solid evidence against the accused.

The author was certainly not a lone wolf working on his own, and it
would be surprising if he had not been aware or had not been made aware
of these faults in his reasoning. One is thus led to think that perhaps David
Irving, by taking the great risk of launching his libel suit, secretly intended
to call the cards of his opponents and that we now see their hand, in the
form of van Pelt’s book.



INCONVENIENT HISTORY 109

Pravda, or the Truth?

If that actually was Irving’s intention, it certainly paid off in spite of the
defeat he suffered in court, because one can henceforth concentrate on
what appear to be the essential arguments in the case for Auschwitz. Be-
fore we consider some of them in more detail, it is worthwhile noting van
Pelt’s explicit statement that the official history of the camp, i.e. what was
said about it once the Soviets had reached it, started with an outright inven-
tion and a monumental error, which some other people might be tempted to
call a lie. The former is the statement by the reporter working for the Sovi-
et party newspaper Pravda (Truth) that a high-voltage conveyor belt first
electrocuted the victims and then dropped them into a blast furnace. The
latter is the figure of 4 million victims announced in the Soviet special re-
port published in May 1945. Until the fall of the Soviet empire, this figure
was inscribed on metal tablets in the Auschwitz camp for all visitors to see;
the figure has since been drastically reduced. The “Death Factory” with its
mass electrocutions and subsequent hellish fire was later dropped in favor
of the notionally more realistic gas chambers and crematoria.

The initial prevarications may perhaps be explained by the hue and cry
of the last months of World War Two. Quietly dropping the impossible
technical details was a relatively easy thing to do, although similar non-
sense regarding the other German camps in Poland is part of the Nurem-
berg documents and therefore still legally binding for historians in some
countries. The fact, however, that the figure of 4 million victims was a ma-
jor element in the official presentation of the camp for a period of nearly
fifty years shows the difficulty of charting a new course in these murky
waters.

Naturally, one may argue that it matters little whether the present offi-
cial figure of 1 million victims is true and the previous total was not, and
perhaps morally there is a point here, but we must not forget that the basic
argument regarding Auschwitz is not that masses of people were killed at
that site (things like that have happened throughout history, unfortunately,
and very much so during World War Two), but rather that, at Auschwitz,
the outrageously high number of victims made it necessary for the perpe-
trators to invent, implement and perfect an industrial way of killing and
that this “machinery of death” constitutes a new quality in the long list of
horrors man has inflicted upon his fellows.

The figure of 4 million victims thus served a double purpose. On the
one hand, the Soviets used it to hide their own and — in time as well as in
scope — far more extensive atrocities and, on the other, it conferred a new
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dimension upon the crimes committed by the Nazis and allowed the victors
of World War |1 to justify any and all of their actions as being irreproacha-
ble in the fight against such a devilish enemy. Taking a step back, we find
ourselves facing a circular argument: the enormity of the number of vic-
tims and the corresponding machine-like manner in which they were killed
gave a quality of its own to the Auschwitz site, and because of this unique-
ness it was henceforth futile to whittle down the numbers. Therefore, if one
wants to gain a real insight into the case of Auschwitz, it is of great im-
portance to evaluate the actual number of people who died there and the
circumstances of their death — something that Fritjof Meyer has tried to do
in a lame sort of way. What is needed now is not so much a computation
from the top down, but a kind of zero-base analysis, a scrutiny of all the
underpinnings of what many people regard as the crime of the millennium.

In doing so, one should not forget that the history of the Western World
after World War Two rests, in its very essence, on our view of Auschwitz,
and it does so in a multitude of ways, politically, morally, and economical-
ly. What is more, our perception of Auschwitz also shapes the future of our
part of the world and while it is fairly safe to stick with traditional views
when it comes to the West’s present political situation, these questions take
on a different significance when we look at the problems that lie ahead.

But let us not diverge too far from our subject which is, after all, Robert
J. van Pelt’s book, and let us take a closer look at some of the details he
discusses.

A Witness

In the chapter “Intentional Evidence” there is, for example, the witness
Janda Weiss. He came to Auschwitz when he was 14 years old and,
strangely enough, was not sent to the gas chamber right away, in spite of
his young age. Instead, he was put to work as a kitchen helper and took
food to the crematorium Sonderkommando to which he would a year later
be assigned himself. Like so many other such witnesses, he was spared the
fate that allegedly struck this unit regularly, and survived to tell his tale.

For a number of procedural reasons — Weiss made specific allegations
and provided specific details — van Pelt agrees with Wilhelm Stéglich, the
arch-revisionist, that Weiss should be taken seriously as a witness. So far,
so good. But if we examine what Weiss had to say, at least two of the de-
tails he provided are so ludicrous as to disqualify him entirely.

There is, first of all, the story of elderly people being carted away from
the “ramp” on a dump truck that took them straight to the burning trenches
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and tipped them into the fire alive. Leaving aside the question of whether it
was possible to drive a heavy truck across the swampy ground of Birkenau
without getting stuck, we reach a limit when we imagine this truck being
carefully backed up to the edge of a trench blazing with fire and then
dumping its uncooperative load. This can simply not be done in a matter of
seconds and there is thus a serious risk of the truck catching fire or even
exploding in the process. Any German soldier foolish enough to undertake
such a highly risky and totally useless operation would certainly have been
court-martialed for endangering government property, if not for outright
sabotage.

There is also the question of what these trenches looked like: either the
sides of the trench were banked, in which case the truck could not get close
enough to the fire in such an operation, or if the banks were vertical, the
tail end of the truck would extend into the flames and the edge of this
make-shift trench would eventually crumble with disastrous results.

The other point where Weiss is talking nonsense is when he speaks
about the lungs of the victims bursting from the gas, with a loud clamoring
noise being heard three minutes after the gas had been fed into the cham-
bers. He seems to imagine the lungs of the victims ballooning and eventu-
ally reaching the limits of the constraining power of the ribcage. Sixty
years on, the toxic effects of hydrocyanic acid should be clear to all con-
cerned, and this statement alone should have convinced an intelligent per-
son like van Pelt that the witness, at best, is reporting (false) hear-say but
cannot himself be taken seriously.

This is only one example of many where the sources quoted by van Pelt
are presented uncritically; this results in reports containing information that
might be true if it were not for statements by the same person that clearly
are not. This manner of presentation makes reading van Pelt’s book a diffi-
cult task. The reader has the feeling that the intention was less one of un-
derpinning the traditional view of what happened at Auschwitz than one of
confusing the other side by an assembly of truths, half-truths and errors, a
jumble that has to be cleared before any real progress can be made in the
discussion. This kind of tactic is akin to the blowing up of bridges behind
an army in retreat, with the aim of slowing down the pursuers and keeping
them occupied while new fortifications are being prepared.

The Gas Chambers

The centerpiece of any factual account of what happened or did not happen
at the Auschwitz and Birkenau camps should be the discussion of the gas
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chambers, alleged or real. This topic is, of course, linked with that of the
crematoria, so much so that the reader at large often confuses one with the
other. Whereas for decades many authors maintained the belief that the
crematoria were built specifically for the purpose of implementing the
Holocaust, van Pelt’s opinion is not as blunt.

In their book on the history of the region of Auschwitz, van Pelt and
Dwork speak only of the two smaller crematoria (IV and V at Birkenau) as
having been purpose-built as extermination sites, the other two (1l and 11)
having only later been modified for the purpose. They spend quite some
time on the subject of Crematorium Il which had initially been designed
for the main camp at Auschwitz but was eventually built at Birkenau.

The “Chute”

One of the points they scrutinize in particular with respect to this change of
purpose and location is the access to the basement morgues. In the pro-
posed design for Auschwitz, in late 1941, an entryway to a lower floor was
located within the building and included, between two parallel flights of
stairs, an item that the authors call a chute. The upper end of this stairway
connected to a landing with a door towards the outside; the lower end was
located in a vestibule from which an elevator provided the connection with
the furnace room. Dwork and van Pelt attribute great importance to the fact
that, when the original drawings were adapted for the Birkenau site, the SS
design office did away with this chute. They argue that the reason for this
modification was a change in the intended use of the crematorium — origi-
nally, “corpses were dropped through a chute but now live victims would
walk to their death.”

The history of this chute is quite interesting: for a new crematorium, the
SS design office at Auschwitz had proposed, in late October, 1941, a lay-
out with a flight of stairs leading from an open porch to two morgues
(“length as needed”) on the floor below, but without a chute. A month lat-
er, more detailed drawings were executed in Berlin, the entrance area was
changed to a design more in keeping with the rest of the building, the ac-
cess to the lower floor was moved to the other side, made wider, and a
chute was added. Also, the location of the whole building, still within the
main camp, seems to have been determined at that point, because these
new drawings show a specific orientation. In February, 1942, this location
appears on a layout plan for the main camp, shown on Plate 7 of the book
by Dwork and van Pelt (Auschwitz, 1270 ...).
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The proposed site in the main camp was much too small to allow the in-
corporation of any morgues of the kind built later at Birkenau. The loca-
tion, next to the small crematorium already existing, precluded anything
but one short mortuary to be built, with its longitudinal axis perpendicular
to the crematorium itself and a direct entrance to it would have used up
even more space. Hence, when the location was changed from the main
camp to Birkenau, modifications became not only possible but mandatory
on account of the larger population of detainees and the rampant epidem-
ics. Therefore, the major change in the design was the re-incorporation of
two large morgues on the lower floor with direct access to one of them.

Dwork and van Pelt are not the only authors speaking of a “chute.”
Franciszek Piper of the Auschwitz-Birkenau Museum also mentions such
an item, not only for the planning stage but as an actual part of Crematori-
um 11, which had a layout similar to Crematorium Il, but not absolutely
identical to it. In the book Anatomy of the Auschwitz Death Camp he writes
(p. 168): “Crematorium III had a second entrance [...] In addition to the
stairway it housed a special concrete chute (Rutsche) through which corps-
es [...] were lowered straight down to the elevator shaft,” but he does not
explain how this chute functioned; for corpses, some kind of metal half-
pipe might have been suitable, but a concrete one much less so. In the face
of Piper’s statement about the chute in Crematorium III, the argument
brought forth by Dwork and van Pelt becomes rather weak.

When it was decided to move the proposed crematorium to Birkenau
other conditions, too, changed quite a bit. The ground at Birkenau was so
swampy and the water-table so high that the lower floor could not be put
completely underground; in fact, the ceiling slab of the morgues stuck out
by about 90 centimeters. The differences in the type of ground between
Auschwitz and Birkenau are clearly shown in various illustrations in the
van Pelt/Dwork book; the photograph of construction work in the main
camp on p. 232 is particularly telling when compared to the flooded drain-
age ditch being dug at Birkenau, p. 193, or to the ditch on p. 323, also full
of water, in the “Kanada” section.

As far as the entrance to the morgues was concerned, the consequences
imposed by these conditions were two-fold: at least in the case of Cremato-
rium 11 for which van Pelt and others provide drawings, we can see that the
original exit at the head of the stairs-cum-slide would now be blocked by
the banked earthwork that was to cover the protruding part of the morgue
next to it. Therefore, some other access to the basement became necessary
(it may be that parts of the chute already built were simply blocked off). At
Crematorium 111, from what F. Piper says, this was avoided, possibly by a
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slight displacement of the morgue, which allowed the former stairwell with
its chute to be retained. In both cases, around these crematoria there was
enough room for a new, direct, straight and wide access to one of the
morgues to be installed there; what remains of these steps is shown on p.
213 of The Case... for Crematorium Il. The other morgue in the two crem-
atoria, the alleged gassing room, was too close to a fence to allow such an
access to be created.

These modifications presented obvious advantages: there was a direct
access to the morgue area and stretchers could be handled with ease; fur-
thermore, a new second entrance (at least for Crematorium 1) or the old
stairway-cum chute (at Crematorium I11) allowed service personnel to enter
the basement rooms without having to pass through the mortuary area.

The Doors

The layout of the underground facilities of Crematorium 11 (and Ill, of sim-
ilar design) is discussed at length in The Case.... One of the details to
which van Pelt attributes great importance is the fact that when the stairs-
cum-slide were abandoned for Crematorium Il the double door leading into
Morgue 1 (the alleged gas chamber) was turned around: it had formerly
swung into the morgue and would now swing into the vestibule. Whether
the doors should swing one way or the other in a homicidal gas chamber is,
however, not so easy to answer, as we shall see further on.

The question of the way those doors opened is fairly involved. Leuch-
ter, in his report about gas chambers, had argued that doors swinging into a
gas-chamber would be difficult to open because of corpses piling up
against them from the inside, and so van Pelt was pleased when he could
show that the re-design of Crematorium Il for its installation at Birkenau
had also led to a re-orientation of the doors of Morgue 1 which now
opened outwards. Part of the reason for this change is, however, the fact
that those doors formerly had to open inwards, because they would other-
wise have obstructed the foot of the stairs-cum-slide. With that element out
of the way there was now a choice.

Although the various drawings of the underground facilities of these
crematoria published by van Pelt always show double doors, ca. 2 m wide,
for Piper the entrance to the alleged gas chamber measured only 1.92 by 1
meter wide (4natomy ..., p. 166). Piper does not say which way this nar-
row door opened.

Piper has spent his whole professional life at Auschwitz; R.J. van Pelt
and his staff have visited the site and made detailed investigations there,
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and yet the two are not in agreement on what may be an essential element
of the gas chambers — perhaps Yehuda Bauer was thinking of discrepancies
like these when he spoke of the difficulty of documenting the Holocaust.

The Crowd

These design considerations direct our attention to a question which has
not been treated in much detail in the many works on the subject, be they
affirmative or revisionist: How does one move hundreds or even more than
a thousand naked people calmly and efficiently from the undressing room
to the gassing chamber? This is not as easy as it sounds, because one has to
take into account the layout of those underground chambers and, anyway,
crowd control is never a simple matter, especially if the crowd is mortally
fearful.

A few figures, first of all: from the drawings and photographs published
in The Case... and elsewhere one can deduce that the “undressing room”
measured about 8 m in width by 50 m in length, or about 400 sqgm, whereas
the “gassing chamber” was smaller: about 7 m wide and 30 m long, i.e.
roughly 200 sgm.

This reviewer does not wish to argue about how many people one can
actually squeeze into the space of a square meter (= 10 square feet) in order
to kill them. What is more interesting is how much space they needed for
undressing and arranging their clothes in a reasonably calm way — certainly
for getting ready to go into the “bath” they will need a lot more space than
the one square foot per head van Pelt allows them for the final kill. The
undressing room is about twice the size of the “gassing chamber,” but even
if this now thins such a crowd to something like four persons on a square
meter (or one on a square of 50 by 50 cm), the people cannot possibly un-
dress in an orderly fashion and unrest will most certainly start spreading
among the victims-to-be, if not already present.

Therefore, it is not convincing that the large crematoria were able to
handle such masses of people at one time. To a certain extent, however, it
is not even necessary to argue this point in one way or another, because for
any mass killings, the bottleneck would be the crematoria, and there would
always be enough time to divide large groups into smaller ones and spread
the gassing operations.

Be that as it may, we are told that the still-unsuspecting victims, hun-
dreds or even two thousand at one time, would walk down the ten steps
from the outside, strip, leave their clothes somewhere in the undressing hall
and then move on through a double door on the other side of the room. Be-
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fore reaching this double door, they would have to squeeze into a passage
about 5 meters long where the width of the hall (some 8 meters) suddenly
narrowed to something like 2 meters. Once through this double door (let us
assume that both wings of the door stood open) the victims would find
themselves in a vestibule with a free floor area of about 4 by 4 meters, no
windows, several closed doors facing them and something like a freight
elevator against the opposite wall. Here, they were expected to make a 90-
degree turn and enter the “bath” which, at least for van Pelt, again had a
double door, 2 m wide (opening against them, we are told). If we are to
believe Piper, the crowd of victims had to squeeze through a single door
half the width that van Pelt assigns to it.

Why did this crowd of frightened and naked people move at all? Well,
somewhere behind them there were ferocious SS men with whips, and pos-
sibly dogs, yelling at them to move ahead, but as soon as the first ones to
reach the gas chamber would have realized that there were no real showers,
shouted that it was all fake and tried to make their way back against the
advancing crowd, one can easily imagine that all would come to a stand-
still in the narrow passage and the vestibule. The cordon of SS-men at the
rear could beat the hell out of the poor naked people near them, but that
would not hurt those further away; panic would ensue, with corpses piling
up in the constricted space of the passage and the vestibule, and the dozen
or so SS men somewhere at the back would be in great danger of being
torn to pieces by the desperate crowd of hundreds of people milling around
them.

As long as the victims were old people and young children, there might
not be much active resistance, but we also hear that large groups of French
and other fighters from the underground were killed in this way. It is
doubtful that, in general, the victims were thoroughly searched before de-
parture; certainly, this was not done on arrival to those selected to be
gassed and thus it would have been very easy for some of the doomed to
hide knives or other weapons which would come in useful at close quar-
ters, or they might simply use their bare hands.

If someone, in the turmoil, managed to jam the door to the “bath”(that
was easy enough to do as it now opened outwards) there would be no way
but to hack the crowd to pieces and then try to start over again, although in
that case the survivors would no longer let themselves be led like lambs to
the slaughter and would have had to be dealt with by more conventional
means.

Much weight is attributed to the alleged fact that the killing procedure
had two distinct phases — one of undressing and one of gassing. There is



INCONVENIENT HISTORY 117

general agreement among all concerned that the delousing operation to
which incoming detainees were subjected did indeed involve two steps —
undressing and showering — but when reflecting on the difficult operation
of moving thousands of naked people through underground chambers one
wonders why the SS would really want to make things so difficult for
themselves.

It would have been so much easier to move groups of people into a hall,
shut the door on them and then introduce the gas. True, this would mean
that the clothes those poor people wore could not easily be recovered, but
this was, after all, not the main objective. The operation itself would have
been a great deal easier and the dirty clothes could have been burned right
along with their owners. Anyway, in the suitcases they had already given
up there should have been enough clothing to make the SS happy.

The First Crematorium

While the Birkenau crematoria were the largest in the Auschwitz area, they
were not the first to be operated there, as has already been mentioned. An
existing building at the main camp had been equipped with Topf double-
muffle ovens and a morgue which is said to have been used for the first
gassings. Robert J. van Pelt quotes the testimony of the SS-man Pery
Broad on pp. 224ff of his book. Broad claims to have observed from his
office in the building of the Political Department the preparations for such
actions. He even goes so far as to state what happened inside the building
and what the eventual victims said to one another, but this is no doubt
hearsay.

According to Broad, the victims, several hundred of them, at first stood
in the courtyard of the crematorium, which was surrounded by a high wall
and were then led into the building. If we follow the plan that Dwork and
van Pelt publish as Plate 3 of their book, the victims at first entered a hall
some 4 m wide and 6 m long, then turned right to move on, through a door
of normal width, into the corpse-washing room which measured about 4 by
4 meters. Here, they made a left turn, passed through another door of nor-
mal width that led into the morgue. Broad states that they were accompa-
nied by several guards who withdrew once the hall had been filled and who
closed the door from the side of the corpse-washing room.

This account, again, is somewhat hard to accept, because the whole
procedure certainly took some 5 or 10 minutes, which means that the vic-
tims at the front of the queue had plenty of time to notice that any showers
that may have existed in the morgue were fake, and to react accordingly. It
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takes little effort to imagine the scenes that would then have taken place in
the narrow space in front of the morgue.

Other Camps

Although van Pelt does not discuss camps other than Auschwitz, the same
general considerations of crowd management apply mutatis mutandis to the
other extermination camps as well. At Treblinka, Sobibdr or Belzec, the
crowd of naked victims, perhaps 1000 or 2000 strong, is said to have stood
waiting in a fenced-in open passage some 100 m long and perhaps 3 m
wide, leading to the narrow side of a building almost a meter off the
ground. The victims then had to climb 3 steps (each of them, it appears,
half a meter high), go through a first door to enter a corridor about five feet
wide with several normal-size doors on either side. These doors led into the
gas chambers which in themselves measured about 4 by 8 meters and could
thus accommodate somewhere between 100 and 300 people, depending on
whose description the reader chooses to follow.

The guards at the entrance to the building would have had to count the
people entering, stopping the queue once the quota for one of the rooms
had been reached. Then the guards themselves would have had to enter the
corridor, push any hesitating victims forcefully into the particular chamber
being filled and close the door on the fighting and screaming crowd. Those
outside had to witness all this until it was their turn. Once all the rooms had
been filled, the diesel engine would be started up and the exhaust gas fed to
the chambers. Even a proponent of the traditional view would have to ad-
mit that such a scenario may be difficult to put into practice.

A Year without Gassings

It may well be that similar perplexing pictures crossed Fritjof Meyer’s
mind and that this strengthened his idea to discard, as killing places, the
morgues of the crematoria. In his remarkable paper, Meyer states that,
from the moment they were finished (March — June 1943), the crematoria
were hardly used for gassings at all, with the killings probably (Meyer’s
term) taking place in two little farmhouses. He attributes the stop on gas-
sings to an order from Himmler given in April 1943, which specified that
all detainees, even those bedridden, should do useful work; however, Mey-
er does not say why the systematic killings were resumed a year later, nor
why he believes that it was.
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Regarding these little farmhouses there is the problem, however, that
general agreement exists among traditional historians on their having been
taken out of service in the spring of 1943, with “Bunker 1” being disman-
tled and “Bunker 2” being mothballed for a year. Putting two and two to-
gether, one may thus safely conclude on the basis of perfectly acceptable
sources that for a period of about one year, from the spring of 1943 on-
wards, no systematic gassings took place in the Auschwitz-Birkenau area
at all. In the light of this situation, it would be indicated to re-examine all
accounts of witnesses for this span of time, in an effort to weed out the un-
reliable ones.

The conclusion just mentioned is corroborated by the so-called Kas(z)t-
ner Report, which van Pelt knows about but speaks of only indirectly by
quoting the French revisionist writer Rassinier; he has the latter state that
Kas(z)tner, a leading Jewish figure in Hungary at the time of the “Hungari-
an action,” claimed that the gas chambers at Auschwitz were out of action
for 8 or 9 months between the fall of 1943 and May, 1944. Even though
Rassinier’s quotation on the Kas(z)tner Report appears twice in van Pelt’s
book, the author does not discuss it, nor does he include Kas(z)tner’s name
in his index. Van Pelt does not dispute Kas(z)tner’s statement.

For those not familiar with Kas(z)tner’s activities at the time, let it be
said that Kas(z)tner tried to negotiate, on behalf of the Germans, the “Jews-
for-trucks” deal with the Allies. The negotiations did not succeed and only
one group of about 2,000 Hungarian Jews was able to leave the Axis terri-
tory via Switzerland. Kas(z)tner was later mysteriously murdered in Israel.

The “Chimneys”

Another topic that van Pelt treats in his book is the question of the little
chimneys on top of the morgues of Crematoria Il and 111 through which the
Zyklon B pellets with their load of toxic hydrocyanic acid were supposedly
introduced. There has been much discussion on the subject of these open-
ings, the issue being whether there were any openings in the roof slab at
all, what they may have looked like, what purpose they may have served,
and when they were installed.

Among traditional historians, the argument runs as follows: although
the basements of Crematoria Il and I11 were not originally planned as gas
chambers; they were modified for the purpose some time in late 1942. This
meant (why, actually?) that holes had to be broken into the roof slab and
little chimneys raised above them through which the Zyklon B pellets
would be dropped into wire-mesh columns below. These latter devices as-
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sured an even distribution of the pellets and enabled their extraction, back
up through the chimneys, as soon as the victims had died; removal of the
bodies could thus start almost immediately. The reasons for such a rush to
empty the gassing chamber are a bit unclear because the killing capacity of
the morgues in any case exceeded the cremation capacity of the ovens;
thus, killing even more people than the crematorium could process would
have would have made it difficult to dispose of the bodies promptly.

In a number of books one can find a photograph showing Crematorium
Il some time in the winter of 1942/43, during its construction phase. The
aboveground section of the gassing chamber is visible, as are 4 box-like
things on its roof slab, but their locations do not quite correspond to the
indications given by van Pelt or to the little smudges on air-reconnaissance
photographs said to prove their existence.

What is reasonably clear, though, when one considers the height of the
above-ground part of the morgue (about 90 cm, given by van Pelt and
Dwork, p. 325) is the height of the boxes — about half the height of the
morgue protruding from the ground, i.e. something like 50 centimeters.
Now, while an object of that height may show up quite clearly on air-
reconnaissance photographs, especially if the sunlight strikes it at a low
angle, we must not forget that the roof slab of the morgues did not remain
bare; in fact, the drawings shown by van Pelt clearly indicate that it was to
be covered by a coat of bitumen, a layer of gravel and a layer of earth,
coming to an aggregate height of about 50 centimeters. If we assume that
the layer of earth would cover itself with vegetation, we may wonder
whether the remaining height of those shafts would really show up on air-
reconnaissance photographs in any way. The seven dormer windows on the
roof of the two crematoria, each of them about one meter high, are hardly
visible at all on the same print.

It is worth noting, in this respect, that on p. 208 of The Case..., van Pelt
shows a drawing of what the wire-mesh columns may have looked like; the
top of the column is contained in some kind of shaft with a lid on it, but
this lid is almost flush with a line apparently indicating the surface of the
earth cover on the crematorium roof. The arbitrariness in the design and in
the interpretation of these wire-mesh columns thus becomes obvious.

There is another oddity here: van Pelt argues that the wire-mesh col-
umns and the Zyklon B chimneys had been removed prior to the morgue
below being blown up, and that, possibly, the holes had been filled in. It is
relatively easy to dismantle the kind of wire-mesh column that witnesses
have described (but what was done with them?), whereas, in order to re-
move the little chimneys, it would have been necessary to remove the earth
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around them as well, then possibly even fill in the hole (the author muses
about this) before blowing up the whole thing — not really very convincing,
prima facie. As an afterthought, van Pelt brings in the findings of another
team claiming to have identified such holes in the rubble on the basis of
reinforcing bars that had been cut and bent back on themselves. Not much
can be said here about this assertion, because van Pelt gives no further de-
tails.

The Gas and the Pellets

In the background of these architectural considerations, there is a more
basic question: The Auschwitz camp administration had been aware, prac-
tically from the moment it was established, of the work of Degesch Co.,
the makers of Zyklon B, in the field of the design and operation of disinfes-
tation chambers. As a matter of fact, delousing chambers using the De-
gesch-Kreislauf system were in actual use for the treatment of clothing and
other objects as part of the Auschwitz reception facilities — most if not all
of the Zyklon B delivered to Auschwitz was employed for this purpose. It
is even claimed that the Degesch work had inspired the camp authorities
when it came to finding a suitable agent for mass killings, namely Zyklon
B. This system functioned in a self-contained and automatic way: in a gas-
tight chamber, the Zyklon B cans were safely opened mechanically, the
pellets fell into a pan, and a stream of warm air facilitated the speedy re-
lease and a good distribution of the gas in the chamber.

This procedure could easily have been incorporated into the homicidal
gas chambers of Crematoria Il and 111 equipped, as they were, with ventila-
tion facilities. It would merely have been necessary to connect the respec-
tive part of a Kreislauf chamber to the air intake of the ventilation system.
Instead, we are told that for their homicidal objective the camp authorities
opted for a very primitive and potentially hazardous solution that was not
even simpler to install than a Kreislauf type might have been.

Regarding the toxic gas, the reader will notice in van Pelt’s book (p.
499) a line stating “[...] the cyanide degassed for twenty-four hours after
the tin had been opened.” For this reason, the author tells us, it was neces-
sary to remove the pellets from the gas chamber through the wire-mesh
column before the doors of the chamber could be opened and the bodies
taken out. Thus, some 30 minutes after the cyanide pellets had been
dumped into the chimney, the little container which was now liberally giv-
ing off its poisonous load to the surroundings would have had to be pulled
up again to roof level, emptied into a suitable receptacle and safely dis-
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posed of. While the supply of Zyklon B cans to the gassing installations
has been described by numerous witnesses, no one has ever even men-
tioned, much less described, this unimpressive but unavoidable second
phase of the operation. In fact, witnesses generally agree on the Red Cross
vehicle that had, supposedly, brought the poison to the site driving away
soon after the gas had been introduced into the chamber.

Furthermore, while one may still accept as possible this kind of primi-
tive procedure for Crematoria Il and Il with their ventilation systems, such
a method becomes inapplicable in the other crematoria or in the farmhouse
“bunkers” where the pellets were simply dumped into the gas chambers
through suitable openings. In the face of the argument put forth by van Pelt
that Crematoria Il and 11l were originally not conceived as homicidal in-
stallations and later had to be modified accordingly whereas Crematoria IV
and V were built for that very purpose, a dilemma becomes readily appar-
ent: If we are to believe the traditionalists, the farmhouse “bunkers” had
proved on numerous occasions that it was sufficient to throw pellets into a
room full of victims to achieve the desired result, including speedy remov-
al of the corpses to make room for the next load of victims — but then why
was it necessary to improve on this procedure by the installation of wire-
mesh columns in Crematoria Il and Il when they were converted into gas
chambers? And if it was necessary to find a better method for Crematoria
Il and I, why was this new way of doing things not applied to those
crematoria (IV and V) that were, from the very beginning, conceived as
killing machines?

Thus, the questions of whether the pellets had to be removed from the
chambers or not and whether strong mechanical ventilation was needed or
not become crucial: one cannot argue both one way (for Crematoria Il and
I11) and the other (for Crematoria IV and V, and/or the bunkers). It is not at
all clear why, if the farmhouse bunkers had functioned satisfactorily, it was
necessary to install pellet removal devices in Crematoria Il and Il in spite
of their very efficient ventilation system (van Pelt demonstrates this math-
ematically) while neither ventilation nor pellet removal was deemed advis-
able in Crematoria IV and V which were being built at the same time and
claimed, by van Pelt and Dwork, to have been undisguised killing stations
designed for this particular purpose. If we consider the matter in detail, this
latter claim is certainly not convincing, because ventilation was as poor in
Crematoria IV and V as in the “bunkers,” if not worse, quite apart from the
fact that the floors could not be properly washed and that the ceiling of the
death chambers was at a height of 2 meters and consisted of 3-cm Masonite
board — porous and easily damaged.
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The Cellars

Here and there, in the text above, we have already looked at the various
changes the underground morgues went through in the months before they
were finally built as part of Crematoria Il and I1I at Birkenau. If we go to
one of the early plans for the new crematorium sketched out by the camp
administration (4natomy..., p. 202/3) we see that there were two morgues
one labeled “B-Keller” perpendicular to the furnace hall), the other, “L-
Keller” (in line with the furnace hall). It is likely that L-Keller stands for
Leichenkeller, corpse cellar i.e. mortuary; B-Keller is not immediately
clear, however. In the Anatomy text, the authors of the particular chapter
(Pressac and van Pelt) explain that the “B” stood for “beliftet,” i.c. aerated,
but this is not convincing, because both morgues were aerated in one way
or another; also, from a linguistic point of view, this explanation jars un-
comfortably.

What, then, does the “B” stand for? As everyone knows, the Germans
have always been a most law-abiding people, even though the laws under
which they have lived may not at all times have been very equitable. In
1934, the government, perhaps wanting to promote cremation (a Germanic
custom, at least for VIPs), promulgated a law setting out the procedures
that were to apply to crematoria. In view of the irreversibility of the pro-
cess of cremation it was stipulated that the corpses had to undergo a
“Leichenbeschau” (corpse inspection) before cremation. We know that, at
least for Crematoria Il and Ill, the German construction code which de-
manded a “dignified” appearance for such buildings was respected (to the
point that the edges of doorways etc. were executed in sandstone). It is
therefore highly likely, also in view of the activity of the camp surgeon,
that corpse-inspection facilities would have been incorporated. If this as-
sumption is accepted, such a place would logically have been labeled
B(eschauungs)-Keller.

In fact, this view becomes quite convincing when we look at the actual
crematoria (11 and 111 at Birkenau: There is now a direct entrance into one
of the morgues which would take on the function of an inspection hall; af-
ter having been inspected, the corpses would be taken to the second mortu-
ary and then to the ovens. The ventilation system added during the design
phase corresponded to these functions: the inspection hall had only an air-
exhaust, the intake being constituted by the wide door to the outside,
whereas the interior location of the mortuary made both a fresh-air and an
exhaust system mandatory. The final arrangement was an inversion of the
two morgues with respect to earlier schemes as far as a B-cellar and an L-



124 VOLUME 5, NUMBER 1

cellar are concerned — and in the process, the morgues are relabeled — but
we must remember that, initially, the location had not yet been fixed and
the plan of the crematorium would, in any case, have had to be adapted to
the site chosen.

The Letter and the Memo

There is one document that is so important to van Pelt that parts of it are
shown on the paper cover of his book; an English translation is given on p.
209f. It is the Zentralbauleitung reference copy (carbon copy?) of a letter
written on 29 January 1943 to Kammler, a high-ranking SS-officer in Ber-
lin, on the subject of the advancement of the construction works at Crema-
torium Il. For van Pelt, the importance of this document resides in the fact
that it explicitly mentions the designation “Vergasungskeller” for one of
the underground morgues. This, he claims, is a telltale slip with a profound
meaning.

In itself, this document presents a number of odd formal aspects: there
are no fewer than three typing errors and one wonders whether such a let-
ter, addressed to an important man in the SS-administration in Berlin, actu-
ally would have left the camp. Aside from that, it states that “the fires were
started in the ovens [...] and they are working most satisfactorily.” Why is
this strange? Well, on that very 29 January 1943, there was a meeting be-
tween the local representative of AEG, the supplier of the electricals for
this crematorium, and Zentralbauleitung, the minutes of which van Pelt
publishes on p. 330. The gist of the conversation was that it was impossible
to finish the installation of the electricals by the end of January; as a stop-
gap measure, a limited hook-up by mid-February was aimed for.

The interpretation of the letter and/or the memo varies, depending on
which of the books written by Pressac and/or van Pelt the reader consults.
In his book on the Auschwitz crematoria, Pressac does not discuss the con-
tradictory aspect of the two documents in detail and simply mentions the
slip-up of the “Vergasungskeller.” In their joint chapter on the crematoria,
in the Anatomy book (p. 227), Pressac and van Pelt again gloss over the
situation and do not state explicitly that Kammler was told a lie with re-
spect to the readiness of the crematorium. They say, however, that it was
Kammler who spoke of a “Vergasungskeller,” in a letter dated 29 February
1943 by which he promoted Bischoff to a higher rank. Thus, there seems to
exist some confusion as to who wrote what, when and to whom, especially
as 1943 was not a leap year and thus had no 29 February.
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The AEG memo, on the other hand, is discussed by Dwork and van Pelt
in their book on the history of Auschwitz (1270, p. 330) but here the au-
thors do not speak of the use of the word “Vergasungskeller,” although
Anatomy had by then been in print for two years and van Pelt had co-
authored the chapter on this very topic. Dwork and van Pelt do, however,
quote a line from the AEG memo as saying, “the capacity of the temporary
system [of the electricals] would not allow for simultaneous ‘special treat-
ment’ and incineration.” As opposed to that, the AEG memo reproduced by
van Pelt in The Case clearly states, “an incineration with simultaneous spe-
cial treatment will be made possible.” All this does not speak well of the
care applied by van Pelt to the analysis and the interpretation of the evi-
dence presented on such a major issue. If the critical analysis of an im-
portant and easily viewable document is so superficial, one wonders how
other sources that are only cited have been handled.

Heating

With respect to the purpose of Crematoria IV and V, van Pelt points out
that their morgues contained “stoves” and argues that these stoves were put
in to preheat the rooms to a temperature at which the Zyklon B pellets
would quickly release the toxic gas. On the other hand, for the “bunkers,”
no stoves have ever been mentioned and for Crematoria Il and 11, a heat
recovery project was discussed with the Topf Co. but they apparently could
also function without it. Hence, either the “bunkers” did not work well in
the wintertime or the stoves in Crematoria IV and V are not worth much as
proof.

Be that as it may, it is worth mentioning that the normal (living) human
body releases energy at an average rate of something like 100 watts, or
roughly 100 kilocalories per hour. Even if only 4 persons are crowded into
a floor area of one square meter, this unit of space will receive almost half
a kilowatt of energy (for van Pelt even eight persons can be crammed into
one square meter, because the Germans based their streetcar designs on
that load). In Crematorium 1V or V, for example, where — to use reasonable
figures — perhaps 350 people might have been herded into a space of about
90 square meters, such a space would have been warmed up by a total
amount of human energy amounting to some 35 kilowatts — much, much
more than would be used for heating in a normal building (something like
6 or 8 KW would be the usual practice in this case), and the atmosphere in
that room would within minutes have reached a temperature amply suffi-
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cient for proper vaporization of Zyklon B pellets. This is another instance
where van Pelt, trying to prove one story, invalidates another argument.

The Smoke

A further example for this kind of dilemma is the smoke which witnesses
claim to have seen rising from the chimneys of the crematoria. For some of
the witnesses, the smoke was accompanied by flames, but this is certainly a
decorative element we may discard. Most of the witnesses are in agreement
on the point that the smoke was thick and black. In a way, it is a bit amus-
ing to see that revisionists, for quite some time, maintained that there was
no such smoke or, at least, that it was present only when the furnaces were
initially fired up, whereas van Pelt goes to great lengths to convince his
readers that the stacks of crematoria in operation smoked all the time. To-
day, somehow, revisionists have apparently accepted the idea that there
was, indeed, visible smoke and so everybody should be happy.

Again, there is another side to the matter: if there was dense smoke
whenever the crematoria were in operation, and if the period between May
and October 1944 was the time when the gassings and burnings reached
their peak, to the point that the crematoria could not absorb the alleged
load of up to 25,000 corpses a day and the authorities again had to revert to
open-air burnings, we should see smoke belching out all the time not only
from the chimneys of all the operational crematoria, but also from the in-
cineration trenches.

However, the air-reconnaissance photographs published by van Pelt,
taken on 31 May, 26 June and 25 August 1944, show no smoke at all com-
ing from any of the crematoria. This means that on at least three of the
most hectic days of homicidal activity the crematoria themselves stood
idle. On the photograph of 31 May, there is a wisp of white smoke in the
yard behind Crematorium V, similar to what can be seen on the air-
reconnaissance photograph dated 23 August 1944 that will be discussed
below. Aside from this particular site, one can say that, when those photo-
graphs were taken, no open-air cremations of any kind had been going on
anywhere in or near the camp for at least a day or two, if not more, because
we know from the experience gathered during the foot-and-mouth epidem-
ic which struck western Europe a few years ago that the pyres set up to
incinerate the dead animals would burn for several days giving off much
smoke, and smolder or be hot for up to two weeks.



INCONVENIENT HISTORY 127

Open-Air Incinerations

There exists an air-reconnaissance photograph taken on 23 August 1944,
documented elsewhere. Like the others, it shows no smoke at all over the
chimneys but this time, as on 31 May 1944, there is a small column of
white smoke rising between Crematorium V and the camp perimeter; this
has been interpreted as being proof of the gassing and burning of a convoy
of 759 Jews from the Mauthausen camp that had arrived at Auschwitz the
previous day. The photograph is clear enough for the size of the burning
site to be estimated; the dimensions of Crematorium V, directly next to the
fire, provide us with a convenient scale: We see that the site is perhaps 40
meters long and 5 meters wide; whether the wisp of white smoke comes
from the whole site or only from one end is not easy to make out. We can
also see that there was not much room on either side of the fire; it burned
in the narrow space of about 30 meters between the camp fence and the
crematorium.

The sad experience of the FMD epidemic has taught us that the most ef-
ficient pyre is long and rather narrow; it should not be made wider than
some 3 meters. Wider pyres tend to collapse in the middle for lack of air
and combustion will be incomplete; not much can be done about that when
it occurs because one cannot get close enough to stoke the center. It is also
safe to assume that the SS at Auschwitz, having had to burn at least some
50,000 to 100,000 corpses in earlier years, would have realized what was
necessary to burn corpses on a pyre in the most efficient way.

With the proper kind of layout, the FMD procedures tell us, one can
cremate half a dozen sheep-size animals per linear meter of pyre and this
should also hold for a corresponding number of human beings, but the
newspaper articles on FMD also report that it takes a couple of days to
build such a pyre for 800 sheep carcasses, even using modern mechanical
equipment, if only because of the fuel that has to be brought in and proper-
ly stacked. Taking into account the time it takes to build a pyre, the dura-
tion of the incineration itself, which extends over several days, and the fact
that as long as there is still fatty or oily matter to be burned the smoke will
be blackish rather than white it is quite doubtful that the white smoke is
what remained of the detainees from Mauthausen, or any other such group
of people, for that matter. If we take into account Hoss’s assertion that, at
that time, it was no longer possible to burn corpses at night, the interpreta-
tion of this wisp of whitish smoke as stemming from a pyre on which
corpses were being burned becomes even more arbitrary.
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The Fuel

When it comes to open-air incinerations, the question of fuel takes on great
importance, because fuel consumption in this case is so much higher than
for crematoria on account of the much higher heat loss. Here, again, we
can use data gathered during the FMD crisis from which one can deduce
that one cubic meter of dry wood would be needed to burn three average
human corpses — a cord of dry wood for ten bodies. The questions concern-
ing the logistics of fuel supply for the incinerations (other than coke for the
crematoria) have hardly been touched upon in the literature, although they
are crucial in this connection. These problems are glossed over by witness-
es, who say simply that oil or methanol was poured over the corpses which
then continued to burn by themselves in some sort of trench, but this is not
particularly convincing.

We must realize that if thousands of corpses are to be burned continual-
ly in trenches (not the best arrangement anyway) it is highly dangerous to
douse them with methanol, because this substance is volatile, toxic, may
lead to blindness (even SS-men would be affected) and its vapors are ex-
plosive. By the time enough methanol has been poured over the corpses in
a long trench, there would be enough of it in the air on a hot day to blow up
when the fire is lit, the minimum explosive concentration of methanol be-
ing only a few percent by volume. It would also be practically impossible
to add methanol or similar substances to a trench already on fire, to say
nothing of the fact that once these flammable liquids have spent them-
selves, the corpses would be charred but still very much present, if only
because the flames burn on the surface of the fluid and not around the bod-
ies (as in the case of a stacked arrangement of wood and corpses). After
Hitler and Eva Braun had committed suicide, their corpses were taken out-
side, doused with 40 liters of gasoline (which was then lit from a distance
by means of a burning rag), but incineration was far from complete when
the fire had died down.

Even if only a thousand corpses were to be burned daily in the open air,
roughly 300 cubic meters (about 100 cords, or 30 truckloads) of dry wood
would have to be brought to the sites for each load of bodies, and a site of
over 100 meters in length would be blocked for at least a week because the
ash retains the heat for a long time and cannot be handled right away for
the operations of crushing residual bones and removing gold teeth that
have been reported in the literature. Also, enough space around the sites
would have to be made available, not only for the considerable activity
associated with the building phase of the pyre, but also because, in the ini-
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tial phase of the cremation itself, the heat radiation is so strong that a min-
imum distance of something like 100 feet on all sides would have to be
maintained. This means that only insignificant numbers of corpses could
have been burnt in spaces like the small area behind Crematorium V.

From the experience gathered with FMD incinerations, anyone can easi-
ly see that in terms of logistics, time, fuel, space etc. the material demands
for the open-air incineration of 10,000 human corpses a day (as some wit-
nesses would have us believe) would be so enormous as to exceed by far
the capabilities of the Auschwitz camp administration. By itself, the fuel
needed, about 3,000 cubic meters (some 1,000 cords) of dry wood, would
have required the availability of a fleet of thirty 10-ton trucks, if each truck
is assumed to have made ten trips a day (including loading and unloading),
to say nothing of the source and the supply of (dry) wood that have never
been described, or the way in which it was handled at the camp — or paid
for, for that matter.

Furthermore, the initial generation of dense smoke, especially under
varying wind conditions (direction and speed) would be very awkward
with respect to the manning of any watchtowers nearby. The flames and
intense heat associated with the early phases of burning would have to be
taken into account in any kind of analysis of the possible location of pyres;
any such activities in areas designated vaguely as “in the woods” or “be-
hind this little farmhouse” (straw-thatched, to boot, as some witnesses
would have us believe) must be regarded with great skepticism.

In the mass of statements about Auschwitz with which van Pelt con-
fronts the readers of his book we also have a remark by the camp com-
mander Hoss regarding the operation of pyres. Hoss said that, fundamen-
tally, the capacity of cremation on pyres at Auschwitz was unlimited; it
was only when enemy air activity became a threat over the Auschwitz area
from 1944 onwards that problems arose, because it was no longer possible
to burn corpses at night (this period of potential air-raids coincides, by the
way, with the greatest homicidal activity ascribed to the camp).

At first glance, this sounds quite reasonable; the fires would, after all,
be a good beacon for Allied bombers flying through the night. If we reflect
a bit on this question, though, things become more than a little less con-
vincing, especially in the light of the FMD evidence which tells us that
such pyres burn and smolder for days on end. Therefore, if they were to be
made safe for the night, they would have had to be extinguished — an oper-
ation which, while possible, would cause a terrible mess as can easily be
imagined: the incinerations are said to have been carried out in trenches
which would now end up being full of water and half-charred corpses, with
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wooden logs floating about. It would also be very difficult to restart such
fires or any new fires at the same site the following day. The total length of
the pyres needed for a repetitive daily load of 10,000 bodies would be sev-
eral miles, because the business cannot be accomplished within 24 hours —
we must remember that it takes several days for human or animal carcasses
to burn completely on a pyre.

Even for a place as swampy as Birkenau the logistical problems of the
corresponding water supply would be insuperable — and no witness has
ever mentioned such a fire-fighting scene. In the unlikely case that fuel oil
was used for the cremations, water would not be suitable for extinguishing
the fire, because the burning oil floats on top and may even spill out over
the sides of those “trenches” — a horrifying scenario for all concerned.
Readers may draw their own conclusions regarding the reliability of any
such statements.

Furthermore, one wonders if daylight burnings would really have been
safer than night-time fires, because the inevitable thick black smoke from
such fires is as good a signal for guiding bombers during the day as a blaz-
ing fire would be at night. Lastly, anyone conversant with bombing raids in
World War 1l would know that by 1944 the technique of using a master
bomber to mark the target had been perfected to a point where signals from
the ground were perhaps helpful but in no way indispensable to the attack-
ers, at any time of the day or night. We have here another example of van
Pelt’s indiscriminate use of any argument he happens to come across.

All this is not to mean that no corpses at all were burnt in the open air at
Birkenau. It is certainly true that the many victims (between 50,000 and
100,000 depending on whose book you read) of typhoid fever and other
diseases that were counted before the Birkenau crematoria became opera-
tional had to be disposed of in this way, to say nothing of people who were
shot or who died of ill-treatment during the period. Most of these burnings
seem to have taken place in the autumn of 1942 outside the western limit
of the camp.

The Man Himself

Another aspect that has to be taken into account by anyone wanting to gain
an insight into the history of the camps at Auschwitz and Birkenau is the
question of the reliability of the statements of the commander of the camp,
Rudolf Hass. It is by now common knowledge that he was tortured by his
British captors and forced to sign an outrageous confession that was origi-
nally formulated in English. This can be seen clearly from the German
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word Ausrottungs-Erleichterungen used in the text Hoss was made to sign,
which is an erroneous translation of the expression “extermination facili-
ties” used in the English text. It reads in German as “something that makes
it easier to exterminate” and would never have been used by Hoss himself
to describe his task. The proper German word would have been “Ausrot-
tungs-Einrichtungen.” We now know that the figure of 3 million victims
admitted to by Hoss is, to put it mildly, an exaggeration and this in itself
should disqualify Hoss as a witness. The least one could have expected
from a man like van Pelt is that he would expose clearly how Hoss’s exag-
gerated figures had been extracted from him and discuss why, in spite of
this, some of the statements he made to the Allies or to the Poles should be
retained; yet he does not do this, even going so far as to state explicitly at
the very beginning of his book, that Hoss, under cross-examination by the
American prosecutor Amen, had been stated to have signed his confession
voluntarily — in a conspiratorial way, one can perhaps understand what
HOss wanted to convey.

Van Pelt himself says, however, that with the exception of Hoss, no one
in the camp had been able to gather sufficient aggregate data to establish a
credible figure for the number of victims, and his uncritical attitude with
respect to Hoss’s confession therefore becomes hard to accept. A key wit-
ness such as Hoss would certainly have warranted the pages of detailed
exculpation van Pelt devotes to the Polish judge Jan Sehn who was overly
quick, in those early days after the war, to draw his conclusions from vari-
ous German terms involving the word “Sonder...” and who made a number
of nonsensical or inexplicable statements that van Pelt presents in his text.
The author recognizes some of them as incredible and says so (cremation
capacity figures); others he simply lets stand as they are, the preheating of
the morgue by portable coke braziers, for example, or the air being
“pumped out” of the gas chambers before the Zyklon B pellets were
thrown in.

These are half-truths: coke braziers were probably used in the morgues
during construction, because the crematoria were built in the winter
months, and air surely was exhausted from some of the morgues; that was,
after all, why the ventilation system had been installed in the first place —
but to present them as yet another element in a collection of “converging
evidence” is weakening rather than strengthening the “case for Ausch-
witz.”



132 VOLUME 5, NUMBER 1

Conclusion

Again, this is the fundamental deficiency of the book: we are confronted
with errors or impossibilities, but the author does not say anything more
about them even though he does seem to notice these deficiencies; at times,
he says that there is something questionable about certain aspects, but then
does not go ahead and ask the necessarily implied questions. Far from tell-
ing you what you always wanted to know about the camp, R. J. van Pelt
has put together a repetitious mixture of facts and fiction; his book shows,
on what shaky foundations our present view of Auschwitz and Birkenau is
anchored.

As was noted initially, Yehuda Bauer of Yad Vashem has spoken of the
difficulty of documenting the really central events of the Holocaust. By
that, he must mean that no one has yet succeeded in presenting solid evi-
dence for the gassings at Auschwitz or anywhere else, for if that is not
what he means by “documenting the central events,” what is? Robert J. van
Pelt may have written his book with the aim of surmounting Bauer’s diffi-
culty, but far from having achieved this ambitious task, he has only opened
up more cracks in the evidence, and brought about new contradictions in its
interpretation.

The Case for Auschwitz is a book that need not have been written — and
certainly should not be read, at least not if taken at face value.
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Safe among the Germans
Liberated Jews after World War 11

reviewed by Ezra MacVie

Safe among the Germans: Liberated Jews after World War I, by Ruth
Gay. Yale University Press, New Haven, 2002, 347 pp.

mous Displaced-Persons camps in postwar Germany is very gener-

ous to Germans. It suggests that, in some act of contrition, those
Germans who survived World War 11 willingly opened their land, and fig-
uratively their arms, to Jews from all over Europe who had been displaced
by the recent hostilities. As the author makes clear in her text, however,
this was hardly the case, if only for the reason that the Germans effectively
had no land, surviving from day to day as they did at the pleasure of the
occupying powers that had won their war against Germany. But the text
further makes clear a good reason for the title, and a fairly obvious one at
that: that Jews from all over Europe, at least east of the Rhine, came in the
period after the War to find their best respite from displacement and dis-
possession on the former territory of that very country whose previous (Na-
tional Socialist) government undeniably bore the bulk of the responsibility
for their plight. The irony is irresistible, and carries far greater emotional
impact than would any more-accurate title such as Jewish Sojourning un-
der the Allies, or even Occupied Germany: Jewish Way Station.

The presumably innocently misleading title of this work actually pro-
vides a fair representation of the sort of “history” embodied in this book.
Ruth Gay, an accomplished chronicler of events involving world Jewry in
many places and times (she died in 2006), conveys impressions of such
events that are informed by visceral identification with her Jewish subjects
that nonetheless are refreshingly free of the cant, partisanship, and outright
racism that so often degrade narratives composed by members of the
groups under discussion. This, of course, hardly makes Gay any sort of
revisionist. She recounts most of the standard litany concerning the Na-
tional Socialist persecution of the Jews in quite as much detail as would
seem pertinent as antecedent to her actual subject. This, of course, entails
the assignment of great blame to many German persons and institutions,
recitation of whose names she spares the reader. Interestingly, while she
makes ample reference to direct and indirect killing of Jews by Germans,

Perhaps unintentionally, the title of this fascinating study of the infa-
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she at no point asserts the existence or use of gas chambers, except as such
views happen to appear in quotations she presents that bear on her own
subject. And, at least to attentive readers, she is unsparing in describing the
policies and practices of the Soviet Union and other non-German agents in
treating Jewish refugees in a manner that, at the end of the day, is very dif-
ficult to distinguish from the fates that befell Jews at the hands of Ger-

mans.
In this narrative, she often has recourse to numerical tallies, though no

After dressing in clean clothes, a female inmate is dusted with DDT
powder to kill lice which spread typhus. The dusting is done by other
former camp inmates (many of whom were trained nurses before being
interned) under the supervision of the Royal Army Medical Corps. By
Hewitt (Sgt), No 5 Army Film and Photographic Unit [Public domain or

Public domain], via Wikimedia Commons
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numerical tabulation of any kind is to be found in her book, which alt-
hough it has no appendices, does boast a very good index. She does, how-
ever, engage in the occasional numerical peroration, such as this one:

“Nearly two-thirds of the half-million Jews in prewar Germany had
been able to emigrate before the war. Of those who remained, 170,000
had been deported by the Nazi regime and killed. The handful who sur-
vived to see the war end numbered a mere 15,000 German Jews still
alive on their native ground.”

From this passage, it’s impossible to enumerate either any Jews who nei-
ther emigrated nor were deported, or any Jews who were deported, but sur-
vived and returned. Yet both numbers would be not only important, but
likely of significant magnitude as well. Some tabulation might benefit ex-
curses of this sort, but that sort of thing is more for histories, not for chron-
icles of this kind.

The book is meticulously footnoted (the recap just quoted, however,
was not sourced), but as perhaps befits a tale of this kind, the references are
typically to secondary sources, and these, perhaps inevitably, are of the
mainstream viewpoint. Despite her choice of an under-attended but im-
portant subject, the author has nonetheless delivered what could be called a
“popular” treatment of it, with many of the good and bad things that char-
acterization implies.

Among the good things about this popular treatment, then, are many in-
teresting photographs, including the one that graced the dust jacket of my
copy of this book and depicts a gripping phenomenon that also is best ex-
pressed with numbers. The photograph, also reproduced on Page 68, is of
some dozen or more smiling young mothers pushing perambulators down a
sunny lane in the Landsberg DP Camp, each carriage occupied by a cherub
born in the camp. The accompanying text notes that the fertility rates in the
camps ranked among the highest in the world and in history at 50.2 babies
per year per thousand population, even while poignantly noting that the
rate outside the camps in Germany was a pitiful 7.6 per thousand. It would
seem that among the spoils that accrue to the victors of wars are also in-
cluded baby booms like the one that at the same time was gathering steam
in the United States. And these same spoils, it is equally clear, are denied
the losers.

Of the thousands of persons born in DP camps, no doubt hundreds have
numbered in the time since among the notables of their countries, in a few
cases perhaps Germany itself. Gay offers no compilation, nor does she
even mention any such notables, but on my own I have noted CNN News
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Anchor Wolf Blitzer as having been born in the DP camp at Augsburg in
1948. Many others, no doubt, were born elsewhere to couples that first met
—and married — in the DP camps. In fact, the preponderance of persons of
childbearing age among those entering the DP camps is one of the many
striking aspects Gay mentions in her saga, even as she notes powerful rea-
sons among the circumstances of the entrants’ “selection” to explain why
that virtually had to be the case.

Significant numbers of the Jews in the DP camps had never been de-
ported by the Germans nor, in fact, ever been in any place occupied by the
Wehrmacht, at least during the time of said occupation. So, what exactly
were they refugees from, and how did they come to be displaced? They
were “successful” refugees from German conquest in that they had evacu-
ated their homes in Eastern Europe before the arrival of German forces.
But they had moved east, into Soviet or Soviet-controlled territory. The
treatment meted out to its own citizens in peacetime by the Soviet Union
has gained a very poor reputation, and this was wartime, and these refugees
were mostly of Polish, Baltic, and Hungarian nationality, aside from being
Jews. Most of these unfortunates were rounded up and deported to labor
camps deep inside Russia or its more-easterly satellites, and even the infa-
mous GULAG of slave-labor camps. It is not evident to Gay that most of
those suffering this fate might have fared better if they had given them-
selves over to the tender mercies of the Germans, even if they were deport-
ed to the concentration camps operated by those invaders. At the very least,
had they done so, they would have been released sooner upon the cessation
of hostilities. The USSR did not even begin releasing its Jewish refugees
from Poland until over a year after the end of the War, as Gay carefully
details in her account.

Other denizens of the DP camps were “bounce-back” refugees, who had
been deported either eastward by the Soviets as just described, or westward
by the Germans as their territory shrank and they began bringing enslaved
foreign Jews back in to the Reich from which they had only recently de-
ported so many “indigenous” Jews. These miserable souls returned to their
towns and villages in Poland and elsewhere in eastern Europe to find their
land and/or houses taken over by gentiles whom neither occupying power
had deported or drafted into its armies. As has occurred elsewhere, includ-
ing in the United States following the incarceration of most of its Japanese
population, the new occupants were loath to surrender “their” properties,
and encouraged the old claimants to continue on their way. Unlike in the
United States, in Eastern Europe the new incumbents often resorted to vio-
lence, including mass murder, to enforce their misbegotten claims. The
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great bulk of victims surviving this aftershock Holocaust headed west, to
occupied Germany, to wait on the soil of the hated enemy until such time
as they could arrange admission to more inviting locales such as the United
States or lIsrael, whose emergence in 1948 signaled the end of the DP
camps, at least insofar as Jews were concerned.

The postwar Jewish DP camps were to be found in many countries, in-
cluding even one in Mexico, but so many were in the American Zone of
Occupation of Germany that they outnumbered all the others combined in
terms of numbers of inmates. Today’s “refugee camps” contain millions of
souls, many of them not only born in the camps, but consigned to long,
straitened lives spent entirely in the camps, some of which inevitably have
long since taken on many of the attributes of permanent habitations. Other
camps, such as those established by the United States for its Japanese resi-
dents, emptied out with heartening alacrity, with the occupants completing
simple round trips at the homes from which they were collected in the first
place.

Europe’s postwar DP camps, in that its occupants ended up for the most
part succeeding in getting to a place they were willing to go to, are unusu-
al, if not unique, among refugee camps, especially in view of the relatively
long (as long as ten years, in some cases) periods of their existence.

Ruth Gay’s perceptive, even moving illumination of the camps, their or-
igins, their inhabitants, and the developments that permitted their eventual
dissolution (or liquidation, as the surrounding people would have said it in
their language) provides, in a most unlikely setting, a story with a happy
ending.
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EDITORIAL

Historical Revisionism and Popular Opinion
Richard A. Widmann

sionism has become a controversial term.”? In the nearly 50 years

since, “revisionism” has shifted from controversial to a purely negative
term, at least in the eyes of the general public. Today “revisionism” has
become synonymous with telling lies or distorting the truth with some spe-
cific agenda in mind. U.S. President George W. Bush exemplified popular
opinion regarding revisionism in 2003 when he lashed out in a speech giv-
en to a group of New Jersey business leaders, “Now there are some who
would like to rewrite history: revisionist historians is what | like to call
them.” Only one day later, Bush made similar remarks while speaking at a
community college in a Washington suburb, “I know there’s a lot of revi-
sionist history going on. But he [Saddam Hussein] is no longer a threat to
the free world.”? Three years later under the governorship of Jeb Bush, the
state of Florida passed a law intended to ban revisionist history from being
taught in its public schools.

The relevant paragraph in the final bill reads:?

“The history of the United States, including the period of discovery,
early colonies, the War for Independence, the Civil war, the expansion
of the United States to its present boundaries, the world wars, and the
civil rights movement to the present. American history shall be viewed
as factual, not as constructed, shall be viewed as knowable, teachable,
and testable, and shall be defined as the creation of a new nation based
largely on the universal principles stated in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence.”

The original text was modified in the final bill, but its language reveals the
intent behind the bill:*

“The history of the United States shall be taught as genuine history and
shall not follow the revisionist or postmodernist viewpoints of relative
truth.”

In fact, revisionism is attacked politically from both sides today. The in-
roads made by “New Left” historians, most famously Howard Zinn and his

I n 1966, Harry Elmer Barnes declared, “During the last 40 years, revi-
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President George W. Bush announces his $74.7 billion wartime
supplemental budget request at the Pentagon. Pentagon, Washington,
D.C. (Mar. 25, 2003). Bush positioned himself not only as an “anti-
Revisionist” but also as a “savior of mankind” for his maneuvers in Iraq.
[Public domain], via Wikimedia Commons

A People’s History of the United States has set conservatives fuming.® Re-
cent news stories conversely condemn libertarian Senator Rand Paul for
what is referred to as the “GOP’s revisionist history.” A reporter com-
plains:®

“In this revised Republican history, there’s no Nixon ‘Southern Strate-
gv,” no Reagan Kenosha County Fair ‘States Rights Speech,” no Lee
Atwater, no RNC voter-caging, no ‘Obama Monkey’ dolls, no First La-
dy/Planet of the Apes jokes, no Trayvon Martin smears, no Shirley
Sherrod smears, no voter ID laws, no six-hour voting lines, and Repub-
licans didn’t argued [sic] before the Supreme Court for the repeal of
sections of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 this February.”

In another recent news story, a “whitewashing” of Islamic history is re-

ferred to as “Revisionist history.” In the article, it claims:’
“ACT for American Education, a non-profit organization dedicated to
raising awareness of Islamic fundamentalism, said it found examples of
historical revisionism in 38 of the most popular history textbooks used
in public schools.”
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In popular opinion, revisionism represents all of the ills described in the
examples above: relativism, denigration of values, omission of vital facts,
whitewashing and outright lying.

While Barnes correctly pointed out that “revisionism means nothing
more or less than the effort to revise the historical record in the light of a
more complete collection of historical facts, a calmer political atmosphere,
and a more objective attitude,”® we must consider who in the public’s defi-
nition of “revisionism” is really guilty of those misdeeds commonly asso-
ciated with the term.

Warren Cohen’s valuable 1967 volume, The American Revisionists is
quite instructive on historical relativism. He writes:®

“It is worth noting, as Harry Baehr has, that since World War Il public
attitudes on the interwar revisionist controversy have been reversed.
The battle won in the 1920s and 1930s by men like Harry Elmer
Barnes, Charles Beard, C. Hartley Grattan, Walter Millis, and Charles
Tansill has since been lost. And, as Baehr noted, not new evidence but
attitudes toward World War 1l and American intervention in World War
Il have reversed the tide. The prominence of Barnes, Beard, and Tansill
on the side of those whose “truths” regarding FDR’s policies have thus
far been rejected has served further to bring their pre-Pearl Harbor
work into disrepute.”

Denigration of values is often associated with the smearing of reputations.
A key source of public opinion and popular knowledge is Wikipedia. To-
day the article on Harry Elmer Barnes focuses nearly half its length on the
subject of “Holocaust denial” a subject that Barnes never entertained in his
writings.'® Besides the long list of those tarred by the “denial” brush, the
core values of the West itself have suffered under a politicized revaluation
of values. Patrick Buchanan comments:*?

“Before the bar of history, America and the West have been indicted on
the Nuremberg charge of ‘crimes against humanity.” And all too often
Western intellectuals, who should be conducting the defense of the
greatest and most beneficent civilization in history, are aiding the pros-
ecution or entering a plea of nolo contendere. Too many can only offer
the stammering defense of the ‘good Germans’ — ‘But we did not
know.””

Buchanan continues:*?

“In moving this indictment, the revolution has complementary goals: to
deepen a sense of guilt, to morally disarm and paralyze the West, and to
extract endless apologies and reparations until the wealth of the West is
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transferred to its accusers. It is moral extortion of epic proportions, the
shakedown of the millennium.”

It is totally acceptable to omit facts and whitewash historical events as long
as the prevailing ideologies are upheld. The mass expulsion of 12 to 14
million Germans by the Allies at the end of the Second World War is rare-
ly mentioned in standard school texts despite the huge numbers of vic-
tims.2* Richard Evans comments:

“This massive act of expulsion and forced migration is still largely un-
known outside the countries most closely affected by it. The story ap-
pears in standard histories of Germany and Europe in the twentieth
century as little more than a footnote. Calling it to public attention
questions the widespread popular understanding of World War |l as a
wholly good fight by the Allies against the evil of Nazism and German
aggression.”

The atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki as well as the saturation
bombings of the civilian populations of Dresden and Hamburg do not di-
minish the reputation of the “Greatest Generation.” While certain atrocities
go down the Orwellian “memory hole” for fear of relativizing the war con-
duct of the National Socialists, others are repeated incessantly.'® The mor-
bid tales of Nazi soap manufactured from Jewish cadavers, while long dis-
credited?® are repeated today for example on Wikianswers:*’

“Evidence has been found by Allied investigators that fat from the
corpses of dead Jews were indeed used to make soap in Stutthof, a con-
centration camp. The experiments to convert human fat into soap were
conducted by a Nazi officer called Dr. Rudolf Spanner. The soap was
often used to clean autopsy rooms of Nazi experimentation morgues.

It is true about the buttons too. The Nazis made buttons, bowls, goblets
and so on out of human bone. They also used human skin to create
lampshades, handbags and leather for chair coverings and book co-
vers.”

Even out-and-out lies are deemed acceptable if they uphold the new ideo-
logies that shape public opinion. One of the most egregious lies is that of
the eleven million victims of Nazism. The popular tale is that in addition to
the six million Jewish victims, there are five million “other victims™ of the
Holocaust. Author Peter Novick explains the origin of the myth:®

“Where did the number come from? Although there is no detailed paper
trail, it’s generally agreed that the figure of eleven million originated
with Simon Wiesenthal, the renowned pursuer of Nazi criminals. How
did he arrive at this figure? The Israeli historian Yehuda Bauer reports
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that Wiesenthal acknowledged to him in a private conversation that he

simply invented it.”
The public may be right to denounce “revisionism” if we are to think of it
as lies and outright distortion of history with the primary purpose of smear-
ing and morally disarming the West and its greatest benefactors. But then
what shall we call the “revisionism” that advances the efforts of Harry
Barnes, James Martin, Murray Rothbard, Paul Rassinier, and Charles Tans-
ill — the effort to, in the words of Rothbard, bring “historical truth to an
America and a world public that had been drugged by wartime lies and
propaganda.”?*®

Since “revisionism” has been hijacked, perhaps we should simply call it
“truth.”
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PAPERS

Three Aspects of the German Deportation of
European Jews into the Occupied Eastern
Territories, 1941-1944

Thomas Kues

The following article consists of three extracts from The “Extermination
Camps” of “Aktion Reinhardt”: An Analysis and Refutation of the Facti-
tious “Evidence,” Forgeries and Faulty Argumentation of the “Holocaust
Controversies” Bloggers, a comprehensive rebuttal to Jonathan Harrison,
Roberto Muehlenkamp, Jason Myers, Sergey Romanov and Nicholas Ter-
ry’s Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka. Holocaust Denial and Operation Rein-
hard, a book-length critique which appeared online in 2011 and which
aims at refuting the revisionist writings of Carlo Mattogno, Jurgen Graf
and Thomas Kues on the subject of the “extermination camps” of “Aktion
Reinhardt,” Betzec, Sobibdr and Treblinka. The extracts, which have been
slightly edited in order to facilitate their reading as such, are taken from
Chapter 7, “The Reality of Resettlement” and deal with the evidence for
and possibility of German mass deportations of European Jews into the
occupied territories of the Soviet Union 1941-1944.

Deportations to the Military-Administered Parts of the
Occupied Eastern Territories

In their arguments regarding specific parts of the Occupied Eastern Territo-
riest our opponents have nothing to say about the parts not under “civilian
administration,” i.e. exclusive of the Reichskommissariats of Ostland and
Ukraine. These military-administered territories included a large region
east of the Baltic States, the eastern part of the former Belarusian Soviet
Socialist Republic and the bordering parts of western Russia, as well as
Ukraine east of the Dniepr and the bordering parts of south-western Russia.
While it might seem unreasonable at first glance that the Germans would
have deported Jews to areas near the Eastern Front, we have several indica-
tions that such was indeed the case. For example, in the January 30, 1942
diary entry of Herman Kruk we read:?
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“A train with Jews passed by here [in Vilnius] today. The Jews said
that they are being taken to work from Sosnowiec and the surrounding
area [in Upper Silesia]. The train left in the direction of the Eastern
Front.”

It is known that a transport of 350 young Polish Jews was sent from Upper
Silesia via Konigsberg, Kaunas and Vilnius to work on railway rehabilita-
tion in Sebezh, a town some 200 Km from Leningrad, where the Organisa-
tion Todt had set up a collection, transit and staff camp. However as this
transport is reported to have departed from Breslau in the autumn of 1941,
most likely in November,? it can hardly have been identical with that ob-
served in Vilnius at the end of January the following year,* but could pos-
sibly have been a sort of pilot convoy. Historian Bella Gutermann writes
that “we cannot be certain whether the transport was meant to be a pilot
venture, in which the potential utility of employing these young Jews
would be tested, or whether it was an individual transport placed at the
OT'’s service at a critical period in the winter of 1941/42.” According to
witnesses, Gutermann further tells us, a group from the convoy which had
been transferred to Idritsa,

“where the OT concentrated incoming transports from the West, heard
from the supervisors that they were the first group and that their contri-
bution would determine whether there was reason to remove additional
groups of Jewish slave laborers from the Organisation Schmelt
camps.”®

Witnesses state that, while they “knew that more people were supposed to
come,” they later somehow learned that the “experiment” had been a fail-
ure and that “they would send no more Jews to work in the East.”® Guter-
mann has to admit that it “cannot be determined from the documentation
whether there was a plan to send additional transports of Jews from the
camps in Silesia”’ and writes about the convoy that “[t]his was evidently
the only group of Jewish prisoners culled from the forced-labor camps in
eastern Upper Silesia” (emphasis added).® Did the transports from Upper
Silesia continue, and was the convoy observed in Vilnius on January 30,
1942 part of this program? Has the existence of such transports been con-
cealed by the fact that they did not travel directly from Poland to occupied
Soviet territory, but via transit through Auschwitz? It is worth pointing out
that, according to Holocaust historian Ber Mark, Jews from Upper Silesia
were “gassed” in Auschwitz in January 1942.° while a number of other
exterminationists such as Danuta Czech and Christopher Browning claim
that Jews from the Organisation Schmelt camps who were found to be un-
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able to work were gassed in Auschwitz during February/March 1942.1° No
documentation on these alleged transports has come to light, however.

In this context must be mentioned a highly important German radio
message intercepted by British decoders on January 15, 1942:%

“To Higher SS and Police Leader NORTH. Secret.

The Fuehrer has ordered that Jewish compulsory labour gangs are to
be sent with all speed into the area of Russian operations for the carry-
ing out of important constructional undertakings. They go on 18.1.42 in
special transport into the building area allotted to the SILESIAN opera-
tions group, in the region of DUENABURG/MOSCOW. Medical exami-
nation and injection is necessary. The Jews wear black-working dress
with green armbands. Employment — Reichsautobahn. Organisation
TODT undertakes guard duties. Please see to it that the pool of compul-
sory laborers is not reduced.

Higher SS and Pol. Leader SOUTH-EAST”

The Higher SS and Police Leader (Hohere SS- und Polizeifihrer, HSSPF)
of Breslau and the division command “SS Main Section South-East” at this
time was SS-Obergruppenfuhrer Ernst-Heinrich Schmauser, who had Up-
per Silesia under his jurisdiction,'? including Auschwitz. “Higher SS and
Police Leader North” undoubtedly refers to Friedrich Jeckeln, who had the
region “Russland-Nord” (Russia North) under his jurisdiction. This includ-
ed the German-occupied Russian territory east of the Baltic countries
which we are dealing with here. The Reichsautobahn was the administra-
tive framework for the interstate highways in the Reich and the occupied
territories.

That the Jewish workers had to be medically examined and given injec-
tions (which no doubt meant vaccination) supports that the NS bureaucrats
responsible for the implementation of the Final Solution deemed it neces-
sary that the Jews sent into the Occupied Eastern Territories undergo a hy-
gienic-prophylactic treatment in order to reduce the risk of outbreaks of
disease in these territories. The fact that Schmauser deemed it necessary to
mention this detail to Jeckeln indicates that said treatment in this case was
to take place upon arrival.

If the transport did indeed depart from Upper Silesia according to
schedule on January 18 and went “with all speed into the area of Russian
operations,” it stands to reason that it must have arrived in western Russia
within a week, i.e. around January 25 at the latest, but possibly several
days before that. It is therefore unlikely that this transport was the convoy
observed in Vilnius on January 30. Hence, we are dealing with at least
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three convoys of Silesian Jews sent into the operational area of Army
Group North for deployment to road and railroad construction works dur-
ing the period of November 1941 to January 1942.

The date of this message is noteworthy also because of the fact that it
was sent only five days prior to the Wannsee Conference. Its contents
clearly echo the passage from the Wannsee protocol according to which
able-bodied Jews were to be brought “in large work columns” to the East
“for work on roads.”*®

The task force responsible for the reconstruction of the railroads in the
northern front area was named Eisenbahneinsatz Riga and had its head-
quarters in the Russian city of Pskov (Pleskau in German).** Christoph
Dieckmann informs us that on December 4, 1941 Dr. Georg Leibbrandt of
the Reich Ministry for the Occupied Eastern Territories sent a letter to
Reichskommissar Lohse in which he stated that a camp for the deported
German Jews was to be constructed not near Riga, but near Pskov, as Hey-
drich had informed him a few days previously.*® While a camp meant for
the deported Reich Jews was in fact erected near Riga (Salaspils), this does
not preclude that another camp for the reception of deported Jews was also
established in Pskov or its vicinity. Indeed, as likewise noted by Dieck-
mann, a group of some 800 Jews was sent from the OT camp in Ziez-
mariai, Lithuania, to the vicinity of Pskov in June 1943.1 An Arbeitser-
ziehungslager (labor education camp)?’ is reported to have been located in
Pskov.'® This may or may not have been a “Pleskau Zwangsarbeitslager
fir Juden” (Pskov forced-labor camp for Jews), to which fragmentary ref-
erences can be found. Pskov was also the site of a “GroB-K[riegs]-Werke,”
a huge factory complex serving the needs of Army Group North.'® Angrick
and Klein comments on Leibbrandt’s letter:?°

“In suggesting these proposals to deport the Jews to points east of the
general commissariats, however, Heydrich was probably responding
not only to the RmbO’s [Leibbrandt’s] ideas. Rather, it seems that the
Security Police itself had thought about other possibilities in the long
term. As early as August [1941], Stahlecker — in a statement on Lohse’s
temporary guidelines for the treatment of the Jewish question — had
noted that a future ‘Jew reservation’ should be erected only farther
east, and as late as February 1942, Heydrich said the ‘Arctic area’ was
an ‘ideal homeland for the 11 million Jews from Europe.’ Seen in the
context of these remarks, another statement by Heydrich, to the effect
that the commanders of the Einsatzgruppen B and C could ‘take in Jews
in their camps for Communist prisoners in the zone of operations’ gains
in significance as well.”
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Heydrich’s — no doubt rather hyperbolic — talk of a Jewish “reservation” in
the “Arctic area” is mirrored in a remarkable way in Walter F6hl’s already-
quoted letter from June 21, 1942 about Jewish convoys being sent not only
into the swamps of Belarus but also in the direction of “the Arctic
Ocean.”? Of course, if we are to believe the exterminationists, all such
deportation plans had been abandoned by early 1942...

In Smolensk, in German-occupied western Russia, a camp existed to
which Polish Jews were sent from Warsaw in July 1942.22 According to
one of these Polish Jews, Yehuda Lerner, the inmates in the Smolensk
camp included German Jews who were sent there via Warsaw.?® In the au-
tumn of 1942 at least one further group of 250 Polish Jews, who in this
case had first been detained in the Maly Trostenets camp near Minsk, were
sent to work for the SS-Bauleitung in Smolensk.?

To the above might be added the August 17, 1942 notice in the clandes-
tine Polish newspaper Informacja Biezgca according to which 2,000
“skilled workers” had been sent from the Warsaw Ghetto to Smolensk on
August 1, 1942,% and the Soviet claim from October 21, 1942 that the
Germans had executed 1,850 Jewish “deportees brought from Poland, Bel-
gium and Holland” in the Smolensk district.?®

On January 1, 1943 The Jewish Chronicle reported:?’

“Czech Jews are now being sent from the notorious Terezin fortress-
ghetto to areas near the Eastern front. Everyone between the ages of 18
and 45 is made to work on the building of fortifications. There is evi-
dence that Czech Jews had been working on fortifications within 35
miles of Stalingrad.”

Between September 19 and October 22, 1942 a total of ten transports de-
parted Theresienstadt (Terezin) bound for Treblinka, while a single
transport bound for Auschwitz departed on October 26, 1942; a hiatus in
the convoys from Theresienstadt then followed until January 20, 1943.%8

According to the June 1942 issue of Contemporary Jewish Record,
“thousands of former Lublin and Krakow Jews” had been sent in April
1942 to dig trenches “on the Taganrog-Kharkov sector of the Soviet
front.”?® It is interesting to compare this news item with the following: On
December 16, 1941 the Romanian leader Marshal lon Antonescu convened
his cabinet, on which occasion the following was stated:*

“The Germans want to bring the Yids [sic] from Europe to Russia and
settle them in certain areas but there is still time before this plan is car-
ried out.”
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Nearly five years later, in 1946 at the Paris Peace Conference, members of
the Romanian Foreign Ministry presented a study to the Allied victors in
which they insisted that this indeed was the information which Germany
had provided them concerning the fate of the Jews:*!

“In the fall of 1941, the German Legation presented to Antonescu’s
Government a plan that included Germany’s intentions vis-a-vis the
Jewish population in Poland, Slovakia, Romania, and Hungary. The
Jews of these countries should have been deported to a region situated
northeast of the Black Sea, beyond the line Rostov-Kharkov, where it
was planned to establish an immense ghetto for [them]. For this pur-
pose the Romanian Jews were to be gathered and deported to Transnis-
tria, this [territory] being considered as a first stage of the deportation.
After that the Jews would have been transferred farther [east] to the re-
gion that was allotted to them.”

The Rostov-Kharkov line marked the eastern front as it stood at the end of
1941. The region beyond it, north-east of the Black Sea, corresponding to
the Voroshilovgrad (Lugansk) area and the territory between the Donets
and Don rivers, was conquered only in the summer of 1942, and the Ger-
man occupation of it lasted for less than a year, so that it seems unlikely
that large groups of Jews were ever deported there, although a certain
number may have been sent there to carry out work on fortifications, as
hinted at by the above-quoted news item. If an “immense ghetto,” similar
perhaps to the Transnistrian “reservation,” was indeed established, it seems
more likely that it was realized in the military-administered part of the
Ukraine. That the Romanian authorities were in fact informed by their
German allies that the Jews were to be sent east and also trusted this in-
formation is borne out by the Romanian deportation in February 1942 of
some 10,000 Jews from Transnistria over the Bug River at VVosnessensk
into Reich Commissariate Ukraine, Romanian authorities having planned
the expulsion of a further 60,000 Jews.

The fact that Eichmann reacted to this deportation in a letter of April
14, 1942 by calling it “premature” (vorzeitig) demonstrates that a transfer
of Romanian Jewry into the Ukraine was indeed planned, but not to be car-
ried out at such an early date.® In this context we may mention the order
issued by Einsatzkommando 12 to the Jews of Kislovodsk in northern Cau-
casus on September 7, 1942, according to which they were to be resettled
in “the sparsely populated regions of the Ukraine,”*® by which is likely
meant primarily the eastern parts of the country. On October 10, 1941
Heydrich stated that the Einsatzgruppen commanders SS-Brigadeflhrer
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Nebe “could take in Jews in the camps for Communist prisoners in the
zone of operations” and that “[a]ccording to SS-Stubaf. Eichmann this pro-
cess has already begun.” This implies that at least part of the Jews appre-
hended by the Einsatzgruppen were not executed but were transferred to
camps in the areas under military administration. Were these later followed
by Jews deported from Central and Western Europe?

Walter Laqueur informs us in his book The Terrible Secret that, when
Professor Felix Frankfurter in mid-September 1942 met with President
Roosevelt to voice his apprehension about the fate of the Jews, the presi-
dent told him not to worry, because “the deported Jews were simply being
employed on the Soviet frontier to build fortifications.”®® Of course, our
opponents would have it that the head of state of one of Germany’s major
enemies knew no better than to pass on “mere rumors”! Needless to say,
the deployment of Jews as forced laborers on construction sites near the
front would have put the same at immense risk of being killed by enemy
and partisan fire (as well as mines and air raids), in addition to the hardship
resulting from being forced to work under extreme conditions.

Transports to the “Extermination Camps” from the East

According to our opponents, the fact that a certain number of transports
reached the Reinhardt camps (as well as Auschwitz) from the east contra-
dicts the thesis that they functioned as transit camps:*

“MGK [Mattogno, Graf, and Kues] never significantly discuss the hun-
dreds of transports that travelled westwards to the death camps, whilst
they argue that these deportees were all sent eastwards. This led sever-
al groups of Jews (i.e. from Galicia, Romania, Bialystok, Ostland, etc)
to head in the completely wrong direction from the eastern territories in
1942 and 1943, something illogical from the perspective of a resettle-
ment program. Indeed, a reasonable estimate would be that at least
500,000 Jews were transported westward to the extermination camps
during these years.”

In a footnote, the figure of 500,000 Jews is broken down as follows:*

“This estimate is based on approximations of 200,000 people from
Distrikt Bialystok (to Auschwitz and Treblinka), 250,000 from Distrikt
Galizien (to Auschwitz and Belzec), several thousand from Reichskom-
missariat Ostland (to Sobibor), at least 10,000 from Thrace (to Treblin-
ka), 30,000 from Regierungsbezirk Ziechenau [sic] (to Auschwitz), and
about 16,000 from Distrikt Krakau (to Auschwitz).”
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But is the existence of these westbound transports really incongruent with
the transport-instead-of-extermination hypothesis? Let us consider one-by-
one the six transport groups listed by our opponents.

1) The Biatystok district was an independent administrative district in
occupied Poland under the authority of Erich Koch, who was also the
Reichskommissar of the Ukraine and Gauleiter of East Prussia (into which
the Biatystok district was scheduled to be incorporated). It consisted of the
regions of Bialystok, Grodno and Wotkowysk (part of which are now in
Belarus). According to the 1931 Polish census, the Biatystok voivodship
had 172,043 Jewish inhabitants, 50,170 of them in the Biatystok powiat
(district) and 35,693 in the Grodno powiat.®® According to the lengthy
Korherr Report, the number of Jews in the Bialystok district at the time of
its creation amounted to some 160,000. Orthodox Holocaust historian Sara
Bender sets an even lower estimate at 150,000.%° According to Yitzhak Ar-
ad, 31,000 Jews were shot in the Biatystok district by the Einsatzgruppen
during the period July to September 1941, yet at the beginning of autumn
1942 there were still “about 210,000 Jews left in the district,** implying
that the Jewish population in the district had exceeded 241,000 at the time
of the German occupation, which would mean a population increase of at
least 68,957 or some 40% for the years 1931 to 1941 — no doubt a consid-
erable exaggeration.*

The abridged Korherr Report (from April 19, 1943) states that 170,642
Jews had been evacuated “from the Reich territory including the Protec-
torate and Bialystok district to the East [nach dem Osten]” up to the end of
1942. The reason for the listing of the Bialystok district together with the
Greater Reich and the Protectorate is doubtless its scheduled annexation to
East Prussia. Numerical analysis allows us to draw the conclusion that the
figure of 170,642 is comprised of 68,808 Jews sent directly to the eastern
territories (Minsk/Maly Trostenets, Riga, Kaunas, Minsk, Raasiku) from
November 1941 to November 1942, 35,810 Jews deported from the Al-
treich, from Austria and the Protectorate into the Lublin district, and
46,591 Jews from the Biatystok district.*> According to Franciszek Piper,
some 8,500 Jews from the Biatystok district arrived at Auschwitz during
this period of time.** Some tens of thousands of Jews from the district were
deported to Auschwitz also during January/February 1943. Bender writes
that “between January 20 and 24, 1943, about 10,000 Jews were deported
from Grodno to Auschwitz in five separate transports. [...] In late January
1943, about 10,000 Jews from the Pruzhany ghetto were taken in sleighs to
the train station, some 12 kilometers away, and sent to Auschwitz in four
transports.”** A preserved railway transport plan for the period January 20,
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1942 to February 18, 1943 has three listed convoys from Bialystok to
Auschwitz (Pj 107, Pj 109, Pj 111); the number of passengers for the two
first is given as 2,000 each, whereas no such figure is provided for Pj
111.%

On December 16, 1942, the head of the Gestapo, SS-Gruppenfihrer
Heinrich Mdller, sent Himmler an urgent telegram requesting permission
for the transport of 45,000 Jews to Auschwitz during the period January
11-31, 1943 “in respect of the increased transport of labor to concentration
camps ordered by January 30, 1943.” Of these 45,000 Jews, 10,000 were to
come from Theresienstadt, 3,000 from the Netherlands, 2,000 from Berlin,
and 30,000 from the Biatystok District. The number also included Jews
unfit for work. Of the deportees, 10,000 to 15,000 were expected to be
picked out for work during a selection (Ausmusterung) following their ar-
rival at Auschwitz.*® Nothing is said about the fate of the deportees found
unfit for work. One of the local German ghetto administrators in Grodno,
Dr. Wilhelm Altenloh, stated in his interrogation of September 6, 1961
that, when he received the order from the Reich Security Main Office
(Reichssicherheitshauptamt, RSHA) to evacuate the ghettos in the
Biatystok district in the winter of 1942, it mentioned that the evacuated
Jews would be brought to the General Government for labor deployment
(Arbeitseinsatz).*” When questioned on the issue again on August 20, 1963,
Altenloh stated that “all circumstances spoke against the killing of the
Jews, as at that time they were urgently needed as labor in the armaments
industry.”*® Heinz Errelis, former head of the Gestapo in Grodno, testified
on August 13, 1963 that:*°

“At that time, | was completely convinced that the Jews were to be re-
settled in another settlement area [Wohngebiet] in the Auschwitz region
[Raum Auschwitz]. In the official correspondence from that time only
‘resettlement’ [Umsiedlung] was ever mentioned. The thought that the
Jews were killed never struck me even once, as in my view they consti-
tuted an important factor in the armaments industry.”

Since, as has been amply proven, no facilities for mass extermination ex-
isted at the Auschwitz-Birkenau camp complex, it seems most likely that
the Jews deported there from the Biatystok district in 1942/1943 who were
not registered in that camp continued on elsewhere, perhaps to camps in
the region. This is fully congruent with the Korherr Report, since as men-
tioned the relevant figure of 170,642 deported to “the East” also included
deportations from the Reich and the Protectorate into the Lublin district;
accordingly “the East” is here to be understood as a more general designa-
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tion of all territories east of the Reich (with the Biatystok District) and the
Protectorate, including the General Government.®

Since of the 46,591 Bialystok District Jews deported “to the East” only
a smaller part can be documented to have been sent to Auschwitz, the most
likely conclusion is that many if not a majority of them were deported to
the Occupied Eastern Territories without passing through any transit camp.

Most of the Jews deported from the Biatystok District, however, were
sent to Treblinka, where they were allegedly gassed en masse. Christian
Gerlach points out that, although the (alleged) decision to exterminate the
Jews in the Bialystok District is generally asserted by orthodox Holocaust
historians to have been made by the RSHA under the leadership of Eich-
mann, there is an indication of an underlying coordination with certain oth-
er authorities: the (alleged) extermination of the Jews of Volhynia-Podolia
and Polesie in Reich Commissariate Ukraine more or less ended with the
evacuation of the Pinsk ghetto (in Polesie) on November 1, 1942, whereas
the liquidation of the ghettos in the Biatystok District commenced on the
very following day, November 2, 1942.

As already mentioned, the head of the civilian administration of
Biatystok District was Erich Koch, who was also Reichskommissar of the
Ukraine. Both Ukraine and the Bialystok District were further under the
jurisdiction of HSSPF Hans-Adolf Priitzmann.®* Could it be that the evacu-
ations from the Biatystok District commenced on November 2, 1942 be-
cause the “exterminations” in Volhynia-Podolia and Polesie (regardless of
the question whether the Jews in these regions of Ukraine were indeed
murdered or relocated in part or comprehensively had freed up living space
(ghettos) to where they could be transferred?

The former German policeman Franz Osterode testified in 1965 that, at
the time of the liquidation of the Grodno Ghetto in mid-February 1943, he
had inquired with the commandant of the Grodno Ghetto, Heinz Errelis,
about the fate of the evacuees. Errelis had first referred to “secret state mat-
ters” (“Geheime Reichssache”), but when Osterode continued asking about
the issue, Errelis had finally told him that the evacuated Jews were being
sent to “special reservations” (besondere Reservate) where they were
“probably to work on draining the Rokitno Marshes.”

The “Rokitno Marshes” is often used as another name for the vast Pri-
pyat Marshes, and is derived from the name of a town near Pinsk, in the
Polesie region.>® It stretches to the west as far as the region near Brest-
Litovsk. A look at a map of the Reichsbahn railway network in Eastern
Europe® shows that convoys could have been sent from the city of Biaty-
stok to Treblinka via Matkinia and from there on to Brest-Litovsk via
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Siedlce, Lukow. From Brest-Litovsk the trains could have continued fur-
ther east to destinations such as Luniniec and Pinsk in the heart of the
marshland. On the other hand, the same maps clearly show that railway
transports from the Biatystok district should have had no problem reaching
Podolia and Polesie without first crossing the Bug River into the General
Government. Why, then, if the transit camp hypothesis is correct, would
the convoys make the detour west to Treblinka? There are several possible
—and not mutually exclusive — explanations for this:

a) It must first be pointed out that the detour west is not as drastic as it
may seem; for example, from the map on page 132 of Arad’s Belzec, So-
bibor, Treblinka. As for the longitudinal distance, Treblinka is located on
22°3' east, Biatystok on 23°9’ east and Grodno on 23°50’ east. The longitu-
dinal offset between Treblinka and the city of Biatystok is approximately 1
degree, 6 minutes, which on this latitude corresponds to some 73 kilome-
ters. The corresponding longitudinal offset between Treblinka and Grodno
is somewhat less than 125 kilometers.

b) Administrative/bureaucratic reasons. The handling of the Jews arriv-
ing in the Reinhardt camps basically involved the following steps: 1) the
confiscation of valuables and certain of the property brought by the depor-
tees; 2) the showering and disinfection of the deportees and the delousing
of their clothes and remaining property; 3) the unproven but likely sorting
out and subsequent “mercy killing” of deportees afflicted by mental or epi-
demic diseases; 4) the further deportation, which may or may not have
been undertaken in the same convoy formation as at arrival.

The Hofle Document together with testimonial as well as archeological
evidence also strongly suggest that the deportees passing through the
camps underwent some form of registration.®® First of all this would have
filled the purpose of ascertaining the exact numbers of Jews processed by
Aktion Reinhardt. Data on sex, age and possibly also professional back-
ground could have been used to determine the circumstances of resettle-
ment.

Step Number 1 was sensitive because, needless to say, the systematic
confiscation of the belongings of hundreds of thousands of civilians consti-
tuted a serious crime under international law. Moreover, the income gained
this way was most likely used to finance the whole resettlement program.
Steps Numbers 2 and 3 were measures of prophylactic hygiene carried out
in order to minimize the risk that the arrival of new inmates would lead to
outbreaks of epidemic diseases at their points of destination. Step 3 would
obviously be even more sensitive in nature than Step 1. Step 4 would have
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required coordination with railway authorities as well as relevant local au-
thorities at the destination points.

In order to carry out the above-described steps in an effective, coordi-
nated and discreet manner, the Germans may have decided that the Jews in
the region affected by Aktion Reinhardt, rather than being pushed willy-
nilly over the Bug River at the point closest to their respective ghetto, were
all to be processed via a limited number of transit camps located along the
former German-Soviet demarcation line, which as mentioned ran for the
most part along the River Bug.

A model for the logistics of the Aktion Reinhardt resettlement program
may have been the deportation by Romanian authorities of the Jews of
Bessarabia and Bukovina over the Dniestr into the “Transnistrian Reserva-
tion.” Between July and early December 1941 some 125,000 to 145,000
Jews were deported across the Dniestr via transit camps near Mogilev,
lampol, Rabnita, Tiraspol, laska and Ovidopol, some 80-90% of them via
the first-mentioned three camps.%®

Construction on the Belzec camp began in October 1941 according to
the witness Kozak,*” and the future camp site of Sobib6r was visited on
three occasions during the autumn of 1941 according to the witness Piwon-
ski,%® but it is likely that preliminary planning on the resettlement program
later described as part of Aktion Reinhardt was commenced several months
earlier, perhaps as early as July or August 1941. On July 15, 1941 work on
the preliminary study for “Generalplan Ost” was concluded.®® On July 17,
1941 Governor General Hans Frank noted in his official journal that Hitler
on June 19, 1941 (i.e. three days before Operation Barbarossa, the launch
of the war with the Soviet Union) had declared that “the Jews will soon be
removed from the General Government with the latter becoming, as it
were, a mere transit camp.”®® On the very same day Himmler named Odilo
Globocnik, later a key administrative figure in the resettlement operation,
as the “Commissioner for the Establishment of SS and Police Strongpoints
in the New Eastern Area.”®* On August 28, 1941, Eichmann wrote of an
order prohibiting “an emigration of Jews from the territories occupied by
us in view of the impending final solution of the Jewish question in Europe
now being prepared” (emphasis added).®?

The district of Galicia was allocated to the General Government on Au-
gust 1, 1941. On the same date, the Biatystok district was established, at
which point it was also removed from the operational zones of the German
Army in the Soviet Union. The city of Grodno and its surroundings, how-
ever, were not permanently made part of the district until November 1,
1941. It could very well be that the Reinhardt program, including the ap-



INCONVENIENT HISTORY 159

proximate placement of the transit camps, was originally designed exclu-
sively for the pre-August 1941 General Government, and that it was only
later extended to cover also Eastern Galicia and the Biatystok district. This,
together with the fact that railroad tracks in the latter two regions were on
the Soviet gauge (incompatible with the German gauge used to the west) to
the Soviet railway-gauge system, necessitating transshipment points for
railroad transports, helps explain in particular the location of the Belzec
camp: right on the former demarcation line but well inside the post-
August-1941 General Government, on the border with the district of Gali-
cia.

While from a purely logistical viewpoint it would have made more
sense to deport the Jews of the Galicia and Biatystok Districts via two fur-
ther transit camps located on the eastern borders of said districts, the deci-
sion was made to process them via the same three camps used for the Jews
in the “General Government proper.” This decision to keep the number of
transit camps limited was likely based on the need for simplicity in coordi-
nation, centralization and security, but regular administrative/bureaucratic
inertia or power games may have played a part as well.

¢) Labor considerations. It is admitted by exterminationists that, despite
the notion of the Reinhardt camps as “pure extermination camps,” a small
percentage of the deportees sent to Belzec, Sobibér and Treblinka were
transferred upon arrival to labor camps in the respective surrounding dis-
tricts. From Sobibor some 1,000 Dutch Jews were transferred to labor
camps in the Wlodawa region.®® From Treblinka at least several thousands
of Jews were transferred to other camps.% From Betzec 1,700 people were
sent to Majdanek in October 1942.5 Adjustments of labor on this scale
would, needless to say, only have been a minor contributing factor in the
overall decision process.

d) Logistical reasons. A look at a contemporary (1942) map of railway
connections (Illustration 1 below) reveals that the shortest route traveling
by train to Reich Commissariate Ukraine from the Biatystok district would
have been from the city of Biatystok to Brest Litowsk via Bielsk and
Wysokie Litowsk. If one first traveled east from Biatystok, one would have
to come to Wotkowysk or all the way to Baranowicze (in Reich Commis-
sariate Ostland) before being able to turn south to Brest Litowsk (Wotkow-
ysk—Kleszczele-Wysokie Litowsk—Brest Litowsk or Baranowicze—Bereza
Kartuska—Brest Litowsk) or Luniniec (Baranowicze—Hancewicze-Luni-
niec). If the Biatystok—Bielsk—Wysokie Litowsk—Brest Litowsk line was
either out of order during the period of late 1942/early 1943 or pre-empted
by higher-prioritized traffic that no Jewish convoys could make use of it,
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lllustration 1: Map of the Biatystok district and bordering territories, with
railway routes.6

then it would have been logistically more sound to send transports destined
for western Ukraine via Treblinka. On the other hand, we have no sources
at our disposal indicating that such was the case.

The Bialystok ghetto was evacuated in late August 1943. By then, a
prisoner revolt had already broken out in Treblinka (on August 2), and the
camp was in the process of being closed. Arad writes:®’

“The next camp to be liquidated was Treblinka. The last transports to
this camp, before its closing, came from the Bialystok ghetto, where
over 25,000 Jews had lived until the second half of August 1943. All
these Jews, according to the deportation plan, had to be sent to Tre-
blinka in five train transports. The transports, which included seventy-
six freight cars, arrived in Treblinka on August 18 and 19. The other
three transports passed through Treblinka, but continued on. One went
to Majdanek; one to Auschwitz; and one with children to There-
sienstadt.
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The two transports from Bialystok were the last to arrive and be mur-
dered in Treblinka. At that time the camp had already ceased to be fully
operational. Part of it had been destroyed during the uprising a few
weeks earlier, and only a few Jewish prisoners were still there to carry
out the work connected with the extermination process. Therefore, the
annihilation of the transports from Bialystok took more time than before
the uprising. Only ten freight cars loaded with Jews could enter the
camp simultaneously, as opposed to twenty previously. These difficul-
ties were why the other transports from Bialystok, except for the one
with the children, were sent to Majdanek and Auschwitz.”

Arad’s assertions are contradicted by the testimony of Treblinka station
master Franciszek Zabecki, who writes that six transports “went via Tre-
blinka in transit” in August-September 1943:%°

“On 18 August 1943, a transport of Jews ‘PJ 201’ (32 wagons) went to
Lublin from Bialystok via Treblinka.

On 19 August, the transport ‘PJ 203’ (40 wagons) went to Lublin from
Bialystok via Treblinka.

On 19 August, the last transport of Jews from Bialystok, ‘PJ 204" (39
wagons), arrived at Treblinka.

On 24 August, transport ‘PJ 209° (9 wagons) went to Lublin via Tre-
blinka.

On 8 September, transport ‘PJ 211° (31 wagons) was sent to Lublin,
and

On 17 September, transport ‘PJ 1025’ (50 wagons) of Jews from Minsk
Litewski®! was sent to Chelm (in fact to Sobibor).”

Zabecki thus has it that three convoys with a total of 112 cars arrived at
Treblinka from Biatystok. Note that he does not state that the transport PJ
204 was exterminated at the camp, although he does not mention a further
destination for it. According to Reitlinger, waybills from the Konigsberg
office of the German State Railways reveal that five special trains, com-
prising in total 266 cars, left Bialystok for Treblinka between August 21
and 27, 1943.° A railway schedule cited by Z. Lukaszkiewicz lists 8
planned “special trains for the transport of resettlers [...] running from
Biatystok to Matkinia, destination Treblinka,” comprised of 303 cars.”
According to Tatiana Berenstein and Adam Rutkowski, 24,000 Biatystok
Jews —i.e. all of the Jews from the evacuated ghetto, considering the losses
of lives in connection with the failed ghetto uprising at the time — were
brought to Majdanek.1519 It is documented that on August 20, 1943 a
transport with 2,031 persons arrived in Majdanek from Biatystok. At least
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one other transport arrived in Majdanek with approximately 2,000 Jews
(men, women, and children) on the same day.

It follows from the above data that in August/September 1943 Treblinka
served as a stop-over for transports with the Lublin district as their destina-
tion. Accordingly, this group of convoys was not sent “in the wrong direc-
tion.”

2) Eastern Galicia (Distrikt Galizien) was made part of the General
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Government on August 1, 1941, Arad estimates that between 507,000 and
520,000 Jews remained in Eastern Galicia in March 1942.7> According to
the June 1943 report of SS-Gruppenfihrer Fritz Katzmann, Commander of
the German SS and Police in the District of Galicia, a total of 254,989 Jews
were evacuated from the district to November 10, 1942, whereas another
(434,329 — 254,989 =) 179,340 had been evacuated in the period from No-
vember 11, 1942 to June 30, 1943.” Arad asserts that 25,000 to 30,000
Jews from Eastern Galicia were deported to Betzec in the period between
November 11 and December 10, 1942.” This would mean that, out of the
434,508 arrivals to the Betzec camp, some 279,989-284,989 or approxi-
mately 65% came from Eastern Galicia. A look at a contemporary map
(Mustration 2 below) shows that a considerable part of the western half of
the district was actually located to the west of Belzec, longitudinally speak-
ing, and that a vertical line drawn a mere 60 km east of Belzec, which was
located just south of Tomaszéw Lubelski, almost immediately on the bor-
der between the Lublin district and Eastern Galicia (i.e. the former Ger-
man-Soviet demarcation line from 1939), would include to its west the
counties of Rawa Ruska, Sambor, Drohobycz and virtually all of Lwow
County (Lemberg-Land) including the city of Lwow, as well as most of the
counties of Stryj and Kalusz. Below | will refer to the entirety of these six
counties as the “western half of the district” and the remaining seven coun-
ties (Kamionka Strumilowa, Zloczow, Brzezany, Stanistawow, Tarnopol,
Kolomea and Czortkow) as the “eastern half of the district.” It must be
pointed out here that Arad erroneously includes the county of Przemysl in
Eastern Galicia, whereas in fact it was part of the Krakow District.

The ARC website provides a chronological list of 71 convoys from the
district of Eastern Galicia to Belzec, made up of in total 247,048 to
248,748 deportees.” While the figures found in this list — which are based
on studies by Aleksander Kruglov, Janina Kietbon, Gerszon Taffet and
Thomas Sandkuhler — are for the most part not documented figures but es-
timates, and they can nonetheless be considered (at least for working pur-
poses) to roughly correspond to historical reality, given that their total
comes very close to the figure found in the Katzmann Report (254,989). A
comparison of this list with a detailed contemporary map will show the
deportees to be distributed by counties and district halves as follows:
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Eastern half of the district

Kamionka Strumitowa 7,900 to 8,500
Zloczow 8,000
Brzezany 12,800
Stanistawow 10,000
Tarnopol 21,041 to 22,141
Kolomea 24,974
Czortkow 14,508
Total: 99,223 to 100,923
Western half of the district

Rawa Ruska 14,600
Sambor 12,000
Drohobycz 18,399
Lwow 82,676
Stryj 17,150
Kalusz 3,000
Total: 147,825

Thus, for some 60% of the deportees’’ the route via Belzec would have
constituted only a minor detour to the east (or none at all, for the cumula-
tive 30,399 deportees from the counties of Sambor and Drohobycz). This
still means that for some 40% of the deportees a rather significant detour to
the west was made. In this case we can only adduce the same general ex-
planations as for the convoys from the Biatystok district.

While our opponents do not mention it, one can find allegations in ex-
terminationist literature that a smaller number of Jews from Eastern Galicia
were deported to Sobibor in late 1942/early 1943, following the closing of
the Betzec camp. In his study on the Reinhardt camps from 1987, Arad
wrote that “[i]n the winter of 1942/43 and in the spring and summer of
1943, transports arrived in Sobibor with Jews from the Lvov district,””® but
in his 2010 volume on the Holocaust in the Soviet Union he contradicts
this:™

“The Belzec extermination camp, which until then had taken in the Jews
of District Galicia, ceased its activity in late 1942. A shortage of
transport trains prevented the SS deportation authorities from sending
the Jews to the more distant extermination camps of Sobibor and Tre-
blinka, which were still operating. From early 1943, all murders of the
Jews remaining in District Galicia were committed close to the towns
and camps in which they were being held, and killing was accomplished
by shooting.”
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As far as we are aware, Arad has never explained this turnaround. It is not
directly necessitated by the Hofle document, since this only covers the pe-
riod until the end of 1942, but it is possibly related to it, as the discovery of
said document showed that Arad had overestimated the number of Jews
deported to Sobibér from the General Government by nearly 300%.% It is
clear that no documentary evidence has been found for transports from
Eastern Galicia to Sobibdr, only vague testimonies.®! After this cursory
note I will therefore dwell no more on this peripheral subject.

As for the Jews deported from Eastern Galicia to Auschwitz: their
number must have been very small, since Yitzhak Arad in the chapter of
The Holocaust in the Soviet Union which he devotes to the fate of the Gali-
cian Jews in 1943 does not mention the names Auschwitz or Birkenau even
once.® Neither is it mentioned as a destination in Eliyahu Yones’s mono-
graph on the Holocaust in the Lwéw oblast.2® Aleksander Kruglov writes
that about 10,000 Jews “mainly from the Lviv [Lwow, Lemberg] Oblast,
were deported to Poland” in 19438 without stating their exact destination.
Jews still remaining in labor camps in Drohobych and nearby Borislaw in
March-April 1944 — some 1,500 in all — were deported to the Plaszow la-
bor camp near Krakow, not to Auschwitz.?® The latter is erroneously
claimed in the transport list of Franciszek Piper, who besides this transport
only lists three minor transfers of Galician Jews to Auschwitz in the sum-
mer of 1944, with the numbers of deportees for these transports given as 2,
7 and 35 respectively!® Considering these extremely low minimum esti-
mates, the unlikelihood (given the demographic data available) that the real
numbers were much higher, as well as the timeframe, there is no reason to
dwell further upon the very hypothetical issue of transports from Eastern
Galicia to Auschwitz.

3) The transports of Jews from Reich Commissariate Ostland to Sobib6r
were limited to a brief period of time, namely September 1943, when sev-
eral of the major ghettos in Reich Commissariate Ostland (e.g. the Minsk
and Vilna ghettos) were either evacuated or replaced by concentration
camps. Jules Schelvis estimates that some 13,700 Jews from Lida, Minsk
and Vilna were deported to Sobibor between September 18 and 24, 1943 in
six or eight convoys (most of which cannot be conclusively verified due to
a lack of documentation).®” Orthodox historiography admits that a consid-
erable number of these Jews were transited via Sobibor to labor camps in
the Lublin district. These instances include 630 Jews out of a transport of
reportedly 1,400 Jews from Lida who were sent on to Trawniki and Lublin,
and 225 specialists from a Minsk transport in mid-September transferred to
Trawniki.® At least some 80 to 100 Soviet-Jewish POWSs deported from
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Minsk were also employed in the Sobibér camp itself, in a dismantling
plant for captured Soviet munitions.® There are also reports of Jews de-
ported from Minsk in September 1943 reaching the Lublin district via other
routes. A certain Marie Mack has stated that on an unspecified day in Sep-
tember 1943 she and some 1,000 other Russian and German Jews were
deported from Minsk to Lublin.®® The German Jew Heinz Rosenberg states
in his memoirs that he was part of a convoy of 1,000 Jews deported from
Minsk to Treblinka on September 14, 1943; upon arriving in Treblinka,
Rosenberg and a group of 249 other skilled workers were separated from
the rest and transferred to the Budzyn labor camp.®® The inescapable con-
clusion is that these Jews were evacuated west to be utilized as labor in the
Lublin district. Here again Sobibdr (and possibly Treblinka) served as a
transit camp, although the flow of transports this time was in the opposite
direction.

It is worth noting that the fact that convoys were sent to Sobibér from
Reich Commissariate Ostland by itself demonstrates the practical feasibil-
ity of transports from Sobibdr to Reich Commissariate Ostland (and Reich
Commissariate Ukraine — the closest railway stop in the Occupied Eastern
Territories from Sobib6r would be Kovel in VVolhynia).

4) The transports from Thrace went via Salonika, Bulgaria, Vienna and
Krakow/Katowice to Treblinka, while transports from Salonika (Thessalo-
niki) to Auschwitz appear to usually have followed the route Salonika—
Belgrade—Zagreb—Vienna—Auschwitz.® It is remarkable that those trans-
ports first made a considerable detour to the west before turning east and
reaching Auschwitz and Treblinka. A quick glance at a map of Europe dur-
ing World War Two provides the most likely explanation for this: if the
convoys from eastern Greece had taken the shortest route to the two “death
camps,” they would inevitably have passed through Romanian and Hun-
garian territory. While both Hungary and Romania were allies of Germany,
they were not satellite states but arguably the most sovereign of the “minor
Axis nations” with Jewish policies of their own, as shown by the fact that
Jews from Hungary were not deported until spring 1944, after German
troops had occupied the country.

As for Romania, orthodox Holocaust historian Dennis Deletant writes
that by “the summer of 1942, [the Romanian leader Mihai] Antonescu
made a fundamental change to his policy toward the Jews,” a change in-
volving a “refusal to participate in the ‘Final Solution’” which meant the
cancellation of a German plan to deport Jews from Romania proper into
Poland and the suspension of deportations (in October 1942) of Jews from
Romanian-annexed Bukovina and Bessarabia across the Dniestr into



INCONVENIENT HISTORY 167

Transnistria.®® The transport of Jewish convoys through Romanian and
Hungarian territory would no doubt have caused unwelcome political/
bureaucratic friction, something which not only explains the above-men-
tioned roundabout routes of the trains from Salonika and Thrace to Tre-
blinka and Auschwitz, but also why, within the framework of the transit-
camp hypothesis, these transports were not routed directly northeast into
the Occupied Eastern Territories. Transports from eastern Greece to
Ukraine or further north to Reich Commissariate Ostland would necessari-
ly have crossed Romanian territory.®* It therefore appears that, based on
political considerations, the transports were routed through German-occu-
pied Serbia and the German puppet state of Croatia to Austria and on to
Poland, circumventing Hungary. From Auschwitz and Treblinka those
Greek Jews not selected for local labor purposes could then continue to the
East.

5) Regierungsbezirk (Government District) Zichenau (Ciechandw)®
was a small region of Poland southeast of Regierungsbezirk Danzig that
was incorporated into East Prussia and the Reich in 1939. At the outset of
the German occupation it had approximately 80,000 Jewish inhabitants,
many of whom were subsequently transferred into the General Govern-
ment. In December 1940, 3,000 Jews were deported from the Mtawa ghet-
to to the Lublin district. Another 6,000 were transferred from the Plock
ghetto to the Radom district in early 1941. In the summer of 1941, some
4,000 Jews were marched south from the Pomiechéwek camp into the
General Government. By mid-January 1942 an estimated 40,000 Jews re-
mained in Regierungsbezirk Zichenau, concentrated in nine ghettos.

According to Auschwitz camp records analyzed by Danuta Czech, more
than 12,000 Jews from Regierungsbezirk Zichenau were deported to
Auschwitz in at least eight convoys departing between 14 November 1942
and 17 December 1942; 5,000 of these arrivals were registered in the
camp. The transports had departed from Plonsk (Pldhnen), Nowy Dwor
Mazowiecki, Ciechanow (Zichenau) and Mtawa (Mielau). Czech further
estimates that a total of some 30,000 Jews from the region reached Ausch-
witz during this period, maintaining that the available records are incom-
plete.® The city of Plonsk is located at a longitude of 20°23’ east, the city
of Ciechandéw at 20°38' east. Auschwitz is located at 19°10'42" east. As
can be seen on any large map of Poland, this means that the distance be-
tween the longitudes running through these locations was only some 50 to
60 km — hardly a significant detour to the west, considering that the dis-
tance Plonsk—Auschwitz is approximately 350 km as the crow flies. In the
case of the Zichenau Jews not registered at Auschwitz who continued on to
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the east — for example to Eastern Galicia, Bessarabia, Transnistria, or
Reich Commissariate Ukraine — their detour to the west would have been
insignificant.

6) The city of Krakow is located only some 50 km north-east of Ausch-
witz.%” The railway line 532e from Krakow to Auschwitz, not following a
straight line (but making first a slight detour to the southeast), had a length
of 68.2 km and according to schedule took 2 hours and 41 minutes to travel
(from November 1942 onward).% In 1940 Distrikt Krakau had a Jewish
population somewhat in excess of 200,000.° 3,000 Jews from Mielec were
transferred to the Lublin district in March 1942.1%° According to Yitzhak
Arad, over 140,000 Jews were deported from the Krakow district to Belzec
between July 7, 1942 and November 15, 1942.2%1 Some thousands of Jews
from smaller localities in the district are alleged to have been shot rather
than deported.1%?

While no figures were found by this author, it also stands to reason that
a certain percentage of the district’s Jews must have perished from “natu-
ral” causes in the period 1939 to 1942. All sources agree that from October
1942 onward the vast majority of all deportations from the Krakow district
had as their destination either Auschwitz or Ptaszéw, a forced labor camp
located in a southern suburb of Krakow. Some 11,000 Jews from the dis-
trict were deported to Plaszow in connection with the evacuation of the
Krakow ghetto in March 1943.1% The estimate of 16,000 Jews from the
Krakow district sent to Auschwitz is — like the others for the groups of
Jews “sent in the wrong direction” presented by our opponents — provided
without any evidence, which makes it basically worthless. Franciszek Piper
lists the following seven transports as arriving at Auschwitz from destina-
tions in the Krakow district:1%

Date Point of origin No. of deportees
31.8.43 |Bochnia 3,000
2.9.43 [Tarnow 5,000*
2.9.43  |Przemysl 3,500*
2.9.43 |Bochnia 3,000
19.9.43 |Dabrowa/Tarnowska 1,300
?.11.43 [Rzesz6w 1,000*
31.7.44 |Tarnéw 3,000
Total: 19,800

The transports marked with asterisks are not confirmed by Danuta Czech’s
Kalendarium and should be considered mere conjectures. Subtracting these
yields a figure of 10,300 deportees. Czech on the other hand lists a
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transport of some 1,500 Krakow Jews “gassed” on March 14, 1943 (the
final clearance of the Krakow ghetto took place on 13 March 1943).2% This
would bring the total of Krakow district transports confirmed by Czech to
11,800. Of these, however, we should in fact consider only 8,800 depor-
tees, since transport no. 7 from Tarnow on July 31, 1944 took place at such
a late date that no transports could be sent to the east of the General Gov-
ernment any longer (as the Red Army had by then already crossed its east-
ern borders). Why, then, were these 8,800 Jews sent west to Auschwitz?
The most probable explanation is that they were to be utilized as workers.
In a report dated July 9, 1942 on the labor situation in the Auschwitz camp
we read:1%®

“Discussions with SS First Lieutenant Schwarz about employment of
inmates [Haeftlingseinsatz]. At present this suffers very much on ac-
count of the fact that, in accordance with the newest directive, all Poles
are taken away from the Auschwitz concentration camp and are put into
camps in Germany proper. Their place is taken by Jews from all Euro-
pean countries. Their number is to be increased to 100,000 persons.
The result of this action is that nearly every day different workers are
being employed on the individual construction sites.”

As already seen above in our discussion of the Jews from the Biatystok
district deported to Auschwitz in 1943, there still existed a huge unfulfilled
need for labor in Auschwitz with its many subcamps in late 1942/early
1943, and this situation may well have persisted, although to a smaller de-
gree, until the time period in question here (August/September 1943).

As shown above, the shipment of Jewish convoys to the “death camps”
from locations east of them, while posing a number of questions which still
need to be resolved, does not undermine the transit-camp hypothesis, as
provisional explanations for all such transports can be furnished. On the
other hand, we may note that, despite the claim that many tens of thou-
sands of Jews were deported from as far away as France, Greece, Macedo-
nia and the Netherlands in order to be “gassed” en masse at Treblinka and
Sobibér, for some inexplicable reason it never occurred to the German au-
thorities to send even a portion of the hundreds of thousands of Jews still
remaining in the western Ukrainian provinces of Volhynia and Podolia in
the summer of 1942 to the Reinhardt camps, despite the fact that the ghet-
tos in this region were located only a short train ride from these camps.
This mystery has been discussed by orthodox Holocaust historian Shmuel
Spector:1%®
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“The question arises, why weren’t the Jews of Volhynia sent to the ex-
termination camps such as Sobibér, situated a few kilometers away
across the Bug River, and Belzec — a distance of 60 kilometers from the
border of Volhynia? The railroad distance between Rovno (the eastern
end of Volhynia) and Sobibor was about 260 kilometers and between
Rovno and Belzec (via Viadimir Volynski and Zamosc) 250 kilometers.
Central and western Volhynia were even closer. Thus, for example,
Luboml was just 80 kilometers away from Sobibor (via Chetm).**"l The
natural frontier of the Bug River couldn’t have posed great difficulties.
Neither was the transport of Volhynian Jews to the west a great prob-
lem, since the [troop transport] trains returned from the front empty.
The question of why weren’t the Volhynian Jews transferred to the ex-
termination camps remains difficult to answer, as we know very little
about the details of Heydrich’s plans. The liquidation was planned on a
very large scale and it appears that a decision was taken to use a wide
range of methods and ways of killing. It seems that the planners of the
‘Final Solution’ believed that in the Ukraine, whose population re-
mained indifferent or hostile to the Jews and collaborated with the oc-
cupier, the slaughter could be carried out locally without any reactions
or troubles. The killings and the Aktionen carried out in the initial
phase of the occupation [of the Soviet territories] demonstrated to the
Germans that liquidation on the spot fitted the local conditions. Conse-
guently, the liquidation Aktionen employed the same methods as before,
i.e., the removal of the Jews to a site nearby the ghetto and executions
in the shooting pits.”

The same question can be raised with regard to the Jews of Brest Litowsk,
where reportedly some 19,000 to 21,000 Jews still remained at the begin-
ning of October 1942.1% These could have easily been deported to Treblin-
ka using the route Biata Podlaska—Lukow-Siedlce, a distance of less than
200 km.

It is a rather bizarre notion that the Germans, after perfecting a method
by which hundreds of thousands of people could be killed in assembly-line
fashion within a few months or even weeks, would then have busily
planned the murder of hundreds of thousands of Jews by means of shooting
at a large number of varied locations. Spector’s assertion that this was done
because the Ukrainian people were “indifferent or hostile to the Jews and
collaborated with the occupier” does not hold water, considering that in the
predominantly Ukrainian region of Galicia, which had been under Soviet
rule between 1939 and 1941 and subjected to NKVD terror, the population
collaborated with the German occupiers to about the same extent as the



INCONVENIENT HISTORY 171

population in Reich Commissariate Ukraine,’® and here, as discussed
above, the Jews were sent to the “death camp” Betzec. It gets even more
bizarre when considering that for several locations in VVolhynia-Podolia the
Jewish population is claimed to have been massacred not at sites “nearby
the ghetto” but at locations up to some 40 km away, to which they had to
be brought by train.*'* From a revisionist viewpoint the above-described
mystery is easily explained: until September 1943 all transports of Jews
between Poland and the Occupied Eastern Territories went in one direction
— to the east — in accordance with the general resettlement program for the
Jews.

Our opponents conclude their discussion on the transports from the east
by asserting that it would have been impossible to transit to the east those
Jews who arrived at Treblinka, Sobibdr and Majdanek during the latter half
of December 1942;112

“It should also be remembered that at a time when there was a
transport moratorium of eastbound trains into the occupied Soviet terri-
tories from December 1942 to January 1943, thousands of Jews were
being brought westwards to Treblinka. These are the 10,335 Jews
brought to Treblinka during the last weeks of 1942, as recorded in the
Hofle telegram. These Jews could not have been redirected back east
due to the transportation difficulty.”

Our opponents give as their source a passage from a study on the German
Reichshahn by Alfred C. Mierzejewski, in which we read:!*3

“The flow of human beings by rail, the vast majority against their will,
was interrupted by an embargo of special passenger trains lasting one
month that began on 15 December 1942. The Reichsbahn took this
measure to free capacity to return members of the Wehrmacht to their
homes in Germany or to rest areas behind the front to celebrate the
Christmas holiday.”

According to Arad, “toward mid-December the deportation plan from the
Bialystok General District, as well as from other parts of Poland, was dis-
rupted due to a lack of rolling stock.”™* Mierzejewski, Arad, as well as
Ruckerl cite a telegram sent from SS-Obergruppenfihrer Friedrich-Wil-
helm Kriiger, the Higher SS and Police Leader (HSSPF) for the General
Government to Himmler on dated December 5, 1942:115

“SS and Police chiefs are all informing me that, due to transport prohi-
bition [Transportsperre] from 15.12.1942 to 15.1.1943 at the earliest,
there is at present no possibility of transports for the purpose of reset-
tling Jews [jegliche Transportmdglichkeit fur Judenaussiedlung ge-
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nommen]. This step most seriously endangers the general plan for the
deportation of Jews in its entirety. | entreat you to contact the Reich
central authorities of the Wehrmacht Supreme Command and the Reich
Transportation Ministry to obtain the placing of at least three pairs of
trains [Zugpaare] at the disposal of this mission of the highest im-
portance [...].”

Some six weeks later, on January 20 or 23, 1943, ¢ Himmler wrote to
Ganzenmiiller and requested “more trains [mehr Ziige]” for the Jewish
transports.!*” This means that at this point in time an unspecified smaller
number of trains must have been available to the Jewish resettlement pro-
gram, otherwise Himmler’s wording of “more trains” would have made no
sense. The moratorium was lifted at the latest sometime during the last
weeks of January 1943.118

The Hofle Document shows that during the last fourteen days of 1942 a
total of 515 Jews arrived at Sobibér, 10,355 at Treblinka and 12,761 at
Majdanek. Did the above-mentioned moratorium on transports mean that
these 23,631 Jews could not have been transported east from the camps in
guestion?

Kriiger’s telegram from December 5, 1942 clearly shows that the Ger-
man authorities in charge of the deportations sought to circumvent the
moratorium by getting access to at least a small number of transport trains.
As the Hofle document shows, they accomplished this with regard to
transports to Treblinka, Sobibor and Majdanek. Is there any reason to be-
lieve that an equivalent result could not have been achieved for the railway
network to the east of these camps?

On December 1, 1942, a General Transportation Directorate East, GVD
Osten, was established in Warsaw to supervise and organize the railway
network in the Occupied Eastern Territories.!*® Mierzejewski informs us:2°

“In December 1942 the divisions of the GVD Osten generated a total of
4.09 million train-kilometers; 53.6 percent consisted of Wehrmacht
traffic. In the same month, a total of 1,690 cars were placed, an indica-
tion of the low level of economic activity in the area and the predomi-
nance of through traffic. On 1 January 1943, a regular work day, nine-
ty-seven trains entered the GVD Osten and seventy-three left. Traffic
remained at this level into the early summer [1943].”

In other words, the transport capacity of the railway in the east remained at
a relatively high level even during the period of the moratorium, and far
from all of this capacity was used for strictly military purposes. It seems
reasonable to assume that a lack of available trains would have prompted
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the German authorities in charge of the operation to maximize the number
of passengers per convoy in order to fully utilize this limited capacity. We
know that several of the transports of Dutch and Greek Jews in the spring
of 1943 contained between 2,500 and 3,000 passengers.'?* Assuming the
same range for the late December 1942 convoys, the further transport to
the east of the 23,631 arrivals in question would have required no more
than 8 to 10 convoys, or less than one per day during the two-week period,
corresponding to at most some 1% of the non-Wehrmacht trains entering
the area of GVD Osten. The possibility that this relatively small number of
Jews could have been transited to the east despite a lack of available trains
is therefore not farfetched.

Finally, because Korherr’s report is in complete agreement with the
Hofle document on the number of Jews “processed through the camps in
the General Government area” and transited from there “to the Russian
East” to the end of 1942 (1,274,166) and since an analysis of the statistics
in the Korherr report allows us to draw the conclusion that the Jews stated
therein to have been “evacuated” were indeed evacuated, it follows that the
23,631 stated by the Korherr report to have reached Treblinka, Sobibér and
Majdanek during the last two weeks of that year must in fact have reached
the “Russian East” as well.

The Fate of the Jews Deported in 1944

According to our opponents, the 1944 deportations of hundreds of thou-
sands of Hungarian Jews as well as a smaller number of Polish Jews to
Auschwitz (and allegedly, in the latter case, also to Chelmno), constitutes
an Achilles heel of the resettlement theory:1?

“In detailing the supposed resettlement program, MGK intentionally
leave a gaping hole in their argument by refusing to discuss the fate of
Jews deported to the death camps in 1944 (when Nazi territories were
swiftly shrinking due to the advancing Soviet armies), most specifically
the 320,000 Hungarian Jews who were deported to Auschwitz-Birkenau
but never registered and never classified as ‘transit Jews’. [...] In addi-
tion to the Hungarian Jews must be added tens of thousands of Polish
Jews deported both to Chelmno and Auschwitz throughout 1944. With
regard to Chelmno, MGK totally ignore a crucial document from Grei-
ser to Pohl in February 1944 which stated that ‘The reduction of the
[Lodz ghetto] population will be carried out by the Sonderkommando of
SS Hauptsturmfuehrer Bothmann, which operated in the area previous-
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ly.” Two earlier studies by Graf and Mattogno (nearly a decade old) on
the Hungarian Jews failed to arrive at any realistic conclusions (after
denying homicidal gassings). Where would these Jews have been sent at
such a late stage in the war?”

Our statement in Sobibdr that “no Hungarian Jews ever reached the eastern
areas”?® is, as we also note in that study, an approximation, as it is docu-
mented that 1,217 Hungarian Jewesses (and 1 male Hungarian Jew) were
deported by the SiPo in Riga and Kaunas to Stutthof during the period July
to October 1944.12* The number of Hungarian Jews originally transported
to the Baltic states is likely to have been considerably higher, considering
that a certain number of the deportees are bound to have perished from ep-
idemics and deprivations. According to the Jewish eyewitness Abraham
Shpungin “over five thousand Hungarian Jewesses, who had been brought
to Latvia directly from Auschwitz” were kept in one of the labor camps in
Dundaga (Dondangen) in western Latvia that was established in May
1944.'% Shpungin further writes that “by July 1944, when they [the re-
maining Dundaga prisoners] left on the march to Libau [Liepaja], there
were only about three thousands of [the Hungarian Jewesses] left.”'?® An-
drej Angrick and Peter Klein put the number of Hungarian Jewesses in
Dundaga at 2,000 but mention this as only one of an unspecified number of
subcamps (to KL Kaiserwald in Riga) to where Hungarian Jews were
brought.*?’

Moreover, at least one transport of 500 Hungarian Jewesses, possibly
from the Transylvanian town of Bistrita, arrived in the Estonian Vaivara
camp in June 1944. It is documented that a total of 2,550 Hungarian Jews
(2,310 men and 240 women) were scheduled for deportation to Estonian
labor sites in June 1944 (see Illustration 3 below).*?® The above shows that,
while plans for mass deportations of Jews to the Eastern territories had
been shelved by 1944 for obvious reasons, it was still considered feasible
by German authorities to deport relatively large numbers of Jews — say, in
the low tens of thousands — to the Eastern territories to provide labor in
certain industries.

It must be pointed out that, while the German-controlled areas in the
east were rapidly dwindling by 1944, the territories held by the Germans in
July 1944 still included all of the three Baltic states. At the end of 1944,
Germany remained in control of Estonia, as well as the western parts of
Latvia and Lithuania. The province of Kurland in western Latvia was held
until the end of the war — although transports of any Jews there to build
fortifications etc. can be safely ruled out due to the logistical situation.
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It is not out of the question that a number of Jews may have been sent to
Belarus in order to construct fortifications there in a German last-ditch at-
tempt to stop the advances of the Red Army. On November 21, 1943 the
JTA Daily News Bulletin wrote of Swiss newspapers reporting that “antici-
pating a retreat from the Minsk area in Russia, the German military com-
mand has requested that more Jews be sent from Poland and other occu-
pied territories to the Minsk district to work on fortifications.” Two days
later, on November 23, 1943, it carried a notice according to which “[t]en
thousand to 15,000 Italian Jews will probably be sent shortly to the Minsk
area to construct fortifications under the supervision of the German Todt
Organization.” On 8 March 1944, Hitler issued a Flhrerbefehl in which he
designated 29 locations along the eastern frontline — i.a. Tallinn, Pskov,
Vitebsk, Orsha, Mogilev, Minsk, Bobruisk and Pinsk — as “Festen Platze”
(“fortified places”), strongpoints which were to be held at all costs.*?

The vast majority of the Jews allegedly gassed in 1944 must in reality
have been sent on elsewhere. The only certain answer we can give at this
point to the question “where?” is simply this: German-controlled territory.
There are, however, as we shall see, some hints as to where these Jews
were sent after their arrival at Auschwitz.

The case of the Hungarian Jews deported to Strasshof, Austria at the
end of June 1944 can perhaps give an idea of how the further deportations
were arranged. In the district Niederdonau these Jews were spread among
at least 175 settlements which contained also individuals unable to work
and which were designated “Familienlager” (family camps).*® It should be
pointed out here that until June 22, 1944 the northern sector of the eastern
front still was along the line Narva-Opocka-Vitebsk-Bobrujsk, and that
behind it an eastern territory immensely larger than Gau Niederdonau was
still in German hands.

The 16,600 Hungarian Jews deported to Strasshof belonged to the fol-
lowing age groups:*3!

Age Males | Females
0-2 years 200 250
3-6 years 500 500
7-12 years 900 900
13-14 years 400 350
15-20 years 800 1,300
Over 31 years [sic] 4,500 6,000
Total 7,300 9,300
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to the Baltdl Company (ERA, R-187.1.33, p. 58.).
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There is no doubt that Strasshof is a special case. What is important to
note, however, is the fact that, among the Hungarian Jews in Austria, pris-
oners who were theoretically unable to work were assigned to labor sites.
For example, a letter from the “Technical Emergency Assistance Office
Bad-Voslau” (Technische Nothilfe Dienststelle Bad-Vdslau) addressed to
the Vienna II Branch of Eichmann’s Sondereinsatzkommando dated No-
vember 7, 1944 contains a list of 42 Hungarian Jews employed “since Oc-
tober 1, 1944 on the construction of a foundation (underground shelter) for
the SS hospital.” It is also noted that:*%?

“These Jews are from the Strasshof camp and have been working in
Klein-Mariazell and Bernhof after the flooding disaster and on the con-
struction of emergency homes.”

These people were thus actual workers. The list includes 13 Jews over 70
years of age, one 15-year-old, one 13-year-old, one 10-year-old, two 8-
year-olds and one 4-year-old. The oldest one, Arnold Singer, was born on
28 March 1868 and was thus 76 years old, while the youngest, Agnes
Anisfeld, was born on August 31, 1940 and thus was only 4 years old.

As for the claim that we “totally ignore” the February 14, 1944 letter
from Greiser to Pohl: this is simply untrue, as Mattogno quotes and dis-
cusses it in his Chetmno study, which originally appeared in Italian in
2009.133 As shown in Mattogno’s study, the first convoys (consisting of
1,600 Jews) to leave the £.6dz ghetto following Greiser’s letter were not
sent to be exterminated, but to the arms factories in Skarzysko-Kamienna
south-west of Radom.*® The claim that 7,170 £6dz Jews were deported to
Chelmno and gassed there in June/July 1944 lacks any solid foundation,**®
and the Greiser letter does not in any way constitute proof that the “reduc-
tion” of the ghetto population meant physical extermination, or that said
reduction was carried out by using a supposedly reactivated Camp Chetm-
no.

Regarding the transport of £6dz Jews to Auschwitz in August 1944, we
have some hints regarding the final destination of these deportees.**® On 7
August 1944 Amtsleiter Hans Biebow addressed the workers in the tailors’
workshops, in which he stated:*%

“In this war, in which Germany is fighting for its life, it’s necessary to
transfer workers to lands from which, at Himmler’s order, thousands of
Germans have been taken and sent to the front; they have to be re-
placed. I am telling you this for your own best interests and assume that
Plants 11 and IV will report to the railway station in full force. [...]
Families go as a unit to the various camps, which will be newly con-
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structed — and factories will be built. Baubles like those here, carpet
weaving, etc., are finished, for good.

Siemens, A.G. Union, Schuckert, every place where munitions are
made, need workers. In Czenstochau [Czgstochowa], where workers
are employed in munitions plants, they 're very satisfied, and the Gesta-
po is also very satisfied with their work. [...]

We will see to it that the railroad cars are supplied with food. The trip
will take about ten to sixteen hours. You will take about 20 kg of bag-
gage with you. [...]

In the camps you will be paid in Reichsmarks. The heads of the enter-
prises are Germans. The foremen and instructors are going with you;
they have to report first.”

The Lo6dz ghetto inmate Jakub Poznanski kept a diary in which he de-
scribes these deportations. On August 21, 1944, he noted:*%®

“the electrical workers left today, directly for Berlin, but under better
conditions, because they could take a lot of luggage and were to travel
in passenger trains. Encouraged by their example, mechanics and other
skilled workers joined them.”

In his entry for August 26, 1944, we read:**

“They [the Germans] are planning to set up a new paper shop in Sza-
motuly [about 210 kilometers northwest of 1.6dz], where there are al-
ready about 600 people. They re collecting raw materials and supplies
from different concerns. Apparently, construction workers from the
building shop [in the £.6dz ghetto] also went to Szamotuly [...].”

From the entry dated September 2, 1944:140

“There are horrible rumors, namely that all the transports supposedly
going to Vienna or to inside the Third Reich are actually going to a
horrible camp in Auschwitz.”

From the entry of September 21, 1944:14

“Some confidential news was received yesterday that out of the entire
transport of workers from Metal | [a plant in £.6dz], some 800 people,
only 50 arrived in Szamotuly. The rest remained in Auschwitz. Many of
the ‘privileged’ went with that transport. Were they also kept in that
camp about which such horror stories are told?”

Most likely the Lodz Jews not registered in Auschwitz were sent on to var-
ious labor camps and factories such as those in Szamotuly, Czestochowa
and Gross-Rosen,'*? to internment camps or to labor sites under the super-
vision of military authorities. Others may have been sent to clear rubble in
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bombed cities, or to build the immense underground factories and facilities
of which a large number were planned and constructed in the Reich during
1944.14 The former is supported by what Patrick Montague has to tell
about transports from Lo6dz Ghetto in 1944 that supposedly reached the
Chelmno camp (emphasis added):#

“It was here, in front of the barracks [in the Chelmno ‘forest camp’],
that the transports were given the ‘arrival speech’. Various members of
the Sonderkommando, including Piller and Bothmann gave the speech-
es. First, they were told that they would be going to Germany to work
rebuilding bombed cities. Specific cities were mentioned. Everything
had been coordinated with Biebow’s ghetto administration so that the
name of the city mentioned in the ghetto, upon departure, was also men-
tioned in front of the barracks in the forest. The city name was included
with the name list of passengers that accompanied the transports.
Transport VII, which brought Mordechai Zurawski to Chelmno, was
told that it would be going to Leipzig. Other cities mentioned were Mu-
nich, Hannover and Cologne.”

A group of Jews from Lodz is also claimed to have reached Latvia in
1944.1% 1t appears logical that the German authorities during the desperate
final year of the war would have used the Jewish population under their
control for labor in support of the war effort, such as the construction of
fortifications. On May 19, 1944, the German-Jewish New York weekly
Aufbau reported:146

“An eyewitness, who arrived in Switzerland, described there how thou-
sands of Polish and other Jews were sent to the Konskie swamp in Po-
land in order to drain the marshland. Hundreds of these Jews die daily
from malaria and malnourishment, but their thinned-out columns are
replenished by a steady influx of new arrivals from France. The Ger-
man military authorities use the drained marshland for the construction
of fortifications in different parts of occupied Poland.”

The county of Konskie is located north of Kielce, in what is today’s south-
ern-central Poland. According to the statistics presented by Serge Klars-
feld, a total of 9,902 Jews deported from France were sent to Auschwitz
and “gassed upon arrival” in 1944, 7,038 of them between late January and
early May 1944.1%7 To this should be added 1,152 Jews deported from Bel-
gium in 1944 (between January 15 and July 31) and also claimed to have
been “gassed upon arrival” in Auschwitz,'%® as well as some thousands of
Jews deported from the Netherlands.’*® On May 2, 1944 the Jewish Tele-
graphic Agency reported:**°
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“Many French Jews who were originally confined in the Drancy camp,
near Paris, are now in the Poiniki camp in Poland [...]. About 4,000
persons are confined in Poiniki in 20 unheated, wooden barracks which
lack sanitary facilities. The camp has one doctor, who has no medicines
or instruments. The beds are used in three shifts. As a result of the in-
adequate food and health facilities and the excessive working hours,
many of the deportees die daily.”

Kedzierzyn-Kozle, a location approximately 40 km west of Gliwice, was
the site of the “Juden-Zwangsarbeitslager Blechhammer” (“Jewish Forced
Labor Camp Blechhammer”) which existed until May 1944. According to
information provided by the Main Commission for the Investigation of Hit-
lerite Crimes in Poland, some 29,000 “Jews from Poland, Czechoslovakia,
France and Holland, among them women and children” passed through this
camp.®!

On May 15, 1944, Convoy 73 departed from Drancy near Paris, carry-
ing 878 male Jews, 38 of them youths between 11 and 18 years of age. The
transport arrived in Kaunas on May 21, 1944. Here most of the deportees
disembarked, while some 300 continued on to the Estonian capital Reval
(Tallinn), which they reportedly reached on May 24. At least 14 deportees
are reported to have died en route from thirst and heat. According to Esto-
nian Holocaust historian Meelis Maripuu, of the some 578 Jews who re-
mained behind in Kaunas, “[a]lmost all [...] were executed in Kaunas at
Fort 9 and [the labor camp] Pravienigkés, only two men escaped.”%?

Dieckmann writes that 250 of the Jews who remained in Kaunas were
transferred to the PravieniSkés camp; these Jews (with the exception of the
abovementioned 2 escapees) were then supposedly shot on July 10, 1944 in
connection with an evacuation to Tilsit; as evidence for this only eyewit-
ness statements are provided, however.%®

As for the deportees to Tallinn, Maripuu informs us that they were in-
terned in the Tallinn Central Prison, which at this time functioned as a “la-
bor education camp” (Arbeitserziehungslager), and that 60 of the weakest
ones “were sent to work” — allegedly a euphemism for murder — on the day
after their arrival. On July 14 another 60 men, and on August 14 another
100 sick prisoners were taken away, “and there are no data concerning
their ultimate fate,” as Maripuu puts it. In addition to this, three men who
were suspected of an escape attempt were executed. Some of the Jews were
assigned to the Lasnamée labor camp on the outskirts of Tallinn.*>*

At the end of August 1944 only 40 of the French Jews were still alive
according to Maripuu. These were then evacuated to the Reich at the end
of the month. A preserved list of arrivals shows that 34 of them were regis-
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tered in the Stutthof camp on September 1, 1944.1% Even assuming the
version of events summarized above to be correct, it is clear that the pur-
pose of Convoy 73 could not have been extermination, for in that case all
of the Jews would have been executed more or less immediately after arri-
val, and no French Jews would have reached Stutthof in September 1944,
Of course, from an exterminationist viewpoint it would make even less
sense to exterminate these Jews in Estonia and Lithuania, as they could
have easily been gassed at Auschwitz, thus saving the Germans the bother
to transport them all the way to the Baltic countries. Based on the composi-
tion of the convoy and the deployment of the deportees in local labor
camps, the inevitable conclusion is that the Jews of Convoy 73 were sent
east for the purpose of labor.

Could there have been additional transports of Western Jews to the Bal-
tic countries in 1944, passing through Auschwitz on their way there? It is
worth noting in this context that, according to a report left by refugees
from Lithuania in early August 1944, an unspecified number of Jews from
Belgium and the Netherlands had been brought to Lithuania in June 1944,
and as of July 22, 1944 were kept in the coastal town of Kretinga (Krottin-
gen).1s

According to yet another news item from the Jewish Telegraphic Agen-
cy, messages reached Budapest in July 1944 stating that Hungarian Jews
had been brought to Lublin and other Polish cities.*>’

Of the some 400,000 Hungarian, Polish, Slovakian, French and other
Jews transited via Auschwitz in 1944, a considerable portion must have
inevitably perished during the catastrophic conditions prevailing during
1944/45, due to disease, malnutrition, overwork, general privations, Allied
air raids and bombardment, transports and evacuations under inhumane
conditions (including long marches due to the collapse of infrastructure
and shortage of fuel), etc. Of those who survived these as well as the hard-
ships immediately following the end of the war, many likely found them-
selves prisoners behind the Iron Curtain.

While the question of the fate of the transshipped deportees is shrouded
in obscurity — and will likely remain so until large-scale critical research is
permitted and conducted — it hardly constitutes the “end game” of revision-
ism our opponents portray it as. On the other hand, the argument that the
revisionists’ present inability to thoroughly account for the fate of this
group of deportees somehow invalidates the revisionist conclusion regard-
ing the mass gassing allegations is a gross fallacy of logic based on a re-
versal of the hierarchy of evidence. The fate of the 1944 deportees remains
to be determined. What can safely be excluded, however, based on the
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technical and documentary evidence, is the official version according to
which these Jews were murdered in homicidal gas chambers.
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Reductio ad Hitlerum as a Social Evil
Kerry R. Bolton

it must be centered around the Holocaust, with concomitant discus-
sions on medical experiments, and other aspects of a supposedly
uniquely “Nazi” brutality. Anything less is branded by watchdog “schol-
ars” such as Deborah Lipstadt as “relativizing the Holocaust,” which is
apparently even worse than “Holocaust revisionism.”?
Reductio ad Hitlerum is the technique of undermining a debate by ac-
cusing the opponent of being a Nazi. Leo Strauss, Jewish philosopher,
coined the term in 1951, explaining in 1953:2

I hird Reich “scholarship” is measured against a de facto axiom that

“Unfortunately, it does not go without saying that in our examination
we must avoid the fallacy that in the last decades has frequently been
used as a substitute for the reductio ad absurdum: the reductio ad Hit-
lerum. A view is not refuted by the fact that it happens to have been
shared by Hitler.”

The informative resource “The Fallacy Files™® gives an example of reduc-
tio ad Hitlerum:*

“[T]he ideas of ecologists about invasive species — alien species as they
are often called — sound [...] similar to anti-immigration rhetoric.
Green themes like scarcity and purity and invasion and protection all
have right-wing echoes. Hitler’s ideas about environmentalism came
out of purity, after all.”

The above quote by a “radical feminist,” Betsy Hartmann, is part of a la-
ment on the supposed “right-wing takeover” of the ecology movement,
some of whose proponents have apparently been advocating immigration
restrictions, which is akin to Nazism for those who reflexively employ re-
ductio ad Hitlerum in their intellectual discourse. As evidence of this,
Hartmann cites the editorship of the academic journal Population and En-
vironment by Professor Kevin MacDonald, along with the late J. Philip
Rushton who sat on the editorial board, both regarded as “racists.”
“The Fallacy Files” explains reductio ad Hitlerum:
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Forms
Adolf Hitler accepted idea x. The Nazis accepted idea x.
Therefore, x must be wrong. Therefore, x must be wrong.
Examples
Hitler was in favor of euthanasia. The Nazis favored eugenics.
Therefore, euthanasia is wrong. Therefore, eugenics is wrong.
Counter-Examples
Hitler was a vegetarian. The Nazis were conservationists.
Therefore, vegetarianism is wrong. | Therefore, conservationism is
wrong.

Although the term reductio ad Hitlerum was coined by Strauss as far back
as 1951 in the Spring issue of the journal Measure,® it is invaluable. Dr.
Thomas Fleming, the American Catholic Conservative, president of the
Rockford Institute, and editor of Chronicles, cogently stated of reductio ad
Hitlerum:’

“Leo Strauss called it the reductio ad Hitlerum. If Hitler liked neoclas-
sical art, that means that classicism in every form is Nazi; if Hitler
wanted to strengthen the German family, that makes the traditional
family (and its defenders) Nazi; if Hitler spoke of the “nation” or the
“folk,” then any invocation of nationality, ethnicity, or even folkishness
isNazi[...]”

For example, among the “pro-gun” lobby which assumes that Hitler — as a
dictator — inaugurated the mass confiscation of private firearms in the
Third Reich and therefore proponents of “gun control” are adopting a Hit-
ler-like stance.® This, like much else that passes for fact even in academia,
is tenuous at best. However, indicating to what extent reductio ad Hitlerum
can be contorted every which way, another argument being that it is the
pro-gun lobby that is more Hitleresque, one liberal commentator, Chris
Miles, pointing out that when Hitler assumed power the provisions on gun
ownership were those imposed in 1919 under the Versailles Diktat. Quot-
ing Professor Bernard Harcourt of the University of Chicago on the 1938
German Weapons Act, which pro-gun anti-Nazis also quote to prove that
Hitler sought to disarm his people, “The 1938 revisions completely deregu-
lated the acquisition and transfer of rifles and shotguns, as well as ammuni-
tion.” Strictures that were maintained only involved handguns, which reli-
able persons could own if they could show they had good reason.® Miles
continues:*

“The groups of people who were exempt from the acquisition permit
requirement expanded. Holders of annual hunting permits, government
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Adolf Hitler begins work on the first motorway of Austria at the Walser
mountain with Salzburg. 7 April 1938 Bundesarchiv, Bild 183-H04560 /
CC-BY-SA [CC-BY-SA-3.0-de (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-

sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via Wikimedia Commons

workers, and NSDAP party members were no longer subject to gun
ownership restrictions. Prior to the 1938 law, only officials of the cen-
tral government, the states, and employees of the German Reichsbahn
were exempted. The age at which persons could own guns was lowered
from 20 to 18. The firearms carry permit was valid for three years in-
stead of one year. Under both the 1928 and 1938 acts, gun manufactur-
ers and dealers were required to maintain records with information
about who purchased guns and the guns’ serial numbers. These records
were to be delivered to a police authority for inspection at the end of
each year.”

It was under the Allied occupation regime that Germans were completely
disarmed from 1945-1956.

Social Achievements in Third Reich Suppressed

It is against this background that the “horrors of Nazism” have been used
to obscure and suppress the achievements of that regime on a range of is-
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sues that gravely afflict the world today. Because of the one-eyed dogma
on all things Hitlerian, some vital discoveries and achievements have been
buried under a pile of figurative corpses which prevents the world from a
sober, scholarly assessment of achievements in such areas a health, ecolo-
gy and banking, or alternatively, as mentioned, puts serious alternatives on
the defensive by comparing them with “Nazism.”

It is notable that some achievements of the Third Reich were embraced
and developed — where it has served powerful interests. The most apparent
example is in the realm of rocketry and other advanced weaponry pio-
neered by the Third Reich, when there was a scramble between the USSR
and USA to grab “Nazi scientists” directly after the war. Details of this are
incontestable, although still obscure:*

“Operation Paperclip was the codename under which the US intelli-
gence and military services extricated scientists from Germany during
and after the final stages of World War Il. The project was originally
called Operation Overcast, and is sometimes also known as Project
Paperclip.

“Of particular interest were scientists specialising in aerodynamics and
rocketry (such as those involved in the V-1 and V-2 projects), chemical
weapons, chemical reaction technology and medicine. These scientists
and their families were secretly brought to the United States, without
State Department review and approval, their service for Hitler’s Third
Reich, NSDAP and SS memberships as well as the classification of
many as war criminals or security threats also disqualified them from
officially obtaining visas. An aim of the operation was capturing
equipment before the Soviets came in. The US Army destroyed some of
the German equipment to prevent it from being captured by the advanc-
ing Soviet Army.

“The majority of the scientists, numbering almost 500, were deployed at
White Sands Proving Ground, New Mexico, Fort Bliss, Texas and
Huntsville, Alabama to work on guided missile and ballistic missile
technology. This in turn led to the foundation of NASA and the US
ICBM program.

“Much of the information surrounding Operation Paperclip is still
classified.

“Separate from Paperclip was an even-more-secret effort to capture
German nuclear secrets, equipment and personnel (Operation Alsos).
Another American project (TICOM) gathered German experts in cryp-
tography.
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“The United States Bureau of Mines employed seven German synthetic
fuel scientists in a Fischer-Tropsch chemical plant in Louisiana, Mis-
souri in 1946.”

Suppression of Cancer Research

Hitlerian Germany pioneered many programs in social health and welfare
and the study of disease prevention, the relationship between tobacco and
cancer, etc. Hence, the regime was decades ahead of today’s democratic
states that pride themselves on being “progressive.”

The suppression of German health research is one of the major trage-
dies of the way by which reductio ad Hitlerum has impacted many lives.
With such a mentality, Peter Dunne, the sole Member of Parliament in
New Zealand for his United Future Party, described the lobbyists for to-
bacco restrictions in 2003 as “health nazis.” A news item stated of this:*?

“The head of the Smokefree Coalition is questioning just how family-
friendly United Future is. Party leader Peter Dunne has attacked sup-
porters of the smoke-free bill as ‘health Nazis’ and beady-eyed zealots.
Leigh Sturgiss says such language is inappropriate and appalling. She
says proponents of tobacco control want to SAVE lives, not destroy
them. She says Peter Dunne has a history of voting against tobacco
control, which flies in the face of his party’s values.”

At the time | wrote to Dunne:**

“Dear Mr Dunne

I was interested in your use of the term ‘health Nazis’ to describe those
who seek to legislate for the control of smoking in public places.

You are probably unaware as to how apt this description is. National
Socialist Germany did indeed legislate to control smoking in public
places as a social health issue.

The same regime was also responsible for other ‘tyrannical’ health
measures such as compulsory breast testing, testing for TB among
workers, the promotion of naturopathic medicine, occupational safety
laws, the banning of certain types of pesticide, the promotion of nutri-
tional food and the discouraging of additives, campaigns against alco-
hol and against butter dyes, restrictions on tobacco advertising. [...]

As for ‘health Nazis’ and public smoking, it is because of the type of
banal propaganda that has made the Hitler regime synonymous with
evil that the link between tobacco and cancer discovered by the ‘health
Nazi’ medical authorities has been suppressed. I wonder how many
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lives could have been saved if a balanced assessment of the regime had
been permitted?

Also of relevance on this point is that the leader of the ‘lowest form of
humanity, % Hitler, donated the royalties from the sale of Mein Kampf
to cancer research. Have you ever undertaken anything as worthy, Mr
Dunne?”

Returning to matters of more direct relevance, however, it is notable that
among those who were secured by the USA under Operation Paperclip was
cancer researcher Dr. Kurt Blome, deputy Reich Health Leader (Reichsge-
sundheitsfiihrer) and Plenipotentiary for Cancer Research in the Reich Re-
search Council.

Dr. Blome was captured and renditioned to the U.S.A., a document
stating of his relevance:®®

“In 1943, Blome was studying bacteriological warfare, although offi-
cially he was involved in cancer research, which was however only a
camouflage. Blome additionally served as deputy health minister of the
Reich. Would you like to send investigators?”

Note that the interest in Dr. Blome was not as a cancer researcher but as a
researcher in biological warfare, and the American report refers to the can-
cer research only incidentally as a cover for Nazi research into bacteriolog-
ical warfare. The implication is that cancer research in the Reich did not
really exist; it was a facade to hide nefarious medical experiments in the
pursuit of biological weapons. Dr. Blome, it is stated, was saved from the
gallows, having been charged with experimenting on Dachau inmates with
vaccinations by the Americans, and “In 1951, he was hired by the US Ar-
my Chemical Corps to work on chemical warfare.”®

What this indicates is that it was the USA that had the particular interest
in German findings on chemical warfare, and had no interest in German
research on cancer, giving the impression that there was no real German
research on cancer. It should by now be sufficiently known that the USA
has itself engaged in medical experiments, and outright psychological tor-
ture,}” on its own citizens, that cannot even be mitigated by the USA hav-
ing at the time been under direct assault from enemy forces (as Germany
was). Pointing out such matters is described as “relativizing the Holo-
caust,” which is allegedly “worse than Holocaust denial.” One might ask
whether such “relativity;’ is so abhorred because it implies that Gentile
suffering is as serious as Jewish suffering, violating the Talmudic axiom
that Gentiles are inferior?'® Therefore it was enough for veteran French
politician Jean-Marie LePen to have said, “The Holocaust was a detail of
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Second World War history,” to L
have him pilloried for “hate l“m mm‘t
crimes,” despite his not having wikingt b Semunenfifk wh Solt

“denied” the reality of the “Holo- \mh'm]lnm

caust,” nor even apparently the S5 fe fesns -
sacrosanct 6,000,000 figure. LeP- ‘,’ jg ﬁ"ﬁm‘*‘“
en’s thoughtcrime was that he had b 'mn l:r st
“relativized the Holocaust,” or : ) -
what in Germany is called “mini- '

mising the Holocaust,”® rather
than accepting that it must remain
the central tragedy of the entirety
of human history.

Such controversies serve to ob-
scure achievements under Nation-
al Socialism in Germany. Scholar-
ship necessitates objectivity, and
this is not possible when studies
on the Third Reich must a priori smoking campaign in modern
be based on moral absolutism as a history. The link between lung

form of Zoroastrian duality that  cancer and smoking was first proven

necessarily equates anything and s Hitler's Germany. “Mothers avoid
everything to do with the Third alcohol and nicotine.”

Reich as inherently evil, including
cancer research, ecology, Autobahns and banking reform.

Hence, what Professor Robert N. Proctor reports in his book, The Nazi
War on Cancer,? can only be examined through the war-fever-distorted
lens of such pioneering social medicine being undertaken with evil inten-
tions. The same may be said for the Autobahn public works program, its
purpose routinely being ascribed to Hitler’s goal of building a road net-
work that would enable Germany’s rapid military mobilization. Occasion-
ally the truth emerges in an incidental manner from out of orthodox aca-
demia: In this instance, Dr. Frederic Spotts, in his Hitler and the Power of
Aesthetics, writes casually of the Autobahn that at the time it was admired
throughout the world as an “innovative, successful and enlightened
achievement™:?

National Socialists led the first anti-

“Their divided roadways, generous width, superb engineering, envi-
ronmental sensitivity, harmony with the countryside, tasteful landscap-
ing, cloverleaf entries and exits, sleek bridges and overpasses, Modern-
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ist service stations, restaurants and rest facilities were in advance of
road systems anywhere else and presented a model for the world.”

While the Autobahn is conventionally represented as an example of Ger-
many’s military preparations, Dr. Spotts has the fortitude to see it another
way: “What is not widely appreciated is that Hitler regarded these high-
ways above all else as aesthetic monuments.” For the first time roads were
not primarily utilitarian, but enduring art-works comparable to the pyra-
mids.”?2 Dr. Spotts continues:?

“The autobahns were therefore intended not so much to facilitate cars
going from one place to another as to show off the natural and archi-
tectural beauty of the country. Routes were chosen to go through attrac-
tive areas without disturbing the harmony of the hills, valleys and for-
ests. Lay-bys were created for travellers to stop and admire the pano-
rama. In some causes the roadway itself made a detour, despite addi-
tional costs, to offer a particularly impressive view. Great effort went
into construction so as to minimize damage to the environment.”

The way Dr. Spotts gets away with what at first seems a glowing account
of the Reich’s ecological and technical achievements is to describe Hitler’s
aesthetic as just “another example of megalomaniac self-indulgence.”®
Hence, even with this remarkable achievement, as with other major ad-
vances in the Third Reich, we must be reminded that ultimately it all rests
on the pervasive evil of one man. Be that as it may, regardless of Hitler’s
motives, such reductionism prevents a rational and objective consideration
of such achievements. Had Dr. Spotts been describing the achievements of
highway construction in the USA or England during the 1930s, for exam-
ple, the reader would be left with an enduring impression of a state that had
achieved much that needs reconsidering today. However, since such a re-
markable achievement was undertaken under Hitler, it is reduced even by
Dr. Spotts to just another example of the megalomania of a uniquely evil
person. But Dr. Spotts dispels one of the great myths about the era, that the
Autobahn was primarily for the purposes of militarization. Commenting on
Todt, head of the project, Spotts states that while Todt’s arguments for the
Autobahn included its potential for military purposes,

“Hitler was never taken by this notion. In fact the routes did not run to
likely front lines, the surfaces were too thin to support tanks and so on.
Far from being helpful to the Wehrmacht, the roads, with their shiny
white surfaces, proved so useful to enemy aircraft by providing points
of orientation that they had to be camouflaged with paint.”*®
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Hence, while the Autobahn, as much a triumph of ecology as of engineer-
ing, can be relegated to the realm of megalomania, the lesson drawn from
Professor Proctor’s book on Third Reich cancer and other medical research
is, according to the reviewer for The Washington Post, “a concept nearly as
unsettling [as Hannah Arendt’s ‘banality of evil’] — the ‘banality of
good.”?

Third Reich research into the links between tobacco and cancer there-
fore becomes trite, dull, trivial, and other such words associated with “ba-
nality.” Had the USA been as interested in such research as they were on
what the Germans had developed in terms of weapons, then there would be
many millions of people who would have been thankful for that research,
regardless of the regime under whose auspices it was conducted. That the
USA was only interested in German technical and military achievements
says more about the character of the US regime than about the Third Reich.
However, where the general public hears anything about German medical
experiments, it is in regard to alleged abuses on prisoners and “racial infe-
riors” (sic), by such individuals as Dr. Joseph Mengele, who is described as
performing some very unscientific medical experiments despite his emi-
nence as a geneticist. Hence lurid stories like this:?’

“[...] Mengele had an added project: that of actually changing eye col-
or in an Aryan direction. Dr. Abraham C. wondered why Mengele was
devoting so much attention to a few seven-year-old boys who seemed
unremarkable and then realized that ‘those children had one odd char-
acteristic: they were blond and had brown eyes, so Mengele was trying
to find a way to color their eyes blue.” Mengele actually injected meth-
ylene blue into their eyes, causing severe pain and inflammation, but
‘their eyes of course did not change.’”

As the last sentence states, “but their eyes of course did not change.” Yet it
is expected, or rather demanded, of everyone that a highly qualified geneti-
cist, Dr. Mengele, who apparently believed also in National Socialist racial
doctrine, tried to turn non-Aryans into Aryans by artificial means. Could
anything be less “racist”? But these tales obscure whatever real achieve-
ments, of which there were many, were made under the Third Reich in
medicine and public welfare. While the lurid tales continued decades after
the war that Mengele created a crop of blue-eyed Brazilians in a remote
town, National Geographic finally exposed it in 2009 as a “myth.”?®

What this “banality of good” — in the words of the Washington Post re-
viewer of Proctor’s book — included was a pervasive effort to establish a
healthy population. Naturally, the motives for this would be said to create a
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“Master Race” to conquer the world, but regardless of the motives, the re-
sults could have benefited mankind had it not been for the suppression of
anything of a positive character connected with the Third Reich.

Proctor states that more than a thousand medical doctoral dissertations
examined cancer in the twelve years of National Socialist rule. For the first
time cancer registries were established, preventive pubic health measures
were strengthened, there were laws against the adulteration of food and
drugs, bans on smoking, and campaigns warning against the use of cancer-
forming cosmetics. Proctor asks the question whether these and other pub-
lic health measures resulted in the lower incidence of cancer among Ger-
mans since the 1950s? This poses a moral dilemma because it means that
“one of the most murderous regimes in history” might have succeeded in
lowering cancer rates.?® Other campaigns that have only in recent years
become a factor of Western states were the urging of women to have annu-
al or biennial cancer examinations, and women were instructed on breast
self-examinations, Germany apparently being the first to undertake such
steps.® The effects of dust and asbestos on health were studied with a
strong emphasis.®! Proctor states that Germany became the leader in docu-
menting the “asbestos-lung cancer link.” In 1943 the regime became the
first to recognize asbestos-induced mesothelioma and lung cancer as
“compensable occupational diseases.” American attorneys later drew on
this Nazi-era research in litigation.

With the defeat of Germany, Karl Astel, head of the Institute of Tobac-
co Hazards Research, who had enacted bans on public smoking — some-
thing undertaken in New Zealand a few years ago — committed suicide.
Reich Health Leader Leonardo Conti hanged himself with his shirt while in
Allied detention. Reich Health Office president Hans Reiter served several
years in jail, after which he worked at a health clinic, but never returned to
public life. Fritz Sauckel, in charge of foreign labor, and the drafter of As-
tel’s anti-tobacco legislation, was executed in 1946. Proctor comments: “It
is hardly surprising that much of the wind was taken out of the sails of
Germany’s anti-tobacco movement.”®® Yet, other scientists were dra-
gooned by the USA into the Cold War weapons projects. Proctor gets to
the very point I am making:3

“Even today, the German anti-tobacco movement has not surpassed the
activism and seriousness of the climax years 1939-1941. Tobacco
health research is muted, and it is not hard to imagine that memories of
the earlier generation’s activism must have helped to perpetuate the si-
lence. Popular memory of Nazi tobacco temperance may well have
handicapped the postwar German anti-tobacco movement. [...] It does
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seem to have shaped how we regard the history of the science involved:
the myth that English and American scientists were first to show that
smoking causes lung cancer, was a convenient one — both for scholars
in the victorious nations and for Germans trying to forget the immedi-
ate past. The hoary spectre of fascism is perhaps healthier than we are
willing to admit.”

Proctor also refers to the method of reductio ad Hitlerum in suppressing
anti-tobacco initiatives, an example of this already having been seen in
New Zealand with Hon. Peter Dunne’s 2003 comments. Proctor states,
“Pro-tobacco advocates have begun to play the Nazi card,”*® with talk of
“Nico-Nazis” and “tobacco fascism.” Proctor refers to Philip Morris of
Europe running an advertising offensive in magazines, which identified
smokers with ghettoized Jews and anti-smokers with Nazis.®

Oddly, Proctor rejects the idea that if Nazi medical research had not
been suppressed lives might have been saved. He states that the Allies did
indeed take much interest in Nazi scientific research, but proceeds to focus
briefly on the military technology.®” Where were Nazi health researchers
sequestered after the war to assist the victor states in researching the causes
of cancer, the effects of ashestos, the benefits of healthy diet, etc.? As de-
scribed previously, they were dead, in jail or relegated to obscurity, while
the “rocket scientists” were working diligently on Cold War missiles, be-
fore being denounced in their old age.*®

That public health initiatives being undertaken decades after the Ger-
mans undertook the same programs are now being heralded as “new” is a
piece of opportunistic flim-flammery. The same can be said also for Ger-
man ecological measures,* with Communists in recent years jumping
aboard the Green movement to proclaim themselves in the vanguard of
what they now call “Eco-Socialism,” and the Anarchist-Punk enthusiasm
for “animal liberation” which was pre-empted decades ago by the Reich
provisions on animal welfare.*

Opposition to Usury Intrinsically “Nazi”?

Reductio ad Hitlerum is being used to suppress and smear another im-
portant issue: that of alternatives to the debt-banking system. Little is un-
derstood about the system of Nazi and Fascist finances, and it is generally
assumed that Germany in particular achieved economic recovery by arma-
ments spending. Even if we accept that assumption, it explains little. In-
deed one of the original aims of the embryonic National Socialist Party
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when it was still known as the German Workers’ Party, and prior to Hit-
ler’s membership, was the “breaking of the bondage of interest.” A key
ideologue of the nascent Party was also the foremost advocate of banking
reform in Germany, Gottfried Feder.*! Interestingly about the same time
(1917) the Scotsman C. H. Douglas, an engineer like Feder, was formulat-
ing a broadly similar doctrine, Social Credit, and prior to him the inventor
Arthur Kitson*? was advocating the bypassing of the private banking sys-
tem with the state issuance of debt-free currency according to the produc-
tion and consumption requirements of society.

During the early part of the Nineteenth Century Guernsey Island issued
its own currency when on the verge of destitution, and continues to do so.
Lincoln issued Greenbacks, and the Confederacy issued Graybacks based
on a cotton standard. President John F Kennedy issued US Treasury Notes.
Communities in Germany, Austria and the USA during the Great Depres-
sion issued local currencies, which brought them prosperity in the midst of
destitution. Australia issued its own credit through the state’s Common-
wealth Bank for decades, and New Zealand issued state credit at 1% inter-
est in 1936 through its Reserve Bank to fund the iconic state housing pro-
grams, which found work for 75% of the unemployed. Despite the obstruc-
tive efforts of the judicial system, a Social Credit Government, in Alberta,
Canada, issued “Prosperity Certificates.”*

Nationalist Socialist Germany, Imperial Japan and Fascist Italy under-
took similar measures in issuing state credit and redeemable work certifi-
cates. The remarkable economic achievements of those states in the midst
of the Great Depression have been consigned to the Memory Hole.** Yet
the need to understand the banking system and alternatives to it is as dire
now, in the midst of the “global debt crisis” as it was during the Great De-
pression. A significant difference between then and now is that in the af-
termath of World War | many people understood the need to change the
banking system and great reform movements such as Social Credit in Al-
berta and the Labour Party in New Zealand swept to power on the platform
of banking reform. Because the three major Axis states also issued state
credit, undertook control of banking and brought their nations to prosperi-
ty, this important issue has now also been subjected to reductio ad Hit-
lerum.

A significant victim of this tactic is Stephen M. Goodson, a South Afri-
can economist who served for several years (2003-2012) as an elected di-
rector on the Board of the South African Reserve Bank. Goodson is also an
ardent advocate of banking reform and founder of the Abolition of Income
Tax and Usury Party. Worse still, he does not shrink from describing the
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banking systems of Axis Japan and Germany as significant examples of
major states that achieved revival by breaking free of usury.* For this a
campaign of vilification was heaped upon Goodson a few months prior to
the end of his twelve-year tenure as a Reserve Bank director. Goodson re-
signed presumably to pre-empt his removal at the behest of the smear-
mongers. While Goodson was labelled a “Holocaust denier” it was his
mentioning of the Axis banking systems that was the cause of his predica-
ment.

Goodson came to the Reserve Bank board under provisions that allowed
investors to elect a member to represent them. Although Goodson’s nine-
year term was due to expire in July 2012, just several months before then a
campaign was launched against him, presumably to assure that he could
not end his position with good grace. A columnist wrote of him:4

“Goodson, who earned R360,000 last year for his services to the bank,
more than R70,000 for each of the five meetings he attended, holds con-
tentious views that include admiring the economic policies pursued by
Hitler in Nazi Germany, a belief that international bankers financed
and manipulated the war against Hitler because they saw his model of
state capitalism as a threat to their usurious ways, and that the Holo-
caust was a fiction invented to extract vast amounts of compensation
from the defeated Germans.

“He has argued that similar reasons underpinned the support of the
United Nations for the uprising in Libya. Muammar Gaddafi’s usury-
free banking system was a threat to global capitalism and had to be de-
stroyed, according to Goodson.”

That the opposition to Goodson came about because he stated some facts
on National Socialist Germany’s banking policies is indicated by Steyn:*’

“But Goodson appears to be pushing pro-Nazi and anti-Semitic views
on the internet. In a radio interview last year with American talk show
host Deanna Spingola, author of The Ruling Elite: A Study in Imperial-
ism, Genocide and Emancipation, Goodson expressed his admiration
for the social achievements during the Third Reich.”

It appears that a sympathetic treatment of Third Reich social and economic
policies, a consideration of the era that does not focus on the Holocaust, is
synonymous with being “pro-Nazi” and “anti-Semitic.” It therefore be-
comes impossible to express views on one or two admirable and workable
aspects of a regime without being associated with all the other policies and
actions of that regime, both real and imagined. To be consistent, defenders
of the status quo in the USA should ipso facto be regarded as avid support-
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ers of any and every action undertaken by the USA, including segregation,
the injecting of syphilis into Negro prisoners, the My Lai Massacre, ad in-
finitum.

According to Steyn, the incriminating statements by Goodson on the
Spingola radio interview in 2010 were:*

“‘Adolf Hitler came to power in 1933 and in six short years he trans-
formed Germany and reduced unemployment from 30% to zero.

He provided everyone with debt-free and decent housing, excellent la-
bour relations and restored respect and honour to all Germans.

In these six years, a worker’s paradise was created. There was zero in-
flation and Germany became the most prosperous and powerful country
in the history of Europe.’

Goodson also said the real reason for World War Il was Germany’s
progressive economic system.

‘That was the whole basis of World War I1. It had nothing to do with
human rights or protecting Poland or any of the other reasons that they
advance in the history books.

‘Germany — could only be admitted to the family of nations if they abid-
ed by the rules of the international bankers.””

After Spingola made a reference to the “Holocaust” and its use by Jewish

interests, Steyn remarks that “Goodson appeared to agree”:*°

“Yes, well, they’ve [Jews] been expelled from over 70 countries, some
of them several times. But unfortunately, they have such a tight control
of the media. Well, there is a small window of hope in that the internet
can provide alternative views, but even there they are trying to exercise
supervision.”
A secondary and passing reference to the historical phenomenon of Jewish
expulsions became a focus for what in fact was Goodson’s long-standing
opposition to usury and his comments on Germany and Japan’s banking
systems as examples of successful use of state credit.

That Goodson has been cited by “a number of extreme right-wing web-
sites,” is also sufficient to have Goodson associated with anything else
posted on those sites. The one example given by Steyn is something called
“Incog Man,” presumably because this is probably the most strident of
such sites she could find that also quotes Goodson, Incog Man providing
Steyn with some very quotable quotes in reference to “nation-wrecking
Khazar Jews and Israel-Firster HasbaRATS, braindead White Multicults
and Marxists, sicko Sodomites and Lezbos, perverted Paedophile Molest-
ers, freaky Gender-benders, greasy lllegal Mestizos, cocaine-crazed and
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criminal Negroes.”® The implication is that these are also the views of
Goodson.

Steyn proceeds with a lengthy discussion on Goodson being related to
the (in)famous Mitford family, which has included Marxists and of course
Fascists Diana (Mosley) and Unity Mitford.

But the articles that Steyn cites that Goodson has actually written are
those concerned with usury and with banking reform:®!

“Goodson has written many articles that are readily found on the inter-
net. They are often critical of debt finance and ‘the exploitative frac-
tional reserve banking system of the West’, in which private banks are
licensed to create money out of nothing.

In one article, Goodson proposes a Cape Town municipal bank that
could fund all infrastructure programmes at zero interest and ratepay-
ers could enjoy a permanent reduction of at least 15% on annual prop-
erty rates, a drop in the home-loan rate and nominal rates for student
loans.

In two other articles, ‘The truth about Syria” and ‘The truth about Lib-
va,” he praises the economies of both countries, which employed state
banks.”

When the Mail and Guardian interviewed a Reserve Bank shareholder on
amendments to the Reserve Bank which appear to block the future election
of shareholder representatives, “‘It was an extraordinary blip on the hori-
zon,’ said shareholder Mario Pretorius. ‘In 2010 the South African Reserve
Bank Act was amended to slam every possible door. [Now] there will nev-
er be another [Stephen] Goodson or anyone else it doesn’t like.”” Another
shareholder said, “Goodson is an odd character. But he did good because
he put a lot of pressure on the bank.”%?

Despite the impending end of Goodson’s tenure within two months, the
pressure was applied to get him fired. The South African Israel Public Af-
fairs Committee (SAIPAC) called for Goodson’s immediate sacking or
forced “resignation.”® SAIPAC Chairman David Hersch stated:>*

“It is simply not good enough for the Reserve Bank to state that his di-
rectorship ends in July and he will not be reappointed. They should be
ashamed to have someone like this on their board of directors, and now
that he has been exposed, they should act immediately.”

South Africa’s Sunday Times then reported that Goodson had resigned in

May. Again we see that the main point of objection concerned his praise of
the German banking system: “Last month, the Mail & Guardian (M&G)
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reported that Goodson held contentious views that included admiring the
economic policies pursued by Adolf Hitler in Nazi Germany.”*®

David Hersch boasted that it was “international pressure” that resulted
in Goodson resigning less than two months before the end of his tenure.®
Had anyone other than Hersch suggested that Jewish pressure was the
cause of the outcome, they would have been labelled “anti-Semitic.” How-
ever, it was seen by Hersch et al., as a Jewish victory of which to be proud.

The Chinese economist, chairman of the New York-based Liu Invest-
ment Group, Henry C. K. Liu,®” who has written extensively on Third
Reich economic policies, has so far been spared the association with white
supremacists, and is still able to write columns for The Huffington Post and
Asia Times, etc. Liu wrote in Asia Times a detailed article on Third Reich
banking policy, stating:%®

“In fact, German economic recovery preceded and later enabled Ger-
man rearmament, in contrast to the US economy, where constitutional
roadblocks placed by the US Supreme Court on the New Deal delayed
economic recovery until US entry to World War Il put the US market
economy on a war footing. While this observation is not an endorse-
ment for Nazi philosophy, the effectiveness of German economic policy
in this period, some of which had been started during the last phase of
the Weimar Republic, is undeniable.”

Note that Liu repudiates any notion that the “undeniable” success of Reich
economic policy is an “endorsement for Nazi philosophy,” and that he dis-
poses of the cliché of Germany’s economic recovery being based around
rearmament. Liu describes “Work Creation Bills” issued by the Reich,
commenting: “But the principle of WCBs can be applied to the US or Chi-
na or any other country today to combat unacceptably high levels of unem-
ployment. Alas, this common-sense approach is faced with firm opposition
rationalized by obscure theories of inflation in most countries.”®

Dr. Ellen Brown, head of the Public Banking Institute in the USA, cites
Liu’s articles.® While Liu has been spared the tactic of reductio ad Hit-
lerum, perhaps because he has secured as respected position for himself as
an Asian economist, Dr. Brown is subjected to smears for stating the same.
Hence, a free-market website, The Daily Bell, triumphantly proclaims that
it has proven the evil intent behind banking reform, in a “bombshell” re-
port. The article warns that “the fiat money hoax” is “one of the biggest
conspiracies of the modern age.” This conspiracy involves the shock victo-
ry of Beppe Grillo and his Five Star movement in the recent Italian elec-
tions. Dr. Brown has stated that Grillo has attacked usury and proposed a



206 VOLUME 5, NUMBER 2

Social Credit-type national dividend, and state credit. The Daily Bell con-
tends that a conspiratorial apparatus has sought to undermine precious
metals and free trade, and that advocacy of “fiat money” is part of this con-
spiracy. This “conspiracy” is of a “fascist” or “National Socialist” charac-
ter:%!

“This contradicts most everything monetary history tells us — as do ar-
guments that the REAL solution to the current financial difficulties of
the West involve National Socialist nostrums such as turning over cen-
tral banking functions to the “people” via governments. This is a fascist
solution, and that it has been so widely promoted obviously gives rise to
the idea that it is a dominant social theme of the sort we regularly ana-
lyze.”

Hence, accusations of National Socialism and Fascism become tools of an
elitist conspiracy, free-market advocates objecting to these as basically the
same forms of collectivism as other types of “socialism.”

“While we never found a ‘smoking gun’ regarding this promotion, it
seemed obvious to us that if one turned fiat-money central banking func-
tions over to governments alone (instead of the current joint functionality)
things would get even worse, not better. More importantly, Money Power
would simply seek to control government banking, as it now controls the
current private/public paradigm. Nothing would change. And, of course,
that is the point of the exercise.”®

Money Power already controls central banking, because the central
banks, regardless of whether they are nationalized or have private bond-
holders, are still merely mechanisms through which the private internation-
al debt system operates. It is not central banking per se that banking re-
formers are promoting, but the use of state or social credit through banks,
and this need not be based upon a central bank. Social Credit insists upon a
Credit Authority separate from the state, for example, while local curren-
cies have been used many times through history to overcome destitution,
without causing inflation or dictatorship, and eliminating the power of
these “conspirators” which The Daily Bellers claim to be opposing. They
write:®3

“We tracked this meme back many years and observed numerous indi-
viduals promoting it. As we tracked it, we received tremendous
pushback from those who did not want this scheme exposed. But we
have persevered because it is our brief. We analyze dominant social
themes and attempt to unravel their contexts from a cultural and, more
importantly, investment point of view.”
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Dr. Brown is a front-woman for this “conspiracy,” The Daily Bellers stat-
ing:%
“Now it appears that Ellen Brown, one of the foremost proponents of
the ‘transparency in government meme’ [...] and the national socialist
idea of government controlled central banking has made a definitive
connection between Italy’s Beppe Grillo and her own movement. She
explains Grillo’s program thusly:
— unilateral default on the public debt;
— nationalization of the banks; and
—aguaranteed ‘citizenship” income of 1000 euros a month.%*
This is beyond shocking. Conservative economist Gary North had it
right. Those who back controlling the money via government fiat/cen-
tral banking are seriously intent on implementing the entire schematic
of national socialist economics — as was contemplated before World
War I11.”

This is seen as a manoeuvre by globalists such as George Soros to raise the
spectre of Fascism and frighten people back into supporting the European
Union. While | can sympathize with The Daily Bell for suspecting the Five
Star movement that suddenly appears from nowhere and commands such
immediate support as suspiciously being like Soros jack-ups®® such as the
“color revolutions “ and the “Arab Spring,” which I have exposed many
times in detail, something more persuasive is required than The Daily
Bell’s tenuous analysis, especially when it smears real opponents of the
globalist elite, such as Dr. Brown.

Hence, The Daily Bell proceeds with its own conspiracy theory of how
the globalists could really be backing the only people who are effectively
seeking to root out the foundation of globalist power: usury:5’

“This is indeed the proverbial smoking gun. Brown and all the others
are part of a chain of events leading to this dénouement. This is how
such campaigns work — gradually building to climax, incorporating
more and more paid actors to set up blogs, write articles — and even
books — to create plausible deniability. The goal has always been to
create an upsurge for the kind of economics that Money Power can eas-
ily control.”

Again, 1 am very familiar with the type of dialectics The Daily Bellers are
suggesting is operating here.%®® However, one could just as easily claim that
the free-marketeers of The Daily Bell type are serving globalist interests by
attacking those who are offering real alternatives to globalism. It is precise-
ly the doctrines of the free market and usury that maintain the globalist
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system. If we were to use a semantic device which we shall call reductio
ad Marxum it can be argued that free-market capitalism serves the Marxist
dialectic. We do not need conjecture, but can cite Marx himself:®°

“Generally speaking, the protectionist system today is conservative,
whereas the Free Trade system has a destructive effect. It destroys the
former nationalities and renders the contrast between proletariat and
bourgeois more acute. In a word, the Free Trade system is precipitating
the social revolution. And only in this revolutionary sense do | vote for
Free Trade.”

As | have written elsewhere in detail, the free market is seen as part of the
Marxist dialectic.”® Conversely, there are globalists who see Marxism as
part of a capitalist dialectic, described most cogently in Zbigniew
Brzezinski’s Between Two Ages.” Both regard each as useful in undermin-
ing the common enemy: tradition, which Marx condemned most vigorous-
ly as “reactionism.” Conservatives of the traditional type, such as Oswald
Spengler, as distinct from Whig Liberals who are today misidentified as
“Conservatives,” saw the kinship between Capitalism and Free Trade and
repudiated both as deriving from the same Nineteenth Century economic
zeitgeist. Repudiation of usury remains the means by which the rule of
Mammon has been overcome and can be again.

Conclusion

Reductio ad Hitlerum is a piece of semantic jugglery which has been used
by the conventionally named Left, Right and Center. The methodology has
been used to label proponents of public health as “health Nazis” and “Ni-
co-Nazis.” Ecologists have been called “eco-Nazis.”’? One blogsite called
“The Climate Scum,” “proves” that ecology is “Nazi” by showing an aerial
view of a forest planted during the Third Reich, in which certain trees were
planted out in the shape of a swastika.” The cases of those who are skepti-
cal about anything relating to the Holocaust, or who raise objections to Zi-
onism and Israel being called “Neo-Nazis” are too common to merit specif-
ic citations here. Enoch Powell’s prescient “Rivers of blood” speech in
1968 about New Commonwealth immigration into Britain was condemned
with allusions to Auschwitz, and the spectre of Neo-Nazism and is still
invoked should anyone question Third World immigration. Labour Party
luminary Tony Benn at the time said of Powell’s speech: “‘The flag of ra-
cialism which has been hoisted in Wolverhampton is beginning to look like
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the one that fluttered 25 years ago over Dachau and Belsen,”’ and so it
remains...

Now, in the midst of a global debt crisis, where there is a glimmer — al-
beit even this still far too dim — of resurgence of interest in alternatives to
usury and debt, reductio ad Hitlerum is unleashed upon banking-reform
advocates. The method is a social evil that obfuscates solutions for the
challenges of today, by denying the legitimacy of policies that have been
tried and proven.
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The Injustice of Conspiracy Accusations
in War-Crimes Trials

Carlos W. Porter

sometimes synonymously, and sometimes not. The doctrine of con-

spiracy was borrowed from American state and lower Federal Court
decisions, particularly Marino v. US, 91 Fed. 2d. 691, Circuit Court of Ap-
peals. The rest of the world, of course, was not placed on notice to obey
these decisions. In 1945, conspiracy was a concept unknown to interna-
tional law. An example of the unfairness of this doctrine in practice is pro-
vided by the instances of Schoepp and Gretsch, two of forty defendants in
in the Trial of Martin Gottfried Weiss, one of the forty defendants associat-
ed with the operation of Dachau Concentration Camp, Dachau, Nov. 15 —
Dec. 13, 1945, M1175 National Archives, beginning on microfilm page
000691.

“DEFENSE: | would like to make a statement to the court relative to
the defendants Schoepp and Gretsch. There has been no evidence
against either of these men, either by the prosecution or by any witness
for the defense. Therefore, they have nothing that they have to defend.
But they ask me to say to the court that they throw themselves on the
court, if there are any questions that any member of the court would
like to ask them. They have nothing to hide, and it would be up to the
court to ask them any questions they might have.

PROSECUTION: May it please the court [...] whether or not there is
any evidence before the court as to the criminality and culpability with
respect to Schoepp and Gretsch, is a matter which this court has al-
ready decided, in their rulings on the motion for a directed verdict of
not guilty. It may be the position of the defense counsel that there is no
evidence, but I think it is grossly improper to put the court into the posi-
tion of asking the accused to be put on the stand. I think it is highly im-
proper for the defense counsel to ask the court to reveal their attitude
by putting them in the position of asking the accused Schoepp and
Gretsch to take the stand. I think that that is an election which should
be made by the accused themselves, after they have conferred with
counsel, and it is certainly improper to ask this court whether or not
they have any guestions that they want to ask the accused at this time.

I n War-Crimes Trials, “conspiracy,” “design,” and “plan,” are used
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DEFENSE: May it please the r )|
court, that isn’t the point at all.
These men have nothing to say
on the stand, but they don’t
want the court to get the im-
pression that they are refusing
to take the stand, or refusing to
answer any questions. They
are merely throwing them-
selves on the court, with these
words: “I have nothing to
hide.” There is no point in
their taking the stand. |
wouldn’t know what to ask
them. The prosecution has not
brought one thing out against
them. There is nothing for them
to defend. But they don’t want
the court to get the idea they
are hiding anything, and for
that reason they open them-

selves 1o the request of the imprisonment. Photo 1945. By

court. There is nothing im- Member of War Crimes Branch:
proper about that. The burden Origin: Dr. Victor L. Wegard [Public

of proof is on the prosecution  yomain], via Wikimedia Commons
to prove that these men are

guilty of what they are charged with. There has been no evidence
brought out against them. The prosecution takes the position that the
burden is on them to prove that they are innocent.

PROSECUTION: The answer to that is that these men are charged with
acting in pursuance of a common design to subject these prisoners to
killings, beatings, tortures, starvation, abuses, and indignities. We have
shown by our case that these men were guards, and as such they acted
in pursuance of a common design to subject these people to the beat-
ings, killings, starvation, and so forth, as charged in the particulars. |
again say that it is entirely up to the accused, with the advice of their
counsel, to either take the stand or remain silent, as they see fit, but to
try to put this court into the position of making an election, or even at-

SS Unterscharftihrer Albin Gretsch.

In the Dachau main case Gretsch
was condemned to 10 years
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tempting to disclose their opinion as to their guilt or innocence at this
time, is grossly improper.

PRESIDENT: The defense will proceed with their case.

DEFENSE: Do | understand, Sir, that the court desires them to take the
stand?

PRESIDENT: The court is not going to express itself one way or the
other. We have already passed on your motion for a directed verdict of
not guilty, at the conclusion of the prosecution’s case. You can proceed
with your case in any way you think best.

ALBIN GRETSCH, one of the accused, was then called to the stand by
the defense as a witness in his own behalf, and testified through the in-
terpreter as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION:

Questions by the defense:

Q: What is your name?

A. Albin Gretsch.

Q: How old are you?

A: Forty-six years.

Q: Where were you born?

A: Augsburg.

Q: Did you ever participate in a common design to murder or to mis-
treat any prisoners, or any persons?

A: No.

DEFENSE: No further questions. ” [!]

On cross examination, the prosecution showed that he was a guard, that he
had a gun, and that there were bullets in that gun. On redirect, the defense
showed that he never fired a shot. Gretsch was convicted of “aiding and
abetting in a common design.”

“JOHANN SCHOEPP, one of the accused, was called to the stand by
the defense as a witness in his own behalf, and testified through the in-
terpreter as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION:

Questions by the defense:

Q: What is your name?

A: Johann Schoepp.

Q: How old are you?

A. Thirty-four and half years.

Q: Where were you born?

A: In Alcen, Rumania.
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Q: Are you a Rumanian citizen?
A: Yes.
DEFENSE: No further questions. ” [!]

On cross examination, the prosecution showed that he was a reserve guard
on a transport.

On redirect, the defense showed he had no gun, no orders, nothing to
do, and was a conscript assigned to the German Army from the Rumanian
Army.

He was convicted of “aiding and abetting in a common design.”

Excerpts from Prosecution Summation

(beginning on microfilm page 000857)
“PROSECUTION (Lt. Col. Denson)
[...] The case has been long. This court has heard the oral testimony of
over 170 witnesses. [...] I would like to call the court’s attention and
wish to emphasize the fact that the offense with which these 40 men
stand charged is not killing, beating, and torturing these prisoners but
the offense is aiding, abetting, encouraging and participating in a
common design to kill, to beat, to torture, and to subject these persons
to starvation.”

Note that there is no mention of a gas chamber. That accusation was
dropped before trial, but reintroduced into evidence at Nuremberg, even
though it was known to be false.

“It may be, because of the testimony submitted here, that this court may
be inclined to determine the guilt or innocence of these forty men by the
number of men they killed, or by the number of men they beat, or the
number they tortured. That is not the test that is to be applied in this
case. [...] We are not trying these men for specific acts of misconduct.
We are trying these men for participation in this common design. [...]
as a matter of fact, this case could have been established without show-
ing that a single man over in that dock at any time killed a man. It
would be sufficient, may it please the court, to show that there was in
fact a common design, and that these individuals participated in it, and
that the purpose of this common design was the killings, the beatings,
and the tortures and the subjection to starvation. [...] The evidence be-
fore this court demonstrates beyond all peradventure of a doubt the ex-
istence of this common design. It is not contended, nor is it necessary to
sustain, the charges that this common design had its origin in Dachau,
nor was it first conceived in January 1942.”
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Note that the word “conspiracy” is avoided at all times, apparently to give
the prosecution more leeway than allowed in conspiracy cases. It was nev-
er revealed where the “design” originated, who made it, when and where,
whether it was in writing or oral, or who was present.

Excerpts from Judgment: 13 December 1945

“PRESIDENT: The evidence presented to this court convinced it be-
yond any doubt that the Dachau Concentration Camp subjected its in-
mates to killings, beatings, tortures, indignities, and starvation to an ex-
tent and to a degree that necessitates the indictment of everyone, high
and low, who had anything to do with the conduct and the operation of
the camp. This court reiterates that, although appointed by a conquer-
ing nation as a military government court in a conquered land, it sits in
judgment under international law and under such laws of humanity and
customs of human behavior that is recognized by civilized people. Many
of the acts committed at Camp Dachau had clearly the sanction of the
high officials of the then customs of the German government itself. It is
the view of this court that when a sovereign state sets itself up above
reasonably recognized and constituted law or is willing to transcend
readily recognizable constituted customs of human and decent treat-
ment of persons, the individuals effecting such policies of their state
must be held responsible for their part in the violation of international
law and the customs and laws of humanity. ”

Note that no references are given to any provisions of any laws constituting
the legality of the court, the trial, or the crimes of the defendants.

“The accused and counsel will stand. The accused will present them-
selves individually in the order in which they are numbered before the
bench.”

Thirty-six of the forty defendants were sentenced to be hanged, two to life
imprisonment, and Schoepp and Gretsch to ten years. Appeal was permit-
ted as to sentence, but not as to the merits of the case. Twenty-eight of the
defendants were actually hanged. Most of the rest were released in the
1950s.
* * %

This article is excerpted from a forthcoming book by Carlos W. Porter,
War Crimes Trials and Other Essays.
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The Jewish Hand in the World Wars, Part 1
Thomas Dalton

responsible for all the wars in the world.” There followed the predica-

ble storm of anti-anti-Semitism, ad hominem attacks, and various other
slanders against Gibson’s character. But virtually no one asked the ques-
tion: Is he right? Or rather this: To what degree could he be right?

Clearly Jews can’t be responsible for all the world’s wars, but might
they have had a hand in many wars — at least amongst those countries in
which they lived or interacted? Given their undeniable influence in those
nations where they exceed even a fraction of a percent of the population,
Jews must be responsible, to some degree, for at least some of what gov-
ernment does, both good and bad. Jews are often praised as brilliant man-
agers, economists, and strategists, and have been granted seemingly end-
less awards and honors. But those given credit for their successes must also
receive blame for their failures. And there are few greater failures in the
lives of nations than war.

To begin to evaluate Gibson’s charge, I will look at the role Jews
played in the two major wars of world history, World Wars | and 1l. But
first | need to recap some relevant history in order to better understand the
context of Jewish policy and actions during those calamitous events.

I n 2006, an inebriated Mel Gibson allegedly said this: “The Jews are

Historical Context

Have Jews played a disproportionate role in war and social conflict — a role
typically not of peacemakers and reconcilers, but of instigators and profi-
teers? Let us very briefly review some historical evidence to answer this
charge; it provides relevant insight into Jewish influences during both
world wars.

As far back as the Book of Genesis, we find stories such as that of Jo-
seph, son of Jacob, sold into slavery in Egypt. Joseph earns the favor of the
Pharaoh and is elevated to a position of power. When a famine strikes, Jo-
seph develops and implements a brutal policy of exploitation, leading
Egyptian farmers to sell their land, animals, and ultimately themselves in
exchange for food. Joseph himself survives unscathed, living out his days
in “the land of Goshen,” with a life of luxury and ease — evidently as re-
payment for a job well done.!
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Over time, Jews continued to build a reputation as rabble-rousers and
exploiters. In 41 AD, Roman Emperor Claudius issued his Third Edict,
condemning the Jews of Alexandria for abuse of privilege and sowing dis-
cord; he charged them with “fomenting a general plague which infests the
whole world.” Eight years later he expelled them from Rome. As a result,
the Jews revolted in Jerusalem in the years 66-70, and again in 115 and
132. Of that final uprising, Cassius Dio made the following observation —
the first clear indication of Jews causing a major war:?2

“Jews everywhere were showing signs of hostility to the Romans, partly
by secret and partly overt acts. [...M]any other nations, too, were join-
ing them through eagerness for gain, and the whole earth, one might
almost say, was being stirred up over the matter.”

Thus it was not without reason that notable Romans denounced the Jews —
among these Seneca (“an accursed race”), Quintilian (“a race which is a
curse to others™), and Tacitus (a “disease,” a “pernicious superstition,” and
“the basest of peoples”).® Prominent German historian Theodor Mommsen
reaffirmed this view, noting that the Jews of Rome were indeed agents of
social disruption and decay: “Also in the ancient world, Judaism was an
effective ferment of cosmopolitanism and of national decomposition.”

Throughout the Middle Ages and into the Renaissance, their negative
reputation persisted. John Chrysostom, Thomas Aquinas, and Martin Lu-
ther all condemned Jewish usury — a lending practice often trading on dis-
tress, and a frequent cause of social unrest. In the 1770s, Baron d’Holbach
declared that “the Jewish people distinguished themselves only by massa-
cres, unjust wars, cruelties, usurpations, and infamies.” He added that they
“lived continually in the midst of calamities, and were, more than all other
nations, the sport of frightful revolutions.”® Voltaire was struck by the dan-
ger posed to humanity by the Hebrew tribe; “I would not be in the least bit
surprised if these people would not some day become deadly to the human
race.”® Kant called them a “nation of deceivers,” and Hegel remarked that
“the only act Moses reserved for the Israelites was. [...] to borrow with
deceit and repay confidence with theft.”’

Thus both empirical evidence and learned opinion suggest that Jews
have, for centuries, had a hand in war, social strife, and economic distress,
and have managed to profit thereby.® Being a small and formally disem-
powered minority everywhere, it is striking that they should merit even a
mention in such events — or if they did, it should have been as the exploit-
ed, and not the exploiters. And yet they seem to have demonstrated a con-
sistent ability to turn social unrest to their advantage. Thus it is not an un-
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reasonable claim that they might even instigate such unrest, anticipating
that they could achieve desired ends.

Jewish Advance in America and Elsewhere

The long history of Jewish involvement in social conflict has a direct bear-
ing on both world wars. Consider their progressive influence in American
government. Beginning in the mid-1800s, we find a number of important
milestones. In 1845, the first Jews were elected to both houses of Con-
gress: Lewis Levin (Pa.) to the House and David Yulee (Fla.) to the Senate.
By 1887 they had their first elected governor, Washington Bartlett in Cali-
fornia.And in 1889, Solomon Hirsch became the first Jewish minister,
nominated by President Harrison as ambassador to the Ottoman Empire —
which at that time controlled Palestine.

Overseas, trouble was brewing for the Jews in Russia. A gang of anar-
chists, one or two of whom were Jewish, succeeded in killing Czar Alex-
ander 11 in 1881. This unleashed a multi-decade series of periodic pogroms,
most minor but some killing multiple hundreds of Jews. Further difficulties
for them came with the so-called May Laws of 1882, which placed re-
strictions on Jewish business practice and areas of residency within the
“Pale of Settlement” in the western portion of the Russian empire.® Many
Jews fled the Pale; of those heading west, Germany was their first stop.°

Even prior to the 1880s, Jewish influence in Germany was considerable.
In the 1840s, both Bruno Bauer and Karl Marx wrote influential essays on
Die Judenfrage (The Jewish Question). In 1850, composer Richard Wagner
complained that Germans found themselves “in the position of fighting for
emancipation from the Jews. The Jew is, in fact [...] more than emancipat-
ed. He rules [...].”** By 1878, Wagner declared that Jewish control of
German newspapers was nearly total. A year later Wilhelm Marr decried
“the victory of Jewry over Germandom”; he believed it self-evident that
“without striking a blow [...] Jewry today has become the socio-political
dictator of Germany.”*?

The facts support these views. And with the influx of Russian and
Polish Jews in the late 1800s and early 1900s, the situation got demonstra-
bly worse. Sarah Gordon (1984: 10-14) cites the following impressive sta-
tistics:

“Before the First World War, for example, Jews occupied 13 percent of

the directorships of joint-stock corporations and 24 percent of the su-

pervisory positions within these corporations. [...D]uring 1904 they
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comprised 27 percent of all lawyers, 10 percent of all apprenticed law-
yers, 5 percent of court clerks, 4 percent of magistrates, and up to 30
percent of all higher ranks of the judiciary. [...] Jews were [also]
overrepresented among university professors and students between
1870 and 1933. For example, in 1909-1910 [...] almost 12 percent of
instructors at German universities were Jewish. [...1Jn 1905-1906 Jew-
ish students comprised 25 percent of the law and medical students. [...]
The percentage of Jewish doctors was also quite high, especially in
large cities, where they sometimes were a majority. [...I]Jn Berlin
around 1890, 25 percent of all children attending grammar school were
Jewish.”

For all this, Jews never exceeded 2% of the German population. The public
accepted the foreigners with a remarkable degree of tolerance, and more or
less allowed them to dominate certain sectors of German society. There
were no legal constraints, and violent attacks were rare. But the Germans
would come to regret such liberal policies.

The other important factor at that time was the emergence of Zionism.
Formally established by Theodor Herzl in 1897, its basic principles were
laid out in his book Der Judenstaat (The Jewish State). He argued that the
Jews would never be free from persecution as long as they were foreigners
everywhere, and thus they needed their own state. A number of locations
were discussed, but by the time of the first meeting of the World Zionist
Organization in 1897, the movement had settled on Palestine. This, howev-
er, was problematic because the region at that time was under control of
the Ottoman Empire, and was populated primarily by Muslim and Chris-
tian Arabs. Somehow, the Zionist Jews would have to wrest control of Pal-
estine away from the Ottoman Turks and then drive out the Arabs. It was a
seemingly impossible task.

They immediately understood that this could only be done by force. It
would take a condition of global distress — something approaching a world
war — in order for the Zionists to manipulate things to their advantage.
Their guiding principle of ‘profit through distress’ could work here, but it
would require both internal and external pressure. In states where the Jews
had significant population but little official power, they would foment un-
rest from within.In states where they had influence, they would use the
power of their accumulated wealth to dictate national policy. And in states
where they had neither population nor influence, they would apply external
pressure to secure support for their purposes.
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That the Zionists seriously contemplated this two-pronged, internal/
external strategy is no mere speculation; we have the word of Herzl him-
self. He wrote:

“When we sink, we become a revolutionary proletariat, the subordinate
officers of the revolutionary party; when we rise, there rises also our
terrible power of the purse.” (1896/1967: 26)

In fact, Herzl apparently predicted the outbreak of global war. One of the
original Zionists, Litman Rosenthal, wrote in his diary of 15 December
1914 his recollection of a conversation with Herzl from 1897. Herzl alleg-
edly said,
“It may be that Turkey will refuse or be unable to understand us. This
will not discourage us. We will seek other means to accomplish our end.
The Orient question is now the question of the day. Sooner or later it
will bring about a conflict among the nations. A European war is immi-
nent. [...] The great European war must come. With my watch in hand
do I await this terrible moment. After the great European war is ended
the Peace Conference will assemble. We must be ready for that time.
We will assuredly be called to this great conference of the nations and
we must prove to them the urgent importance of a Zionist solution to the
Jewish Question.”

This was Herzl’s so-called “great war prophecy.” Now, he does not say
that the Zionists will cause this war, only that they will “be ready” when it
comes, and “will seek other means” than diplomacy to accomplish their
end. A striking prediction, if true.™®

In any case, there was clearly a larger plan at work here. The Jews
would pursue a policy of revolution in states like Russia in order to bring
down hated governments. To the degree possible, they would seek to un-
dermine the Ottoman Turks as well. And in Germany, the UK, and Ameri-
ca, they would use “the terrible power of the purse” to dictate an aggres-
sive war-policy in order to realign the global power structure to their favor.
This would have a triple benefit: curtailing rampant anti-Semitism; enhanc-
ing Jewish wealth; and ultimately establishing a Jewish state in Palestine,
one that could serve as the global center of world Jewry. Revolution and
war thus became a top priority.**

Turkey was in fact an early success for the movement. The Sultan’s
system of autocratic rule generated some dissatisfaction, and a group of
Turkish Jews exploited this to their advantage — resulting in the Turkish
Revolution of 1908. As Stein explains,
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“[...] the revolution had been organized from Salonica [present-day
Thessaloniki], where the Jews, together with the crypto-Jews known as
Donmeh, formed a majority of the population. Salonica Jews and the
Donmeh had taken an important part in the events associated with the
revolution and had provided the Committee of Union and Progress with
several of its ablest members. ” (1961: 35)%°

This group of revolutionaries, today known as the Young Turks, was able
to overthrow the Sultan and exert substantial influence on the succeeding
ruler. But in the end, they were unable to steer the declining empire in a
pro-Zionist direction.

Back in the USA, Jewish population was rising even faster than in
Germany. In 1880 it had roughly 250,000 Jews (0.5%), but by 1900 — just
20 years later — the figure was around 1.5 million (1.9%). A census of 1918
showed this number increasing to an astonishing figure of 3 million
(2.9%). Their political influence grew commensurately.

For present purposes, significant American influence began with the as-
sassination of President William McKinley in 1901. He was shot by a
Polish radical named Leon Czolgosz, who had been heavily influenced by
two Jewish anarchists, Emma Goldman and Alexander Berkman. The pres-
idency immediately fell to the vice president, Theodore Roosevelt — who,
at age 42, was (and remains) the youngest president in history. His role as
an army colonel in the 1898 victory in Cuba over the Spaniards had led to
widespread publicity, and with the backing of the Jewish community, he
won the New York governorship later that same year. Thus he was well
situated to earn the vice presidential nomination in 1900.

A question of interest: Was Roosevelt Jewish? | will examine this issue
in detail later with respect to FDR (as to whom there is more to say), but in
brief, there is considerable circumstantial evidence that all of the Roose-
velts were, at least in part, Jewish. In Theodore’s case, the only explicit
indication is a claim by former Michigan governor Chase Osborn. In a let-
ter dated 21 March 1935, Osborn said, “President [Franklin] Roosevelt
knows well enough that his ancestors were Jewish. | heard Theodore Roo-
sevelt state twice that his ancestors were Jewish.”® But Osborn offers no
specifics, and | am not aware of any further claims regarding Theodore
himself.

However, there are two other relevant items regarding his Jewish con-
nections. Having acceded to the office in 1901, he subsequently won the
1904 election. In late 1906 he appointed the first Jew to the presidential
cabinet: Oscar Straus, a wealthy New York lawyer and former ambassador
to the Ottoman Empire. As Secretary of Labor and Commerce, Straus was
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in charge of the Bureau of Immigration — at the critical time of accelerating
Jewish immigration. We can be sure that his office was particularly ame-
nable to incoming Jews.

The second event occurred in 1912. Roosevelt had declined to run again
in 1908, preferring to nominate his Secretary of War, William Taft — who
proceeded to win handily. Taft, however, disappointed many Republicans,
and there was a call to bring Roosevelt back. But the party would not oust
a sitting president, and so Roosevelt decided to run on a third-party ticket.
Hence, the peculiar status of the 1912 election: it featured Taft running for
reelection, Roosevelt running as a third-party candidate, and Woodrow
Wilson running as a first-term Democrat. As the history books like to say,
we had a former president and a sitting president running against a future
president. Wilson, as we know, would win this race, and go on to serve two
consecutive terms — covering the lead-up, duration, and aftermath of World
War I.

But less well known is this fact: For perhaps the first time in US histo-
ry, all three major candidates had substantial Jewish financial backing.
Henry Ford’s Dearborn Independent reported on a 1914 Congressional
testimony by Paul Warburg, best known as the Jewish “father of the Feder-
al Reserve.” Warburg was the prototypical Jewish banker, long-time part-
ner at Kuhn, Loeb, and Co., and later head of Wells Fargo in New York. At
some point during Taft’s presidency, Warburg decided to get financially
involved in politics. By the time of the 1912 election, he and his partners at
Kuhn, Loeb were funding all three candidates. Warburg’s testimony, be-
fore Senator Joseph Bristow (R-Kan.), is revealing:’

“JB: ‘It has been variously reported in the newspapers that you and
your partners directly and indirectly contributed very largely to Mr.
Wilson’s campaign funds.” PW: ‘Well, my partners — there is a very pe-
culiar condition — no; I do not think any one of them contributed largely
at all; there may have been moderate contributions. My brother, for in-
stance, contributed to Mr. Taft’s campaign.’[...]

JB: ‘I understood you to say that you contributed to Mr. Wilson’s cam-
paign.” PW: ‘No; my letter says that | offered to contribute; but it was
too late. I came back to this country only a few days before the cam-
paign closed.” JB: ‘So that you did not make any contribution?’ PW: ‘I
did not make any contribution; no.’ JB: ‘Did any members of your firm
make contributions to Mr. Wilson’s campaign?’ PW: ‘1 think that is a
matter of record. Mr. [Jacob] Schiff contributed. | would not otherwise
discuss the contributions of my partners, if it was not a matter of rec-
ord. | think Mr. Schiff was the only one who contributed in our firm.’
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JB: ‘And you stated that your brother had contributed to Mr. Taft’s
campaign, as | understand it?” PW: ‘I did. But again, | do not want to
go into a discussion of my partners’ affairs, and I shall stick to that
pretty strictly, or we will never get through.’ JB: ‘I understood you also
to say that no members of your firm contributed to Mr. Roosevelt’s
campaign.” PW: ‘I did not say that.” JB: ‘Oh! Did any members of the
firm do that?’ PW: ‘My answer would please you probably; but I shall
not answer that, but will repeat that I will not discuss my partners’ af-
fairs.” JB: ‘Yes. | understood you to say Saturday that you were a Re-
publican, but when Mr. Roosevelt became a candidate, you then be-
came a sympathizer with Mr. Wilson and supported him?’ PW: ‘Yes.’
JB: ‘While your brother was supporting Mr. Taft?” PW: ‘Yes.’ JB: ‘And
I was interested to know whether any member of your firm supported
Mr. Roosevelt.” PW: ‘It is a matter of record that there are.” JB: That
there are some of them who did?’ PW: ‘Oh, yes.””

In sum: some unknown members of Kuhn, Loeb donated to Roosevelt;
Paul’s brother (Felix) gave to Taft; and Schiff donated to Wilson. Cleverly,
Paul Warburg himself admitted to no funding, but we can hardly take him
at his word here. In any case, there was a Jewish hand in all three contest-
ants, and the Jews were guaranteed influence with the winner, no matter
the outcome. We don’t know the extent of this influence, nor how long it
had gone on. To date | have not uncovered evidence of Jewish involvement
with Roosevelt’s 1904 election, although his appointment of Straus to the
cabinet is typical of the kind of political patronage that follows financial
support. And the same with Taft: We don’t know the degree of Jewish
support for his initial run in 1908, but support in 1912 suggests that they
were reasonably satisfied with his performance.

But Taft turned out to be a mixed bag for the Jews. On the one hand,
Jewish immigration continued apace. And he did appoint Oscar Straus to
the ambassadorship to the Ottoman Empire . However, he was less inclined
to act on the international stage than the Jews had wished. Of particular
concern was the growing problem in Russia, and steady reports of Jewish
pogroms. For example, there was the “Kishinev massacre” of April 1903;
the New York Times reported that “Jews were slaughtered like sheep. The
dead number 120. [...] The scenes of horror attending this massacre are
beyond description. Babes were literally torn to pieces by the frenzied and
blood-thirsty mob” (April 28; p. 6). A slight exaggeration — the actual
death toll was 47. A second attack in Kishinev in 1905 left 19 dead; regret-
table, but hardly a catastrophe. In early 1910 the NYT ran an article, “Rus-
sian Jews in Sad Plight.” Their source said, “The condition of Russian
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[Jews] is worse today than at any
time since the barbarous massa-
cres and pogroms of 1905 and
1906.”* Then on 18 September
1911, the Russian Prime Minister,
Pyotr Stolypin, was shot and
killed — by a Jewish assassin,
Mordekhai  Gershkovich, aka
Dmitri Bogrov. (The reader will
recall Herzl’s demand for revolu-
tionary action.) This of course
brought even harsher recrimina-
tions.

But the last straw, for the
American Zionists, was the re-
striction on American Jews from
entering into Russia. There had
been obstacles in place since the
turn of the century, but they be-
came much more stringent during
Taft’s presidency. The Zionists
wanted the US government to take
action, but this was forestalled by
a long-standing treaty of 1832,
one that guaranteed “reciprocal
liberty of commerce and naviga-
tion” and allowed mutual freedom
of entry of citizens on both sides.
The Zionists thus took it upon
themselves to initiate the abroga-
tion of this treaty as a means of
putting external pressure on the
Czarist regime. And, despite the
wishes of President Taft and the

Jewish banker Paul Warburg (1868-

1932) at the 1st Pan-American
Financial Conference, Washington

D.C., May, 1915. By Harris & Ewing

[Public domain], via Wikimedia
Commons

best interests of America at large, they succeeded. This whole incident,
thoroughly documented by Cohen (1963), is an astounding and watershed

event in Jewish influence. As she says,

Credit for this act belongs to a small group which had campaigned pub-
licly during 1911 for the abrogation of the treaty. How a mere handful of
men succeeded in arousing American public opinion on a relatively ob-
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scure issue to a near “wave of hysteria,” how they forced the hand of an
antagonistic administration, and what principal aim lay behind their fight
for abrogation constitute an absorbing story of pressure politics. (p. 3)

The “mere handful of men” consisted primarily of Jewish lawyer Louis
Marshall, the banker Jacob Schiff, and their colleagues at the American
Jewish Committee — the ‘AIPAC’ of its day, and still a potent force a cen-
tury later. They had raised the topic of abrogation as early as 1908, but it
did not become a top priority until early 1910. They then approached Taft,
knowing that he was preparing to run for reelection the following year. As
Cohen (p. 9) says, “The quid pro quo was obvious; the Jewish leaders
would try to deliver the Jewish vote to Taft.” But he was unsympathetic.
Taft knew that, for several reasons, it was not in America’s favor: Our
commercial interests, our Far East foreign policy, Russian good will, and
our international integrity would all be harmed by abrogation. But the Jews
were pressing; in February 1910 they met with Taft, to “give him one last
chance” to support their cause. When he again declined, they decided to go
around the president, to Congress and to the American people. They knew
how to work Congress. As Cohen (p. 13) explains, “the pattern of Jewish
petitions to the government [...] was generally that of secret diplomacy.
Wealthy or politically prominent individuals asked favors [...] but always
in the form of discreet pressure and behind-the-scenes bargaining.” But
mounting a public campaign was something new.

In January 1911, Marshall “officially opened the public campaign for
abrogation.” He immediately appealed not to Jewish interest — though that
was the sole motive — but rather to allegedly American interests. “It is not
the Jew who is insulted; it is the American people,” he said. As Shogan
(2010: 22) puts it, “a key to the [Jewish] strategy was to frame its demand
as a plea to protect American interests in general, not just the rights of
Jews.” The AJC then embarked on a massive propaganda effort. They en-
listed Jewish support in the media; Samuel Strauss and Adolph Ochs (of
the New York Times) helped coordinate a series of articles and op-eds in
several major cities. They made the case “in popular emotional terms,”
organized petitions and letter-writing programs, and held dedicated, pro-
abrogation rallies — one of which included such luminaries as William
Hearst and future president Woodrow Wilson.'® Everything was designed
to put maximum pressure on Congress to act.

All the while, Taft remained firm in his opposition. In a private letter he
wrote, “I am the President of the whole United States, and the vote of the
Jews, important as it is, cannot frighten me in this matter” (Cohen, p. 21).
Secretary of State Philander Knox, and Ambassador to Russia William



228 VOLUME 5, NUMBER 2

Rockhill, both strongly supported him. Rockhill was particularly galled;
expressing his thoughts, Cohen asks, “were national interests to be subser-
vient to a small group of individuals?” After all, the actual harm was near
microscopic: “Only 28 American Jews resided in Russia, and the State
Dept knew of only four cases in five years where American Jews were de-
nied admission” (p. 16). And yet this “small group of men” was turning the
tide in their favor.

By November of 1911, just 11 months after launching their public cam-
paign, the AJC was confident of victory. Schiff was able to predict easy
passage for the resolution. That same month an “unofficial delegation” of
Jews met with Taft regarding his pending annual message, and they con-
vinced him that Congressional action was inevitable, and veto-proof. Taft
relented, agreeing to sign the resolution when it reached his desk. Wanting
no further delay, the AJC pressed for a vote before the end of year. On De-
cember 13 the House approved the measure — by the astounding tally of
301 to 1. A slightly modified version came up for Senate vote on Decem-
ber 19, which was passed unanimously. A reconciled bill was approved the
next day, and Taft signed it. So it came to be that, on 20 December 1911,
the US government sold its soul to the Jewish Lobby.

The importance of this event can scarcely be overestimated. The inter-
ests of “a mere handful of men,” acting on behalf of a small American mi-
nority, were able to dictate governmental foreign policy, against the ex-
press wishes of the president and his staff, and contrary to the larger inter-
ests of the nation.

The Russians, incidentally, were stunned at this decision. They knew of
the Jewish hand behind it, but could hardly believe that it had the power to
carry through on its threat. The NYT again gives a useful report:

“In parliamentary circles here [in Russia] the prevailing comment is
characterized by astonishment that the American government has re-
sponded so readily to the Jewish outcry. The opinion is expressed by
members of the Duma that in all probability the Jews will now attempt
to force matters further.” (20 Dec 1911; p. 2)

Indeed — the Jewish-led Bolshevik revolution was just six years away.

Such was the state of things in America and globally at that time. Inter-
national Jewry had sufficient wealth and influence to steer events at the
highest levels, and American Jews (Zionist and otherwise) had come to
permeate the government — and American culture generally. The situation
so impressed German economist Werner Sombart that in 1911 he made this
observation: “For what we call Americanism is nothing else than the Jew-
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ish spirit distilled.”?® From the perspective of a century later, this would
seem truer than ever.

Wilson and the “Great War”

All this, then, serves as the context and backdrop for the emergence of
Woodrow Wilson, beginning with the election of 1912. If Franklin Roose-
velt was “the first great hero of American Jews,”?! then Wilson was the
first great understudy. As Henry Ford saw it, “Mr. Wilson, while President,
was very close to the Jews. His administration, as everyone knows, was
predominantly Jewish.”?2 Wilson seems to have been the first president to
have the full backing of the Jewish Lobby, including multiple major finan-
cial donors. And he was the first to fully reward their support.

It’s worthwhile summarizing the main figures in the Jewish power
structure, as of 1912. Herzl died young in 1904, so he was out of the pic-
ture. But a “mere handful” of others came to dominate the movement, and
the American scene:

— Oscar Straus (age 62), German-born, first Jewish cabinet member un-
der T. Roosevelt, and later ambassador to the Ottoman Empire under
Taft.

— Jacob Schiff (65), head of the Kuhn, Loeb banking firm.

— Louis Marshall (56), borderline Zionist, founder of the AJC.

— The Warburg brothers: Paul (44) and Felix (41), German-born bankers.
A third brother, Max, stayed in Germany (until 1938).

— Henry Morgenthau, Sr. (56), German-born lawyer, father of the even
more influential Henry, Jr.

— Louis Brandeis (56), lawyer, strongly Zionist.

— Samuel Untermyer (54), lawyer.

— Bernard Baruch (42), Wall Street financier.

— Stephen Wise (40), Austrian-born rabbi and fervent Zionist.

— Richard Gottheil (50), British-born rabbi and Zionist.

These, to emphasize, were all Americans. On the European side there was
a different structure, one centered on such figures as Chaim Weizmann and
Herbert Samuel in Britain, and Max Nordau in France.

Let me begin with financial backing — which of course has long been
the trump card of Jewry. Many of the above individuals were prime sup-
porters of Wilson. Cooper (2009: 172) remarks that his “big contributors”
included the likes of “Henry Morgenthau, Jacob Schiff, and Samuel Un-
termyer, as well as a newcomer to their ranks, Bernard Baruch.” Such as-
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sistance continued throughout Wilson’s tenure; for his 1916 reelection bid,
“financiers such as Henry Morgenthau and Bernard Baruch gave generous-
ly” (ibid: 350). As we saw, Schiff’s support was admitted by Warburg in
his congressional testimony.

Warburg himself was very evasive, allowing only that his “sympathies
went with Mr. Wilson.” Yet we can hardly believe that no money followed.
Warburg’s most profound impact was his leading role in the creation of the
Federal Reserve in 1913, the year Wilson took office. Seligman (1914:
387) remarks that “it may be stated without fear of contradiction that in its
fundamental features the Federal Reserve is the work of Mr. Warburg more
than of any other man in the country.” Its basic principles, he said, “were
the creation of Mr. Warburg and of Mr. Warburg alone.” In due recogni-
tion, Wilson appointed him to the Fed’s first Board of Governors in August
1914.

Morgenthau’s influence began in 1911, when Wilson was still governor
of New Jersey. Balakian (2003: 220) notes that it was at this time that the
two “bonded,” and that “Morgenthau offered Wilson his ‘unreserved moral
and financial support’.” In the run-up to the 1912 Democratic convention,
“Morgenthau was giving $5,000 a month to the campaign, and continued to
give generously throughout the fall” (ibid.: 221). In fact, says Balakian,
only a few of his wealthy Princeton classmates gave more. Ward (1989:
252) confirms this, noting that Morgenthau “had been an important backer
of Woodrow Wilson in 1912.” Morgenthau duly received his reward: am-
bassadorship to Ottoman Turkey, again overseeing Palestine.

Of special importance was Wilson’s association with Louis Brandeis.
The two first met back in 1910; Shogan (2010: 64) describes Brandeis’s
“friendship with Woodrow Wilson,” noting that he had “worked mightily”
for him in the 1912 campaign. In a telling statement, Wilson wrote to his
friend after the election, “You were yourself a great part of the victory.”?
Brandeis would be rewarded by a successful nomination to the Supreme
Court in June 1916 — the first Jew on the court. He would serve a full 23
years, well beyond Wilson’s lifetime, and, despite his formal ‘neutrality’ as
a justice, would play a vital role in both world wars.

But perhaps the most significant of all was Bernard Baruch. A million-
aire before he was 30, Baruch catapulted out of nowhere, under obscure
conditions, to become a leading influence in the Wilson administration.
Already in 1915, in the early years of the European war, he was convinced
that America would be involved. In Congressional testimony of February
1920, Baruch stated that, in 1915, he “had been very much disturbed by the
unprepared condition of this country.” “I had been thinking about it very
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seriously, and | thought we would be drawn into the war. [...] | thought a
war was coming long before it did.” Through some still-mysterious pro-
cess, Baruch was named to the Council of National Defense in early 1916.
He then came to control a particular subcommittee, the War Industries
Board (WIB), which had extraordinary wartime powers. Baruch single-
handedly ran it throughout the war years. His testimony before Sen. Albert
Jefferis (R-Neb.) summarizes his role:?

“AJ: ‘In what lines did this board of 10 have the powers that you men-
tion? BB: ‘We had the power of priority, which was the greatest power
in the war.” AJ: ‘In other words, you determined what everybody could
have?’ BB: ‘Exactly; there is no question about that. | assumed that re-
sponsibility, sir, and that final determination rested within me.” AJ:
‘What?’ BB: ‘That final determination, as the President said, rested
within me; the determination of whether the Army or Navy should have
it rested with me; the determination of whether the Railroad Admin-
istration could have it, or the Allies, or whether General Allenby should
have locomotives, or whether they should be used in Russia, or used in
France.” AJ: ‘You had considerable power?’ BB: ‘Indeed | did, sir.’
[...]

AJ: ‘And all those different lines, really, ultimately, centered in you, so
far as power was concerned?’ BB: ‘Yes, sir, it did. | probably had more
power than perhaps any other man did in the war; doubtless that is
true.””

An astonishing fact: a young, unelected Jew with no political experience
becomes, in time of crisis, the most powerful man in the US government,
after the president himself. And yet all this was just a rehearsal. Baruch
would play a similar role in the Second World War under FDR, in his Of-
fice of War Mobilization. He was also a friend and confidant of Winston
Churchill. No doubt “Barney” Baruch had lots of advice for all parties in-
volved.

World War | began in earnest in August of 1914, when the German ar-
my crossed into officially neutral Belgium on its way to France. A series of
alliances and treaties triggered a chain reaction in which 10 nations entered
the war by the end of that year. Ultimately another 18 would be engaged —
though in the case of the US, it would be nearly two and half years later.
It’s difficult today, with our present eagerness to engage in warfare around
the world, to understand the degree to which Americans then were so
strongly anti-interventionist. Neither the public nor the government had
any real inclination to get involved in a European war. Publicly, at least,
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Wilson himself was a pacifist and an isolationist. In a speech of 19 August
1914, just after the outbreak of war, he proclaimed that “every man who
really loves America will act and speak in the true spirit of neutrality,
which is the spirit of impartiality and fairness and friendliness to all con-
cerned.” We have a duty to be “the one great nation at peace,” and thus
“we must be impartial in thought as well as in action.”?

And yet, American governmental policy did not fully adhere to these
lofty words. Under international law, the United States, as a neutral party,
had the right to conduct commerce with all sides. But of course both Brit-
ain and Germany sought to restrict trade with the other. A British naval
blockade interrupted or seized a substantial portion of our intended ship-
ments to Germany, reducing trade by more than 90%. And yet Wilson
hardly objected. On the other hand, when German submarines attacked or
threatened our shipments to England, he reacted in the strongest manner.
The end result was a near quadrupling of trade with the Allies between
1914 and 1916. In practical terms, we were supporting the Allied war ef-
fort, even as we remained officially neutral. Wilson’s government — if not
he himself — was decidedly biased against the Germans. Not coincidental-
ly, Wilson’s Jewish advisors were, to a man, anti-German.

By the time of the 1916 election, war was churning throughout Europe.
Still, Wilson promised to remain unengaged; he ran and won on the slogan,
“He kept us out of war.” The American people too had little appetite for
armed conflict; as Cooper (2009: 381) writes, “Clearly, the president was
not feeling a push for war from Congress or the public.” But like so many
campaign promises, this one would be discarded soon afterward — in fact,
barely one month after his second inauguration.

So: Why did he do it? Why did Wilson change his mind and, on 2 April
1917, issue his famous call to Congress to declare war on Germany? His
official answer: German submarines were relentlessly targeting US mili-
tary, passenger, and cargo ships, and thus we simply had no choice. But
this explanation does not withstand scrutiny. Early in the war the Germans
were sinking a number of ships that were trafficking with the Allies, but in
September 1915, after urgent demands from Wilson, they suspended sub-
marine attacks. This suspension held for an exceptionally long time —
through February 1917. And all throughout that time, we, and other “neu-
tral” nations, were trading with Germany’s enemies, supplying them with
material goods, and assisting in a naval blockade. Thus it is unsurprising
that the Germans eventually resumed their attacks, on all ships in the war
zone.
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In his famous speech to Congress, Wilson said of the lifting of the sus-
pension, “the Imperial German Government [...] put aside all restraints of
law or of humanity, and uses its submarines to sink every vessel [in the war
zone].” Sparing no hyperbole, he added, “The present German submarine
warfare against commerce is a warfare against mankind. It is a war against
all nations.”

But what are the facts? Specifically, how big a threat did Germany pose
to the US? In reality, it was not much of a threat at all. From the time of the
outbreak of war (August 1914) until Wilson’s declaration in April 1917, a
total of three small military ships were lost — one submarine in 1915, one
armored cruiser in 1916, and one protected cruiser in early 1917. Addition-
ally, a total of 12 American merchant steamers (freight ships) were sunk in
the same period, but with the loss of only 38 individual lives.? So the US
had lost a grand total of 15 ships to that point. Putting this in perspective:
Over the course of the entire war, German U-boats sank roughly 6,600
ships in total. Hence, the threat to the US was all but inconsequential.
Clearly Wilson was thinking in internationalist terms, and someone or
something convinced him that realigning the global order was more im-
portant than American public opinion; thus his famous and much-derided
phrase: “The world must be made safe for democracy.” Yes — but whose
democracy?

A few powerful voices opposed Wilson, including Senators Robert La
Follette (R-Wisc.) and George Norris (R-Neb.). Both spoke on April 4, just
two days after Wilson’s plea for war. La Follette was outraged at the uni-
lateral action taken by the Wilson administration. In a scathing speech, he
said:?’

“I am speaking of a profession of democracy that is linked in action
with the most brutal and domineering use of autocratic power. Are the
people of this country being so well-represented in this war movement
that we need to go abroad to give other people control of their govern-
ments? Will the President and the supporters of this war bill submit it to
a vote of the people before the declaration of war goes into effect? [...]
Who has registered the knowledge or approval of the American people
of the course this Congress is called upon to take in declaring war upon
Germany? Submit the question to the people, you who support it. You
who support it dare not do it, for you know that by a vote of more than
ten to one the American people as a body would register their declara-
tion against it.”
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Norris had some ideas about the driving forces behind the call to war. He
believed that many Americans had been “misled as to the real history and
the true facts, by the almost unanimous demand of the great combination of
wealth that has a direct financial interest in our participation in the war.”?
Wall Street bankers loaned millions to the Allies, and naturally wanted it
repaid. And then there were the profits to be made from military hardware
and ammunition. These same forces also held sway in the media:

“[A] large number of the great newspapers and news agencies of the
country have been controlled and enlisted in the greatest propaganda
that the world has ever known, to manufacture sentiment in favor of
war. [... And now] Congress, urged by the President and backed by the
artificial sentiment, is about to declare war and engulf our country in
the greatest holocaust that the world has ever known. ”

Indeed — every war is a ‘holocaust.” Norris then encapsulated his view with
a most striking line: “We are going into war upon the command of gold.”
And everyone knew who held the gold.

Norris and La Follette both realized they had no chance to change the
outcome. Any force that could compel abrogation of the Russian treaty and
monopolize a presidential election could manufacture Congressional con-
sent for war. Later that same day, the Senate confirmed it, by a vote of 82
to 6. Two days thereafter, the House concurred, 373 to 50. And so we were
at war. American troops would be on the ground in Europe within three
months.

Balfour

Political power is a strange thing; it is one of those rare cases where ap-
pearance is reality. If you say you have power, and others say you have
power, and if all parties act as if you have power — then you have power.
Such is the case with the Jewish Lobby. Simply because, at that time, they
had no army, had internal disagreements, and in no country exceeded one
or two percent of the population, we cannot conclude that they were mere
helpless pawns, manipulated at will by the great powers. And yet today,
modern commentators continue to refer to the ‘illusory’ or ‘misperceived’
power of the Jews at that time.?® This can now be exposed as a weak at-
tempt to whitewash the Jewish power play. When a small minority can dic-
tate foreign policy, promote global war, and steer the outcome in their fa-
vor, then they have substantial power — no matter what anyone says. It was
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true in 1911; it was true in the 1912 election; and it would be clearly
demonstrated once again in the case of the Balfour Declaration of 1917.

To recap: During Wilson’s first term, Jewish Americans achieved major
political gains. Paul Warburg’s Federal Reserve Act was passed, and he
was named to the Board. Henry Morgenthau, Sr. was nominated ambassa-
dor to Turkey, watching over Palestine. Brandeis was named to the Su-
preme Court. And Baruch became the second most powerful man in the
land.

Jews also made important strides elsewhere in America during those
four years. Two more Jewish governors were elected — Alexander in Idaho,
and Bamburger in Utah. The motion-picture business witnessed the begin-
ning of Jewish domination, with Universal Pictures (Carl Laemmle), Para-
mount (Zukor, Lasky, Frohmans, and Goldwyn), Fox Films (William Fox),
and the early formation of “Warner” Bros. Pictures — in reality, the four
Wonskolaser brothers: Hirsz, Aaron, Szmul, and Itzhak.* This develop-
ment would prove useful for wartime propaganda. And the Jewish popula-
tion grew by some 500,000 people.

1917 was the first year of Wilson’s second term. The European war was
into its third year, and looking increasingly like a stalemate. With the Ger-
man resumption of U-boat attacks on shipping to the UK and the American
declaration, a true world war was in hand. And it was also a time of revolu-
tion in Russia. In fact, two revolutions: the worker’s uprising in February
that overthrew Czar Nicholas Il, and the Bolshevik revolution in October
that put the Jewish revolutionaries in power.

The role of Jews in the Russian revolution(s) is a complicated and inter-
esting story. There isn’t space here to elaborate, but in brief, the communist
movement had a heavy Jewish hand from its inception. Marx, of course,
was a German Jew, and his writings inspired an 18-year-old Vladimir Len-
in in 1888. Lenin was himself one-quarter Jewish (maternal grandfather:
Alexandr Blank). In 1898, Lenin formed a revolutionary group, the Rus-
sian Social Democratic Worker’s Party (RSDWP), which was the early
precursor to the Soviet Communist Party. Four years later, Lenin was
joined by a full-blooded Jew, Leon Trotsky — born Lev Bronstein. Internal
dissension led to a schism in 1903, at which time the RSDWP split into
Bolshevik (‘majority”) and Menshevik (‘minority’) factions. Both factions
were disproportionately Jewish. In addition to Lenin and Trotsky, leading
Bolshevik Jews included Grigory Zinoviev, Yakov Sverdlov, Lev Kame-
nev (aka Rozenfeld), Karl Radek, Leonid Krassin, Alexander Litvinov, and
Lazar Kaganovich. Ben-Sasson (1976: 943) observes that these men, and
“others of Jewish origin [...] were prominent among the leaders of the
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Russian Bolshevik revolution.” This was
public knowledge, even at the time. As
the London Times reported in 1919,

“One of the most curious features of
the Bolshevist movement is the high
percentage of non-Russian elements
amongst its leaders. Of the 20 or 30
leaders who provide the central ma-
chinery of the Bolshevist movement,
not less than 75 percent are Jews. [...
T]he Jews provide the executive of-
ficers.” (March 29, p. 10)

The article proceeds to list Trotsky and
some 17 other individuals by name. Lev-
in (1988: 13) notes that, at the 1907
RSDWP Congress, there were nearly ~ Leon Trotsky (1879-1940)
100 Jewish delegates, comprising about 20" Lev Davidovich Bronstein
one third of the total. About 20% of the V&> datr'\]ﬂaer'St(;evomgTa:y
Mensheviks were Jews, but by 1917 they and fhe founder.and firs

. . . leader of the Red Army. By
comprised eight of 17 (47%) of its Cen- Isaac McBride (Barbarous

tral Committee mempers.sl _ Soviet Russia) [Public domain
Thus it was that, in the years leading or Public domain], via
up to the 1917 revolutions, Jews were Wikimedia Commons

working internally and externally to

overthrow the Czar. Stein (1961: 98) quotes a Zionist memo of 1914, pro-
moting “relations with the Jews in Eastern Europe and in America, so as to
contribute to the overthrow of Czarist Russia and to secure the national
autonomy of the Jews.” Temperley (1924: 173) noted that, “by 1917, [Rus-
sian Jews] had done much in preparation for that general disintegration of
Russian national life, later recognized as the revolution.” Ziff (1938: 56)
stated the common view of the time that “Jewish influence in Russia was
supposed to be considerable. Jews were playing a prominent part in the
revolution.”

Surprisingly, even Winston Churchill acknowledged this fact. In 1920
he wrote an infamous essay explaining the difference between the “good”
(Zionist) Jews and the “bad” Bolsheviks. This dichotomy, which was noth-
ing less than a “struggle for the soul of the Jewish people,” made it appear
almost “as if the gospel of Christ and the gospel of Antichrist were des-
tined to originate among the same people” (1920/2002: 24). The Zionists
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were “national” Jews who sought only a homeland for their beleaguered
people. The evil “international Jews,” the Bolsheviks, sought revolution,
chaos, and even world domination. It was, said Churchill, a “sinister con-
spiracy.” He continued:

“This movement among the Jews is not new. From the days of Sparta-
cus-Weishaupt to those of Karl Marx, and down to Trotsky (Russia),
Bela Kun (Hungary), Rosa Luxemburg (Germany), and Emma Goldman
(United States), this world-wide conspiracy for the overthrow of civili-
zation and for the reconstitution of society on the basis of arrested de-
velopment, of envious malevolence, and impossible equality, has been
steadily growing. [...] It has been the mainspring of every subversive
movement during the Nineteenth Century; and now at last this band of
extraordinary personalities from the underworld of the great cities of
Europe and America have gripped the Russian people by the hair of
their heads and have become practically the undisputed masters of that
enormous empire.” (p. 25)

“There is no need to exaggerate” the Jewish role in the Russian revolution;
“It is certainly a very great one. [...T]he majority of the leading figures are
Jews.” In the Soviet institutions, “the predominance of Jews is even more
astonishing.” But perhaps the worst aspect was the dominant role of Judeo-
terrorism. Churchill was clear and explicit:

“[TThe prominent, if not indeed the principal, part in the system of ter-
rorism applied by the Extraordinary Commissions for Combating
Counter-Revolution has been taken by Jews, and in some notable cases
by Jewesses. The same evil prominence was obtained by Jews in the
brief period of terror during which Bela Kun ruled in Hungary. The
same phenomenon has been presented in Germany (especially in Ba-
varia), so far as this madness has been allowed to prey upon the tempo-
rary prostration of the German people. [... T]he part played by the
[Jews] in proportion to their numbers in the population is astonishing. ”

(p. 26)

By this time, Churchill had been working on behalf of Zionist Jews for
some 15 years. He had long counted on Jewish political support, and was
rumored to be in the pay of wealthy Zionists.

The Russian revolutions were significant, but the premier event of 1917
was surely the Balfour Declaration of November 2. This short letter from
the United Kingdom’s Foreign Secretary Arthur James Balfour to Baron
Rothschild was remarkable: it promised to a “mere handful” of British sub-
jects (and indirectly their coreligionists worldwide) a land that the United
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Kingdom did not possess, and that was part of some other empire. It is en-
lightening to examine the orthodox account of this event. According to the
standard view, it was at this time that Britain was not only mired in the war
on the Continent, but also that “British forces were fighting to win Pales-
tine from the Ottoman Empire.”* The Brits wanted it “because of its loca-
tion near the Suez Canal.” (In fact, of course, Palestine is more than 200
km from the Canal, separated by the whole of the Sinai Peninsula.) “The
British believed the Balfour Declaration would help gain support of this
goal from Jewish leaders in the UK, the United States, and other coun-
tries.”

So, here are a few relevant questions: Was control of the Canal really
the primary objective? Or did the British think that the Jews would help
them in their broader war aims? The Jews? — a beleaguered minority eve-
rywhere, with no nation, no army, no “real power”? Could they really help
the British Empire? And did they in fact help them? And if so, how?

Nothing in the documentation of the time suggests that the canal was
anything more than an incidental concern. But there was clearly a larger
goal — to enlist the aid of Jews everywhere, in order to help Britain win the
war. Schneer (2010: 152) notes that, beginning in early 1916, the British
sought to “explore seriously some kind of arrangement with ‘world Jewry’
or ‘Great Jewry’.” A diplomatic communiqué of March 13 is explicit:

“[T]he most influential part of Jewry in all the countries would very
much appreciate an offer of agreement concerning Palestine. [...I]t is
clear that by utilizing the Zionist idea, important political results can be
achieved. Among them will be the conversion, in favour of the Allies, of
Jewish elements in the Orient, in the United States, and in other places.
[...] The only purpose of [His Majesty’s] Government is to find some
arrangement [...] which might facilitate the conclusion of an agreement
ensuring the Jewish support.” (in Ziff 1938: 56)

Later that year, an advisor to the British government, James Malcolm,
pressed this very point: that, by promising Palestine to the Zionists, they
would use their influence around the world — and especially in America —
to help bring about overall victory. On the face of it, this was a preposter-
ous suggestion: that the downtrodden Jewish minority, and in particular the
even smaller minority of Zionist Jews, could do anything to alter events in
a world war.

And yet that quickly became the official view of the British government
— particularly so when David Lloyd George became prime minister in De-
cember 1916. Lloyd George was, from the Zionist perspective, a nearly
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ideal leader. He had been working with them since 1903.3* He strongly
believed in their near-mythic influence. And he was a devout Christian Zi-
onist, making him an ideological compatriot. Immediately upon assuming
office, Lloyd George directed his staff — in particular, Mark Sykes and
Lord Arthur Balfour — to negotiate Jewish support. MacMillan explains:

“From [early] 1917, with Lloyd George’s encouragement, Sykes met
privately with Weizmann and other Zionists. The final, and perhaps
most important, factor in swinging British support behind the Zionists
was to make propaganda among Jews, particularly in the United States,
which had not yet come into the war, and in Russia.” (2003: 416; my
emphasis)

And as if the stalled war wasn’t motivation enough, rumors were soon fly-
ing that the Zionists were also soliciting German support; the Jews, it
seems, were willing to sell their services to the highest bidder.*® When
these rumors reached London, “the British government moved with speed”
(ibid). And with speed they did. With Brandeis’s input, a first draft of the
brief statement was completed in July. A second draft appeared in mid-
October, and by the end of that month Balfour was ready to make public
his Government’s stance: “from a purely diplomatic and political point of
view, it was desirable that some declaration favourable to the aspirations of
the Jewish nationalists should now be made. [...] If we could make a dec-
laration favourable to such an ideal, we should be able to carry on extreme-
ly useful propaganda both in Russia and America.”® Three days later, they
did.

But most striking was the implication that the “mere handful” of Zionist
Jews in England could actually be a decisive factor in bringing a reluctant
US into the global war. If successful, this would dramatically swing the
military balance of power. And via Wilson’s Jewish advisors — most nota-
bly Baruch and Brandeis — they had the ear of the president. But could they
do it?

Unquestionably, the Brits thought they could — and that they did. This is
such an astonishing manifestation of Jewish power that it is worth review-
ing the opinions of several commentators. Speaking after the war, on 4 July
1922, Churchill argued for full implementation of the famous Declaration:

“Pledges and promises were made during the War. [...] They were
made because it was considered they would be of value to us in our
struggle to win the War. It was considered that the support which the
Jews could give us all over the world, and particularly in the United
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States, and also in Russia, would be a definite palpable advantage. ” (in
Gilbert 2007: 78-79)

In his monumental six-volume study of the 1919 Paris Peace Conference,
British historian Howard Temperley (1924) made this observation:

“It was believed that if Great Britain declared for the fulfillment of Zi-
onist aspirations in Palestine under her own pledge, one effect would be
to bring Russian Jewry to the cause of the Entente [Allies]. It was be-
lieved, also, that such a declaration would have a potent influence upon
world Jewry in the same way, and secure for the Entente the aid of Jew-
ish financial interests. It was believed, further, that it would greatly in-
fluence American opinion in favour of the Allies. Such were the chief
considerations which, during the later part of 1916 and the next ten
months of 1917, impelled the British Government towards making a
contract with Jewry.” (1924, vol. 6: 173)

We must bear in mind that the Declaration was issued seven months after
US entry into the war. But Temperley is unequivocal: the deal was con-
cluded “during the later part of 1916,” well before Wilson’s decision to go
to war. Apparently the deal was this: bring the US into the war, and we will
promise you your Jewish homeland. Such was the “contract with Jewry.”

Sensing the importance, Temperley reiterates the point, to drive it
home:

“That it is in purpose a definite contract with Jewry is beyond question.
[...] In spirit it is a pledge that, in return for services to be rendered by
Jewry, the British Government would ‘use their best endeavours’ to se-
cure [...] Palestine.”

And in fact, it was a good deal all around.

“The Declaration certainly rallied world Jewry, as a whole, to the side
of the Entente. [...T]he services of Jewry were not expected in vain, and
were [...] well worth the price which had to be paid.” (p. 174)

Britain’s price was low: a spit of land far from the home country. True,
there would be Arab resistance, but the Brits were used to that. A much
higher price would be paid by Germany and the Central Powers, and by
America — who would expend hundreds of millions of dollars, and suffer
116,000 war dead.

A Zionist insider, Samuel Landman, wrote a detailed and explicit ac-
count of these events in 1936. After noting some preliminary attempts in
1916, he remarks on the significance of Malcolm’s involvement. Malcolm
knew that Wilson “always attached the greatest possible importance to the
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advice of a very prominent Zionist, Mr. Justice Brandeis” (p. 4). Malcolm
was able to convince Sykes and French ambassador Georges Picot that

“[...] the best and perhaps the only way [...] to induce the American
President to come into the war was to secure the cooperation of Zionist
Jews by promising them Palestine, and thus enlist and mobilize the
hitherto unsuspectedly powerful forces of the Zionist Jews in America
and elsewhere in favour of the Allies on a quid pro quo basis.”

Granted, Landman was not an unbiased observer, and had good reason to
exaggerate Zionist influence. But that was not the case with the British
Royal Palestine Commission, which issued a report in 1937. At the critical
stage of the war, “it was believed that Jewish sympathy or the reverse
would make a substantial difference one way or the other to the Allied
cause. In particular, Jewish sympathy would confirm the support of Ameri-
can Jewry...” (p. 23). The report then quotes Lloyd George:

“The Zionist leaders gave us a definite promise that, if the Allies com-
mitted themselves to [...] a national home for the Jews in Palestine,
they would do their best to rally Jewish sentiment and support through-
out the world to the Allied cause. They kept their word. ”

Two years after this report, in 1939, the British contemplated starting a war
with Germany. Churchill wrote a memo for his War Cabinet, reminding
them that

“[...] it was not for light or sentimental reasons that Lord Balfour and
the Government of 1917 made the promises to the Zionists which have
been the cause of so much subsequent discussion. The influence of
American Jewry was rated then as a factor of the highest importance,
and we did not feel ourselves in such a strong position as to be able to
treat it with indifference. ” (in Gilbert 2007: 165)

The implication, of course, was that the British might once again need Jew-
ish help to defeat the Germans. Having been goaded into war in 1939 by
Roosevelt and his Jewish advisors,®’ the British were becoming desperate
once again to draw in the Americans. As David Irving reports, it was in
late 1941 that Weizmann and his fellow British Zionists began “promising
to use their influence in Washington to bring the United States into the
war” (2001: 73). Irving quotes from an amazingly blunt letter from Weiz-
mann to Churchill, promising to do again in this war what they did in the
last:

“There is only one big ethnic group [in America] which is willing to
stand, to a man, for Great Britain, and a policy of ‘all-out aid’ for her:
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the five million Jews. From [Treasury] Secretary Morgenthau [Henry,
Jr.], Governor [Herbert] Lehman, Justice Frankfurter, down to the sim-
plest Jewish workman or trader. [...] It has been repeatedly acknowl-
edged by British Statesmen that it was the Jews who, in the last war, ef-
fectively helped to tip the scales in America in favour of Great Britain.
They are keen to do it —and may do it — again.” (p. 77)

So here we have Weizmann explicitly naming the influential Jews with the
power to bring Roosevelt and the United States into a war in which it, once
again, had no compelling interest. The letter was dated September 10,
1941. Churchill did not have to wait long. Within 90 days, America would
be at war.

END PART I
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Notes

1

~N o g

It is clear that Joseph was Jewish: His father, Jacob, was renamed by God as
“Israel” (Gen 35:10), and Joseph himself is repeatedly referred to as a “He-
brew” (e.g. Gen 39:14, 41:12).

Roman History, 69.13.

For Seneca’s and Quintilian’s comments, see Stern (1974), pages 431 and 513.
For Tacitus, see his Annals (XV, 44), and Histories (5.8).

History of Rome, vol. 4, p. 643.

Ecce Homo! (1770/1813: 26, 28)

Cited in Hertzberg (1968: 300).

For Kant, see his Conflict of the Faculties (1798/1979: 101). Hegel’s quotation
is from his Early Theological Writings (1975: 190).

This is just a fraction of the negative observations of Jews over the centuries.
For a more complete study, see my series Dalton (2011a, 2011b, 2011c, and
2012).

A large area, comprising much of present-day Poland, Lithuania, Ukraine, and
Belarus.
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10

11
12
13

14

15
16
17
18

19

20

21
22

23

24

25

26

27

28
29

In 1891 the New York Times ran the headline: “Russia’s Fierce Assault: Europe
amazed at her treatment of Jews.” As the article explained, “Berlin [...] is
overwhelmed by the advance wave of the flying Jews, driven on a day’s notice
from their homes and swarming westward.” (May 31; p. 1).

Cited in Rather (1990: 163).

Cited in Levy (1991: 83-84).

There are a few problems, however. First, the diary is dated some five months
after the war actually started; it’s easy to recall a prediction after the fact. Sec-
ond, Rosenthal’s book My Siberian Diary is nowhere to be found. The entry is
recounted in an obscure periodical, The Jewish Era, dated January 1919 (p.
128); this was not only after the war was over, but after the Peace Conference
had already begun.

This was true of both Zionist and non-Zionist Jews. It’s worth noting that Zion-
ism was a minority view among American Jews, at least for the first two dec-
ades of its existence. Many Jews, being ‘internationalists,” did not feel the need
for a Jewish homeland. And many realized that, should this come to pass, they
would be charged with dual loyalty. But with the Zionists’ relentless pressure
and record of success, they became the dominant view.

For a contemporaneous account, see the London Times, 11 July 1911, p. 5.
Cited in Slomovitz (1981: 6-7).

Cited in Dearborn Independent (25 June 1921).

April 11, p. 18. The same article goes on to decry “the systematic, relentless
quiet grinding down of a people of more than 6,000,000 souls.” This figure
surely strikes a chord — but that’s another story.

Indeed — a “special effort” was made to get the support of Wilson, “whose in-
fluence was rising within the Democratic ranks” (p. 32).

The Jews and Modern Capitalism (1911/1982), p. 44.

Shogan (2010: xi).

Dearborn Independent, 11 June 1921. The entire ‘international Jew’ series ran
without a byline, and so for the sake of convenience |1 attribute them to Ford —
even though it is virtually certain that he did not write the pieces himself.
Cooper (1983: 194).

War Expenditures: Parts 1 to 13. US Government Printing Office (1921: 1814,
1816).

Cited in Chalberg (1995: 46-47).

Other Americans died on foreign-flagged ships — most notoriously, 128 on the
Lusitania. But this still pales in comparison to the thousands who would die in a
war.

Online at: www.historymatters.gmu.edu. | am not aware of any polling data
supporting his claim that 90% of Americans were opposed to entering the war,
but it seems to have been a reasonable estimate.

Cited in Chalberg (1995: 71-73).

Schneer (2010: 153) is typical: there was “no such thing” as a powerful Jewish
force in world affairs. Any thoughts to the contrary are “based upon a miscon-
ception.” Hodgson (2006: 154-155) is another example: “the influence of Zion-
ism [was] considerably exaggerated” by the British government, who believed
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the international Jews to be “more influential and more Zionist than in fact they
were.”

Jews had nearly a total monopoly on the film business. The only significant
non-Jewish movie mogul was Darryl Zanuck, who was a studio head at 20th
Century Fox for many years.

Among the leading figures, Ben-Sasson (p. 944) mentions Julius Martov,
Fyodor Dan, and Raphael Abramowitz.

Churchill’s close connection to British Jews dated back at least to 1904. Gilbert
(2007: 9) explains that “this was the first but not the last time that Churchill was
to be accused by his political opponents [...] of being in the pocket, and even in
the pay, of wealthy Jews.” Makovsky (2007) describes Churchill’s father’s
longtime association with “Jewish financial titans,” and notes that Churchill
himself “came to count many of [his father’s] wealthy Jewish friends as his
own” (p. 46).

Encyclopedias are usually good sources for conventional views. Quotations
here come from the World Book, 2003 edition, entry on ‘Balfour Declaration.’
See Stein (1961: 28).

See Lloyd George (1939: 725), Ziff (1938: 55), Stein (1961: 528), and Lie-
breich (2005: 12).

Minutes of the War Cabinet for October 31; see Ingrams (1972: 16).

As | will explain in Part Il, there is ample evidence that this was true. For a re-
view of some of the relevant sources, see Weber (1983). In brief, it seems that
Roosevelt wanted England and France to do the early ‘dirty work’ of the war,
and then the US would intervene as needed to conclude the issue.
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COMMENT

102 Years of American Satrapy
Jett Rucker

Wars,” details successes of small groups of influential Jews in gain-
ing control of the governmental apparatus in many countries, in-
cluding notional democracies such as the United States.

The process seems for the first time to have become visible in the rec-
ord by the end of 1911, when Congress passed a bill with but one single
dissenting vote to abrogate a treaty of 79 years’ standing with Russia be-
cause Russia insisted on barring from entering their country, a running to-
tal of four American Jews seeking to enter. At the time, the Czarist regime
in Russia perceived much trouble coming from its Jewish minorities, who
seemed especially susceptible to agitation by foreign co-religionists such as
the four persons refused entry. The treaty did not seem, according to Dal-
ton, to explicitly require admission of every citizen of one of the countries
to the other country, and he does not mention whether the US ever barred
admission to a traveler from Russia.

Nonetheless, a cabal seemingly composed of few besides Lawyer Louis
Marshall and Banker Jacob Schiff and their recruits Samuel Strauss and
Adolph Ochs of the New York Times, along with fellow travelers such as
William Randolph Hearst and the up-and-coming Democrat Woodrow
Wilson succeeded not only in getting the treaty with Russia abrogated, but
in steamrollering the opposition of the US ambassador to Russia, the US
secretary of state, and President Taft himself. Not bad for a group then
comprising but two percent of the US population.

Today, matters are different, and it seems that principles, too, must
bend to the Jewish-sponsored will in America, where the Jewish percent-
age of the population remains at but 2.2 percent. One thing that has
changed is that Jewry today “has” a country of its own, with a dissident
“minority” that happens to constitute a majority in the aggregate area con-
trolled by that country, Israel. Despite Israel’s possession of nuclear weap-
ons and a formidable array of state-of-the-art military equipment and sup-
plies backed up by the repeated guarantee of unlimited support from the
world’s only superpower (the same United States that in 1911 abrogated its
treaty with Russia at its Jews’ behest), Israel finds its dissident majority so

Thomas Dalton’s article in this issue, “The Jewish Hand in the World
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troublesome that it insists (as many
countries do) on barring from entry any-
one who might advocate any sort of con-
cessions to this majority as well as any-
one with a name (Arabic) that sounds as
though its bearer might be predisposed
to such sentiments.

Well and good — no doubt the United
States also claims the right to screen
admittees from many countries. But the
United States has negotiated with some
28 other countries the admitting of any
and all (properly documented) comers
from those countries without visas, in
return for the same favor being guaran-
teed to all Americans seeking to travel to Schiff helped finance the
any of those countries. The arrangement o <o Japanese War through
is, as is practically universal in such in- 5 |5rge Ioan to the Empire of

American Jewish banker

Jacob H. Schiff (1847-1920).

ternational concessions, totally recipro- Japan. This was one of
cal —we do as they do, and vice-versa. several activities to battle the

Now, according to the Guardian Czarist regime. [Public
newspaper in the United Kingdom, Israel domain], via Wikimedia
wants this convenience for any and all of Commons

its traveling citizens, very few of whom
are known ever to have incited any sort of trouble in the United States.

But Israel, America’s special ally in the Middle East, doesn’t want the
same deal the 28 countries so far have gotten — it wants, and is promoting
to Congress with another special bill — to enjoy this privilege for its citi-
zens without extending the same benefit to American citizens. It demands,
through the good offices of Senators Barbara Boxer, Roy Blunt, and six-
teen more co-sponsors of the bill, the continued right to reject would-be
American visitors at its sole and unquestioned discretion. Something, it
might churlishly be noted, for... nothing.

Actually, there’s nothing new about this at least since 1911, except per-
haps for the sovereign State of Israel, which at 65, isn’t even as old as the
treaty with Russia the US abrogated in that year.

How little else has changed in the last century. Look for Congress to
enact this abrogation of America’s obligations to itself in favor of a few
influential American and foreign Jews.

But this time, no Congressman will dare dissent. None at all.
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OBITUARY

The Death of a Distinguished Lawyer
Doug Christie, “the Battling Barrister”

Robert Faurisson

D ouglas (Doug) Christie has died.
For its part, the Canadian English-language press has put out the
news in terms which, unfortunately, can be understood when one
knows that Douglas Christie had especially made himself known for his
uncompromising defense of a major figure of historical revisionism, Ernst
Zundel. But — a happy surprise — at least one newspaper, the Times Colo-
nist of Victoria, British Columbia, where Douglas Christie lived, has re-
minded its readers that it was this extraordinary barrister who in 1992 fi-
nally enabled Ernst Ziindel to gain an unhoped-for victory against the reli-
gionists of “the Holocaust.”

At the end of a nine-year struggle against various representatives of the
Crown and a coalition of Jewish and allied organizations, Ernst Ziindel,
aided by Douglas Christie, the “Battling Barrister,” was able to get the Ca-
nadian Supreme Court to strike down the very section of the criminal code
that had been the grounds for his prosecution and conviction, a section it-
self grounded in an obsolete article of an ancient English law (namely,
Chapter 34 of the 1275 Statute of Westminster). Section 181 forbade the
publication of “news that [one] knows is false and causes or is likely to
cause injury or mischief to a public interest” (in the words of the judge dur-
ing Ziindel’s 1985 trial for having published the brochure Did Six Million
Really Die?*, his activities had a “cancerous effect [...] upon society’s in-
terest in the maintenance of racial and religious harmony in Canada”).
However, on August 27, 1992, the Court? finally decided that the law was
incompatible with Canada’s Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

A Frenchman accustomed to seeing his country’s justice system settle
the fate of a revisionist in the space of one or two afternoons in the 17th
chamber of the Paris criminal court might be astonished to learn that at
Toronto, in 1985, the first Zundel trial lasted seven weeks and the second,
in 1988, over four months. One may add that, in English-law (or common-
law) countries, the contents of any trial are the subject of a full transcript,
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whilst in France, in “our” 17th
chamber, generally, the clerk
simply makes a few notes in the
“plumitif,” the name given to the
ledger in which he or she men-
tions merely the main facts of the
hearing. The result is as follows:
when a person receives the text of
a judgment regarding himself or
herself and wants to know the
terms in which the judges have
recorded and appreciated what he
or she personally said at the bar,
there will usually be NOTHING
or almost NOTHING! At most
that person will have the satisfac-
tion of coming upon an “aside” of
the type “Mr X having been heard presenting his arguments.” A reader of
this decision will thus learn that the person in question had orally put forth
“arguments,” but will not know which ones! Nor will it be possible to
know anything about the worth or non-worth that the judges have assigned
to each of those “arguments.” The judges will perhaps do the reader the
favor of expounding on (in their way) and judging the written pleadings
filed by counsel at the start of the session, but they will hardly go any fur-
ther. Curiously, French judges and most lawyers seem very comfortable
indeed with these pretenses, a veritable sham. Between good pals, settled
in their habits, they agree in relegating the person on trial to the least im-
portant rank. He or she is treated as a nuisance who, in any case, does not
understand much of the shell game going on in which the lawyers, prosecu-
tors and three judges are enjoying themselves, using the jargon that they
share. As for the jury, they are conspicuous by their absence. The historian
who, years later, will want to know what was actually said in the court-
room during such or such case, whether famous or obscure, can spare him-
self the trouble of looking.

Nothing of the kind in the English legal system, far more serious and
severe, where one can know, word for word, what was said all throughout
any past trial, be it that of the humblest citizen. And at least the latter will
have been able to benefit from the presence of a jury. Douglas Christie was
skilled in making this system actually provide the guarantees of fairness
that it promised. He cared rather little for the judge whom, if necessary, he

R\

Douglas Christie. Photo courtesy of
Michael Hoffman | Revisionist
History:
http://revisionistreview.blogspot.com
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let know that his role ought to be more that of a referee. For the real barris-
ter that he was, the only things that must count, at one end of the chain of
procedure, were such sacred principles as that of full freedom of expres-
sion and the refusal to be intimidated and, at the other end, the jurors, al-
ways allowed, when the time came, to put questions and seek clarification.
He shunned legal quibbling and, turning to the laymen, spoke to them in a
language that was robust, direct and precise. He was captivating in his abil-
ity to provide a definition, or examples. He was impassive. He would have
none of any showing-off. He liked the simple and concrete. He struck with
his bold way of going straight to the burning heart of the matter to be dealt
with. In common-law justice, chatter and theorizing are prohibited; there is
no speech-giving and nearly everything is done by way of pointed and pre-
cise questions to be followed by answers as brief as possible. Lawyers and
judges like facts and abhor the “emotional” (i.e. words or behavior liable to
arouse emotion in one’s favor). As for the court-appointed expert, he is not,
as is the case in France, recruited from a list of persons certified to be such
but is rather one who, on the spot, after examination, cross-examination
and re-examination before the judge and the jury, will have been able to
demonstrate his experience, mastery of the subject and ability to make
himself understood by the layman. | personally assisted Douglas Christie
throughout the entire 1985 trial, and again for such part of the trial in 1988
as my health allowed. Our collaboration proved so successful that we man-
aged, in 1985, to crush, in succession Raul Hilberg, Number One Historian
of the “Destruction of the European Jews,” and Rudolf Vrba, Number One
Witness of the alleged homicidal gassings at Auschwitz. The press at the
time showed its surprise at the defense team’s high degree of preparation.
Then, at the 1988 trial, the “Leuchter Report” on the alleged homicidal gas
chambers at Majdanek, Auschwitz and Birkenau dealt the coup de grace to
the exterminationist case. On the strict level of science and history we had
won all the victories that could be won but, of course, the mainstream me-
dia strengthened their Holocaust propaganda all the more. On the legal lev-
el, Ernst Zundel was provisionally guilty.

| forged a friendship with Doug Christie, who was of Scottish descent,
and his wife Keltie Zubko, of Ukrainian origin. At the Ziindel house in To-
ronto we used to call them, respectively, “the Devil” and “the Angel.” In
itself, the atmosphere that reigned in those spacious rooms was an excep-
tional success at organization, allocation of tasks, keenness in work, enthu-
siasm and warmth, with inevitable episodes of tension and, at some mo-
ments, fear for our safety. Ernst Zindel has no match when it comes to in-
spiring dedication to the just cause of revisionism, and rarely in my long
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life have | seen a gathering of disinterested spirits of such high quality.
Many names come to mind: I shall not mention any of them for fear of for-
getting just one of those men and women who, together, wrote a fine page
of the human experience. | shall allow myself one sole exception and men-
tion Barbara Kulaszka, herself a barrister, daughter of a Scottish lady,
whose name will go down in history for the monumental work Did Six Mil-
lion Really Die? / Report of the Evidence in the Canadian “False News”
Trial of Ernst Ziindel — 1988, published in 1992.

For the rest of their lives, Keltie and her children should hold, in their
memory of Doug Christie, reasons for pride, an example of courage and a
source of energy.

Notes

! Richard E. Harwood, Did Six Million Really Die? Truth at last Exposed (Toron-
to: Samisdat Publishers Ltd.). Harwood’s work was originally published in
England by the Historical Review Press in 1974. Many different editions were
published in various languages around the world. Online:
https://codoh.com/media/files/downloads/livres5/harwoodeng.pdf

2 [1992] 2 S.C.R. R. v. Zundel 731. Online once at
http://www.iidh.ed.cr/comunidades/libertadexpresion/docs/le_otroscanada/r.%2
0v.%20zundel.htm; now removed.

3 Barbara Kulaszka (ed)., Did Six Million Really Die?: Report of the Evidence in
the Canadian “False News” Trial of Ernst Ziindel — 1988, (Toronto: Samisdat
Publishers Ltd., 1992). Online: https://codoh.com/library/document/did-six-
million-really-die/
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PROFILES IN HISTORY

Knut Hamsun: The Soul of Norway?
Stephen Goodson

European authors of all time. On December 10, 1920 his literary

career was crowned with the award of the Nobel Prize for litera-
ture by the Swedish Academy for his monumental work, Growth of the
Soil. His attachment to the land and family as a counterpoint to industriali-
zation and consumerism and his literary reflections thereon have lost none
of their validity today. Throughout his life, expressed in both his actions
and writings, Hamsun held firm to his beliefs and principles, which by to-
day’s convoluted standards would be deemed to be politically incorrect.

Hamsun was born on August 4, 1859 as Knud Pedersen in Lom,
Gulbrandsal, in south central Norway. He was the fourth son of seven chil-
dren of an impoverished peasant family. In 1868 at the age of nine he was
sent to work on his uncle, Hans Olsen’s farm at Hamsund, north of the
Arctic Circle. His uncle also ran the local post office and library, where
Hamsun educated himself. His uncle treated him very badly, which ill
treatment he later claimed to have caused him chronic nervous difficulties.

In 1874 aged 15 he escaped back to his parents’ home in Lom, where he
was employed in a variety of occupations, which included working as a
store clerk, peddler, shoemaker’s apprentice, assistant to a sheriff and ele-
mentary schoolteacher.

In 1876 he became apprenticed to a rope maker and a year later he had
his first novel Den Gaadefulde. En kjoerlighedshistorie fra Nordland (The
Enigmatic One), a love story, published, but it gained little attention.

In the 1880s large numbers of Norwegians were emigrating to America
and he travelled there twice, first in 1882. He spent several years working,
mainly in Minnesota and Wisconsin, and traversing the country, often
identifying with workers and social outcasts. He soon became disillusioned
with America, its lack of culture and its obsession with materialism. In
1889 he wrote about his experiences in Fra det moderne Amerikas
Aandslev (On the Cultural Life of Modern America), where he expressed
his contempt for the mob politics of democracy and the worshipping of
mammon. He was deeply concerned about the presence of the Negro popu-
lation and advocated its repatriation to Africa.® He described the Civil War

Knut Hamsun? ranks as one of the most influential and innovative
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as a war by northern capitalists
against aristocrats and wrote that,
“Instead of founding an intellectu-
al elite, America has established a
mulatto stud farm.”*

His first work to receive wide-
spread recognition was Sult (Hun-
ger) a 1890 semi-autobiographical
account of an itinerant wanderer
who suffers both intellectual and
physical hunger in the cities, but
recovers and is rejuvenated in the
bucolic world of fields and for-
ests. He would repeat this theme
in his later novels Mysterier (Mys-
teries) (1892), the naturalist ode
Pan (1894) and Under Hosts-
joernen. En Vandrers Fortoelling
(Under the Autumn Star) (1896).

Hamsun was severely disturbed and outraged by the calculated, vindic-
tive and cruel treatment meted out by the English to the innocent Boers
(farmers) in the Jewish-instigated Anglo-Boer War (1899-1902).° In an
unprecedented scorched-earth policy, the English razed the Boers’ home-
steads, slaughtered their cattle (mainly by cutting their tendons “to save
ammunition”), and raped their women. The English destroyed twenty-five
towns and their contents. They herded 136,000 women and children into 46
concentration camps and housed in tents, where in some camps during
winter, temperatures plummeted to freezing. 27,927 © of them died of star-
vation and exposure, of whom 22,074 or 79% were under the age of 16.
Henceforth Hamsun would adopt an anti-English stance for the rest of his
life.

In En Vandrer spiller med Sordin (A Wanderer Plays on Muted Strings)
(1909) Hamsun started to introduce political themes, viewing the migration
of country folk to the cities, not as a form of progress, but as a debasement
of both their souls and morals. In A Word to Us, he condemned dependen-
cy on tourism as a degrading form of employment, and advocated not only
a return to the land, but the cessation of emigration, particularly to Ameri-
ca.

Hamsun supported Germany during World War One and viewed the
Germans as a herrenvolk (a superior people), who shared a common cul-

Knut Hamsun in 1890. [Public
domain], via Wikimedia Commons
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ture and heritage with Norway. Not surprisingly, his books were immense-
ly popular in Germany.

In 1917 he wrote Markens Grode (Growth of the Soil) a novel, which
evinces his vision of how an ideal society should function in a rural envi-
ronment. This work created a worldwide sensation and 18,000 copies of
the first edition were sold out in three weeks. Dr. Joseph Goebbels was
greatly moved by this masterpiece of European literature and in World War
Two ordered the printing of a special edition, which was distributed to sol-
diers in the field.’

In 1918 Hamsun bought a rundown manor house, “Norholm,” and 800
acres situated between Lillesand and Grimstad. He lived there with his
second wife, an actress, Marie (nee Andersen), who was 27 years younger
than he, and his four children, sons Tore and Arild and daughters Elinor
and Cecilia. With the prize money from the Nobel, he was able to restore
the house and turn the property into a model dairy farm.

In between his farming activities, Hamsun completed Konerne ved
Vandposten (The Woman at the Pump), in which he criticized the over-
intellectualization of an urban existence and advocated a return to the nor-
mality of rural life. In the August trilogy published in 1930, he continued to
explore these themes of alienation, spiritual impoverishment and hopeless-
ness in an urban environment. It may also be mentioned that Hamsun was
against any notions of what is today known as feminism.

Hamsun received a number of other awards, including honorary mem-
bership in the Moscow Arts Theatre after the performance of his play Livet
I Vold (In the Grip of Life), which had been written in 1910, and the Goe-
the Institute Prize in 1934. However, he rarely accepted prize money and
refused numerous doctorates in literature, explaining that he was a farmer
and an author, and did not have an academic background.

Along with the rest of the developed world, Norway was severely af-
fected by the “Great Depression™® of the 1930s, with unemployment rising
to 30.8% in 1932 — the second highest in the world after Denmark at
31.7%.°

In response to this situation of economic misery, violent strikes and un-
rest, a former Minister of Defense (1931-33), Vidkun Quisling, established
a new political party, Nasjonal Samling (National Gathering) in May 1933.
He sought to address this chaotic situation, which had been aggravated by
moral decadence, political expediency and racial degradation, by unifying
the Norwegian people with the implementation of a program of reconstruc-
tion based on social equality, in which the peasant farmer would play a
central role.1°
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Quisling had previously assisted the famous explorer Fridtjof Nansen in
a relief program in the Ukraine from 1921-23 and he was thus fully ap-
prised of the horrors of Jewish Bolshevism, which he revealed in a book
Russia and Us written in 1932. Not unexpectedly, Norway’s communists
loathed Quisling.

Hamsun had much sympathy for these policies of Quisling, and alt-
hough he never joined the party, he contributed to its journal Fritt Folk
(Free People). He was an ardent supporter of National Socialism and
viewed it as a means for the regeneration of the true European way of
life.!! He also advocated the emigration of all the Jews of Europe to a
homeland of their own.*?

On April 8, 1940, Winston Churchill, the warmonger and puppet of the
international bankers,* who was at the time First Sea Lord of the British
Admiralty, violated Norwegian neutrality by ordering the mining of Nor-
wegian territorial waters and the occupation of Narvik in northern Norway.
In order to protect the flow of its essential iron ore imports from Kiruna
northern Sweden, Germany was forced to react. In a few brief battles the
Germans routed the British army at Narvik and Trondheim and Norway
would remain under German occupation until the end of World War Il on
May 8, 1945.

After the Norwegian king and his government, headed by the president
of the Storting (parliament) the Jew C. J. Hambro, had cowardly fled,
Quisling was compelled to fill the vacuum they left. He was initially ap-
pointed prime minister, but his firm resolve to adopt an independent policy
resulted in the Germans replacing him with Reichskommissar Josef
Terboven (1898-1945) on April 24, 1940. Eventually after the Nasjonal
Samling party gained one third of the seats in a new parliament, Quisling
became minister president on February 1, 1942, but he remained frequently
at odds with the German occupiers.

Hamsun urged Norwegians to support Quisling, whom he deemed the
best person to obtain full independence from Germany and the status of
neutrality during World War Two. In a long article in the February edition
of the German-language Berlin-Tokyo-Rome Journal of February 1942, in
which he attacked Franklin Roosevelt for being a puppet of the Jews, he
wrote, “Europe does not want either the Jew or their gold, neither the
Americans nor their country.”

Hamsun was an honorary member of the Volunteer Legion Norwegen
and wore its uniform on official occasions. His son Arild served with the
Legion and the Waffen-SS and was decorated with the Iron Cross, second
class.?®
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In an act of solidarity with Germany, Hamsun donated his gold*® Nobel
medal to Reichsminister of Propaganda and Public Enlightenment, Dr. Jo-
seph Goebbels. On June 26, 1943 Hamsun met Adolf Hitler at the Berghof
in the Obersalzberg. According to Christa Schroeder, Hitler’s secretary:’

“During a meal Baldur von Schirach had mentioned Hamsun’s visit to
the Journalists” Congress in Vienna and urged Hitler to invite the Nor-
wegian to the Berghof. After initial reluctance Hitler agreed and Knut
Hamsun came. During the conversation between Hamsun and Hitler,
Dara Christian and | heard a heated exchange — we were in the lounge,
which separated from the Great Hall only by a curtain. Holding our
breath we crept closer. Hamsun had had the gall to take Hitler to task
over the measures introduced by Gauleiter Terboven in Norway, urging
in emotional tones that Terboven be recalled. Maybe he was rather
deaf, or possibly because Hitler would not tolerate contradiction, we
heard Hitler shout at him: ‘Be silent! You know nothing about it!””

Hitler had expected that they would have a polite conversation about art
and writing; instead he was confronted with a raft of complaints. Apparent-
ly this was the only time Hitler had ever been contradicted in such a deter-
mined manner.

Notwithstanding this rebuff, Hamsun continued to support Germany
and received from Hitler birthday greetings when he turned 85 in 1944.
After Hitler had committed suicide on April 30, 1945 Hamsun wrote the
following eulogy in the Aftenposten (The Evening Post), Norway’s largest
newspaper, of May 7, 1945:

“I am not worthy to speak his name out loud. Nor do his life and his
deeds warrant any kind of sentimental discussion. He was a warrior, a
warrior of mankind, and a prophet of the gospel of justice for all na-
tions. He was a reforming nature of the highest order, and his fate was
to arise in a time of unparalleled barbarism which finally failed him.
Thus might the average western European regard Hitler. We, his clos-
est supporters, now bow our heads at his death.”

Shortly after the end of World War Two, Hamsun was arrested, and alt-
hough he was still recovering from a second stroke, was sent to a lunatic
asylum for observation.'® The psychiatrists assessed that he was not insane,
but permanently impaired mentally. He was then put on trial in 1947 and
fined 425,000 kroner, which was later reduced to 325,000 kroner.'® His
wife was sentenced to three years at hard labor.

In 1949 he wrote his last work, Paa gjengrodde Stier (On Overgrown
Paths), in which he vehemently criticized the psychiatrists and judges who
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had persecuted him, and thereby disproved his alleged insanity. It became
an immediate bestseller.

This outrageous treatment of an old and venerable man has brought
nothing but eternal shame to Norway. The Danish novelist Thorkild Han-
sen (1927-89), who investigated the trial, commented in his book Pro-
cessen mod Hamsun (The Hamsun Trial) in 1978, “If you want to meet
idiots, go to Norway.”

Knut Hamsun was much admired and in many instances imitated by an
array of distinguished authors and philosophers such as Bertolt Brecht,
Andre Gide, Maxim Gorky, Ernest Hemingway, Herman Hesse, Franz
Kafka, Arthur Koestler, Thomas Mann, Henry Miller, Alfred Rosenberg
and H. G. Wells. He was condemned to spend his final years on his farm in
ignominy and poverty and died in his sleep in his 93rd year on 19 February
1952,

In 2009 the 150th anniversary of Hamsun’s birth was marked by a par-
tial rehabilitation of his reputation with the construction of a six-story
Hamsun Center and a seven-foot statue in his birthplace Hamsund, as well
as the issuance of a postage stamp.

Finally, we may contemplate Norway’s evolution during the sixty years
since Hamsun’s death. Norway has one of the highest concentrations of
foreigners in Europe at 601,000 or 12.2% out of a total population of 4.9
million. This is illustrated by the fact that currently 28% of births in Oslo
are non-European and that the most common first name given to newborns
is Mohammed. Today Islam is the second most popular religion (3.9%).2°

Norway was one of the more prominent critics of White South Africa’s
policy of separate development, which had been successfully applied until
the murder of Prime Minister Dr. Hendrik VVerwoerd on September 6, 1966
at the behest of international bankers. Today Norway has multi-racial prob-
lems of a seemingly intractable nature.

Every year at Christmas the naive Norwegians donate a large fir tree to
England in gratitude for having “supported” them during World War Two.
If England had invaded Norway, its occupation would have been little dif-
ferent from that of Germany’s, and if the Norwegians had resisted, their
fate would have been similar to that of the Boers.

Today it appears that Hamsun (and Quisling) were right, the Norwegian
government was wrong, and Norwegians have much to learn and do if they
wish to save their country.
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Notes

1

10

11

King Haakon VI (1872-1957 once referred to Hamsun as “The soul of Nor-
way.” He reigned from 1905 to 1957.

Hamsun'’s first name is pronounced “Noot.”

K. Bolton, Historical Study Series, Knut Hamsun, Renaissance Press, Parapa-
raumu Beach, New Zealand, p. 4.

Ibid. In book reviews of Inger Sletten Kolloen, Knut Hamsun: Dreamer and
Dissenter (New Haven, Conn., Yale University Press, 2009 ) and Monika
Zagar, The Dark Side of Literary Brilliance (Seattle, University of Washington
Press, 2009), the reviewer, Matthew Shaer, quotes Hamsun as follows: “(The
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EDITORIAL

Hate, Hikind and History
Richard A. Widmann

his summer, Democratic Assemblyman from Brooklyn, New York

Dov Hikind launched a misguided assault against INCONVENIENT

HisTory and several other publishers who carry among other things
Holocaust revisionist articles and commentary. Hikind is attempting to fi-
nancially hamstring several organizations by arranging a vendor boycott of
sorts in which major credit-card companies are bullied or otherwise co-
erced into ceasing to do business with us.!

The assault apparently against our ability to publish and sell books as-
serts falsely that INCONVENIENT HISTORY is a “hate group.” Hikind opined,
“Unfortunately, it is no longer shocking in this day and age to find those
who deny the Holocaust — those who espouse openly racist, hateful ideolo-
gies.” Hikind, who asserts that his grandmother “went to the gas chambers”
finds it “immoral” that credit card companies would do business with us.

Hikind has attempted this sort of thing before. In fact, in 2009 he bull-
dozed American Express into canceling the merchant agreement with Brit-
ish historian David Irving. While it’s not worth pointing out all of the er-
rors of that enterprise and of Hikind’s perspective on these matters, I do
want to correct the record on the smearing of INCONVENIENT HISTORY as a
“hate group.”

Wikipedia, the on-line encyclopedic source for most popular knowledge
explains rather simply that hate is “a deep and emotional extreme dislike
that can be directed against individuals, entities, objects, or ideas. Hatred is
often associated with feelings of anger and a disposition towards hostili-
ty.”2 While there can be little doubt that Mr. Hikind harbors a deep and
emotional dislike of us and our ideas and one suspects that he is both angry
with and hostile toward us, we can assure you that we at INCONVENIENT
HISTORY are resisting the temptation to feel the same about our malefactor
Mr. Hikind.

To better understand INCONVENIENT HISTORY, one needs to consider the
broader topic of historical revisionism. Recently a great example was pub-
licized throughout the nation’s media. It has just been reported that a new
documentary that will debut on 3 November is making a blockbuster claim
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with regard to the assassination of President John F. Kennedy. The new
documentary, JFK: The Smoking Gun offers the theory that there was in-
deed a second shooter on that fateful day in Dallas. It contends that the
second shooter was none other than George Hickey, a member of Kenne-
dy’s own Secret Service.?

While | have yet to see the documentary and am not vouching for its
accuracy, it is relevant to understand the theory that is offered. Far from yet
another conspiracy tale, the theory is that Hickey accidently fired the Kill
shot.

If history proves that Lee Harvey Oswald didn’t fire the shot
that killed John F. Kennedy, are we all Kennedy haters or
Oswald-sympathizers? By Marina Oswald [Public domain], via
Wikimedia Commons
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The documentary is based on the work of Colin McLaren, an Australian
police detective who based his work on Bonar Menninger’s book, Mortal
Error: The Shot That Killed JFK.* In short, the theory is that having heard
the first shot fired from Lee Harvey Oswald’s gun, Hickey raised his AR-
15 to return fire. When the car he was in suddenly stopped, Hickey acci-
dently pulled the trigger and the shot intended for Oswald accidently struck
Kennedy instead.

McLaren asserts that his conclusions were based both on witness testi-
mony and forensic evidence. McLaren says that the trajectory of the fatal
shot and the size of the entrance wound are inconsistent with the ammuni-
tion that Oswald used but are in line with the type of ammunition used in
Secret Service weapons.®

While there can be no doubt that McLaren’s documentary will be con-
troversial (and perhaps, some might even say, inconvenient), it is sched-
uled to be broadcast this November. No one is asserting that McLaren is a
“Kennedy-hater.” In fact, such an idea is far-fetched and preposterous to
anyone considering the matter. Neither would any rational person assert
that McLaren is an “Oswald-sympathizer” or that he is secretly plotting a
Boys from Brazil-like resurrection of Oswald or the creation of some new
band of assassins to target our nation’s leaders. McLaren may certainly be
wrong, but no one is calling for banning his documentary or the book that
it was based on. No one is calling for a boycott nor for credit cards to cease
doing business with those selling his book.

And yet, McLaren’s work appears to be solidly within the historical re-
visionist milieu. McLaren has done investigation, he has interviewed wit-
nesses, he has conducted forensic studies. If right, McLaren would be cor-
recting an important historical controversy that has defied scholars and the
general public for 50 years.

His theory will not bring Kennedy back to life. Neither will it exonerate
Oswald for his crime, but it could shine a light onto a historical event that
has shaped aspects of American politics for the past 50 years.

Revisionism of the Holocaust, likely the most contentious field of all
aspects of historical revisionism, is quite the same. Today the majority of
victims and perpetrators are dead. While it may be little consolation to
learn that one’s ancestors did not die through the inhalation of poison gas,
and may not even have been murdered at all, the historical record should
be correct.

There is no hatred in trying to determine what actually happened in the
Nazi concentration camps. There is no hatred in attempting to learn the real
fate of the Germans’ slave laborers and “racial undesirables” during these
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tragic years. There is likewise no hoping for a return to this dark time. In
fact, as revisionists, we hope that our efforts lead to a greater peace be-
tween nations and goodwill between peoples.®

We deeply regret what appears to be the deep-harbored hate that Dov

Hikind holds for our stance and for those who question the official Holo-
caust story. If Mr. Hikind could learn the truth, that truth would set him
free.
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1
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PAPERS

The Bone Mill of Lemberg
Klaus Schwensen

Preliminary Remarks

Shortly after the Wehrmacht had occupied the Ukrainian city of Lemberg
(30 June 1941), a labor camp for Jews was set up on Yanovska street. At
the Nuremberg tribunal, the Soviet prosecution claimed that this facility
had simultaneously served as a “death camp” where huge numbers of pris-
oners had been murdered. When the Red Army approached Lemberg in
spring 1944, the SS allegedly ordered the mass graves to be opened and the
bodies of the victims to be burned on huge pyres. The bones that survived
the cremation were subsequently crushed and either buried or scattered on
the territory of the camp. This is the official version of the events based on
the investigations of the Extraordinary State Commission (ESC) and the
testimony of surviving Jewish inmates. The “bone mill” allegedly discov-
ered after the arrival of the Red Army was repeatedly mentioned by the
Soviet Prosecution in Nuremberg. Our research upon this question was
prompted by three historical photographs of this mill which can be found
on the Website of the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum
(USHMM) and elsewhere.*

In the Ukrainian language, the camp at Yanovska Street, Lemberg, is
called “Yanivskij Tabor.” The Russian name is “Konzlager Yanovsky,” the
English one, which will be used throughout this article, “Yanov Camp.”

The Extraordinary State Commission (ESC)

In November 1942, the Soviet Government founded the “Extraordinary
State Commission,” an organization the size of a small Soviet ministry
charged with investigating German war crimes. Wherever the Red Army
had reconquered an area formerly under German control, local commis-
sions were formed which subsequently questioned tens of thousands of
local residents and produced reports based on their testimony. The same
procedure was followed with regard to the former German concentration
camps. The reports drafted by the local investigative commissions about
the recently captured camps were directly forwarded to ESC headquarters
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in Moscow where they were usually edited and signed by one or several
prominent ESC members before being published in the Soviet Press, such
acquiring the status of official documents.

At Nuremberg, the Soviet prosecution submitted more than 500 such
ESC reports to the court whereupon they were registered as “IMT Docu-
ment USSR-###.” The Germans were indicted with four types of crimes: 1.
Participation in a conspiracy for the accomplishment of a crime against
peace; 2. Planning, initiating and waging a war of aggression; 3. War
crimes; 4. Crimes against humanity. Each of the four victorious powers
that staged the trial presented evidence for one of these indictments, the
fourth type (“Crimes against humanity”) being assigned to the Soviet Un-
ion (crimes in the East) and France (crimes in the West).

This means that the German “crimes against humanity” in Eastern Eu-
rope were almost exclusively “proved” by the reports of the ESC, which
were the sole evidence adduced by the Soviet prosecution and made avail-
able in English translation to the American, British and French judges. In
other words, the commonly accepted history of German crimes in the East
is largely based on the ESC reports submitted at the Nuremberg trial.

Even today numerous historians still regard the ESC reports as indis-
putable historical documents. However, an objective analysis clearly shows
that this “evidence” is to a large extent based on manipulation and outright
lies. The Soviet investigators regularly resorted to the strategy of having
their atrocity propaganda “corroborated” by the witnesses they had recruit-
ed after the German retreat. As the commissions charged the Germans with
truly gigantic massacres, they were facing a serious problem: Although
there had undoubtedly been German mass shootings in the East, the Sovi-
ets were hardly ever able to present mass graves containing the alleged
number of bodies. They therefore claimed that, facing certain defeat, the
“German fascist intruders” had tried to obliterate the traces of their crimes
by opening the mass graves, disinterring the corpses and burning them on
pyres. The Jews forced to perform this grisly task were subsequently liqui-
dated as undesirable witnesses. The ashes of the victims were scattered on
fields or in forests, dumped into rivers or used as fertilizer. The large bones
which had survived the cremation were crushed in “bone mills.” This al-
leged obliteration of mass graves was a recurrent theme of Soviet war and
postwar propaganda whose murky source are invariably the reports of the
ESC. Our study deals with the “bone mill” presented as material evidence
from the Yanov camp.
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The Charges Pressed by the Soviet Prosecution at
Nuremberg

Although few people have ever heard of the labor camp at Yanovska
Street, Lemberg, it played an important role at the Nuremberg trial. On 14
February 1946 Soviet Chief Prosecutor L. N. Smirnov read from a report
describing body disposal at the Yanov camp:2

“The court has already received our exhibit USSR-6 (¢). This document
is an appendix to the report of the Extraordinary State Commission
about the crimes perpetrated in the Lemberg area.®! It is based on the
testimony of the witness Manussewitsch who was questioned by the rep-
resentative of the Public Prosecutor in the Lemberg area at the special
behest of the Extraordinary State Commission. [...] Manussewitsch was
imprisoned by the Germans at the Yanov camp where he was assigned
to a group of prisoners charged with burning the bodies of murdered
Soviet citizens. Having cremated 40,000 bodies of people killed at the
Yanov camp, the group was sent to a camp in the forest of Lissenitzky in
order to perform similar tasks. | will now read the interrogation proto-
col. [...] I quote:
‘In this camp special ten-day courses for the cremation of corpses
were organized in the death factory. Twelve men were employed
there. The students attending these courses came from the camps
of Lublin, Warsaw etc. | do not know their family names, but they
were no privates but officers, from colonel down to sergeant.
These courses were taught by the chief of the crematoria, colonel
Schallock.’
‘He explained where the bodies were to be disinterred and burned,
how this task had to be put into practice, how the bone-grinding
machine functions, how the pit is to be levelled, how trees are to be
planted at this place and how the human ashes are to be scattered
and hidden. Such courses were taught over a long period of time.
[...T"
Photographs of this machine, together with description — or a technical
instruction, to be more precise — will later be made available to the
court.”

As the former camp inmate Manussewitsch did not claim to have attended
any of these courses, it remains a mystery how he could possibly have
known what skills had been taught there. His statement is apparently the
only source mentioning such courses. Nor is it clear what he or his interro-
gators had in mind when referring to the “death factory” because nobody
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has ever disputed that the Yanov camp had been a labor camp producing
equipment for the DAW (Deutsche Ausrustungswerke). On 19 February
1946 Smirnov once again addressed the Yanov camp:*

“It results from the report of the Extraordinary State Commission about
the crimes committed at the Yanov camp that in this camp, which for-
mally passed for a simple labor camp, more than 200,000 Soviet citi-
zens® were killed according to the investigations of the forensic experts.
I confine myself to quoting the first paragraph of the Russian text on
page 261:

‘In view of the fact that ashes and bones were scattered over a burial
area comprising more than two square kilometers, the forensic commis-
sion estimates that over 200,000 Soviet citizens were exterminated in
the Yanov camp.’”

On the afternoon of the same day Smirnov again referred to the “bone-
grinding machine” mentioned by the witness Manussewitsch:®

“The machine for the grinding of burned bones was for this special
purpose mounted on the platform of an automobile trailer. The machine
can easily be transported by automobile or other means without being
disassembled. The machine can be installed and operated anywhere
without any preparations. [...] The machine with the above-mentioned
dimensions has an approximate capacity of 3 cubic meters of small
burned bones.”

As Smirnov had contented himself with 40,000 bodies of murder victims
allegedly disinterred and cremated at the Yanov camp during the German
occupation whereas the ESC had put the number of exterminated Soviet
citizens at 200,000, the mass graves must still have contained no fewer
than 160,000 bodies. Even if “only” 100,000 people had been killed,
60,000 uncremated corpses must still have been buried on the territory of
the former camp. Apparently, no attempt was made to find them.

To put it in a nutshell: According to the Soviet version of the events, the
large bones which had not been destroyed during the process of cremation
were ground to “bone meal” in the above-mentioned “machine.” As the
terminology used by the Soviets is rather imprecise, a short technical and
historical retrospect will help us to clarify the matter.

Bones and Bone Mills

Both the Soviet documents and the Soviet Public Prosecutor at Nuremberg
repeatedly used the clinical expression “machine for the grinding of human
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bones.” In propaganda more drastic terms were used: “Knochenmihle”
(German), “bone-crushing machine” or “bone mill” (English), “broyeuse
d’os” (French), “kostedrobilka” (Russian) and “kistkodrobarka” (Ukraini-
an). What did a genuine bone mill look like, and how did it function? In
this context, one has to distinguish between the fresh bones of recently
slaughtered cattle and human bones after cremation.

Fresh Bones

It is a well-known fact that fresh bones are extremely robust. After 1840,
the manufacture of bone meal from the bones of slaughtered cattle became
economically important, as it had been discovered that it could be used as
a fertilizer for plants (Justus von Liebig). The bones were first cooked or
exposed to hot steam in order to extract the neatsfoot oil, the bone grease
and the bone glue. In the process they became more brittle and could more
easily be crushed after being dried in a kiln, even though massive machines
were still needed for this work. Initially bone stampers driven by water-
power were used to perform the task. After mixing with stall manure, the
bone granulate was used as fertilizer. As early as 1840, Liebig had devel-
oped a method of producing superphosphate (a compound of calcium hy-
drogen phosphate and calcium sulfate) from bone or mineral phosphates
and sulfuric acid. This product is more soluble in water and therefore more
suitable for plants than the calcium phosphate of the bones. Starting around
1855, the production of superphosphate became the most important branch
of the fertilizer industry.

After 1870, the importance of bone crushing steadily decreased. The
surviving bone mills now serve as tourist attractions. Instead of being
crushed with such mills, the bones were thenceforth precrushed by means
of steam-driven roll-type crushers, whereupon the neatsfoot oil and the
bone glue were extracted. After being dried in a kiln, the product was
ground, e. g. in an edge mill, the result being a mixture of grit and bone
meal.” After sifting, the residual grit was also ground to bone meal, this
time in a ball mill, as the chemical reaction with sulfuric acid to yield su-
perphosphate requires a thorough grinding of the bones.

After 1900, bone meal was gradually replaced by imported mineral
phosphates from abroad. Until 1914, Germany imported phosphate from
her overseas colony of Nauru (Marshall Islands). In the meantime, it had
become known that bone meal can be used as a nutritious admixture to
fodder and as such is too valuable to be used as fertilizer. Against the
background of the economy of scarcity during the two World Wars, bone
meal again gained some importance as a “home-grown source of phos-
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phate,” and people gathered bones from kitchen scraps, as had been com-
mon practice in the nineteenth century.

Cremated Bones

When speaking of “cremated bones,” Soviet Prosecutor Smirnov had re-
ferred to the unburnable residues after the incineration of human bodies.
During the cremation of a corpse, the small bones decompose into a coarse
granulate while the larger ones, which are still sufficiently robust, do not.
Although it is possible to crumble them with one’s fingers, they are harder
and more solid than wood ashes. These bones — parts of skulls, thighbones
etc. — are still easily recognizable after cremation.

In a crematorium oven, the cremated bones are gathered in an ash box
separately from the residues of the fuel (at that time coke). Ideally the cre-
mated bones are well carbonized, which means that the organic matter
(grease, collagen) has been entirely burned and only whitish-light-grey cal-
cium phosphate containing a small amount of calcium carbonate remains.
In order to get them into the urn, the bigger bone fragments have to be
crushed. In modern crematoria, this is done by means of an electric mill.
The cremation of an adult person produces between 1.5 and 2 kg of cre-
mated bones, depending on the size of the corpse.? It is therefore an error
to presume that one can make a human body “completely disappear” by
incineration.

Cremation on Pyres

The tradition of cremating bodies on pyres, known since the Classical Era,
required a large amount of firewood and was therefore the privilege of
princes and kings exclusively. After the fire has gone out, the cremated
bones are embedded in the wood ashes, but being easily recognizable, they
can be gathered and buried in an urn. In 1977 the retrieval of the urn of
King Phillip of Macedonia (382-336 B.C.) caused a stir since it still con-
tained Phillip’s cremated bones.

To the best of our knowledge, the only well documented case of a mass
cremation on pyres in wartime happened after the Allied firebombing of
Dresden (13/14 February 1945). To forestall the outbreak of epidemics,
6,865 corpses were burned within two or three weeks in Dresden’s Alt-
markt. The cremation took place on grates formed by putting streetcar rails
on bases made of brick, on which the bodies were put in piles of 2-2.5 me-
ters (Fig. 1).

The grates were so low that under them there was hardly any space for
firewood, which anyhow was scarce in the completely destroyed city. So,
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Dresden. Bundesarchiv, Bild 183-08778-0001 / Hahn / CC-BY-SA [CC-
BY-SA-3.0-de (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-
sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via Wikimedia Commons

the bodies were soaked with gasoline or Diesel fuel, whereupon they smol-
dered for hours. This improvised cremation had very little in common with
the incineration of a body in a crematorium.

Since only liquid fuel had been used, the cremation did not produce any
wood ashes. On the other hand, the bones were (presumably) not burned
completely and had still a relatively coarse structure. Nevertheless, as they
were to be buried in a mass grave on Dresden’s Heidefriedhof, no further
crushing was necessary. At any rate, the cremation fulfilled its purpose, as
no epidemics broke out. Cremating the 6,865 bodies required approximate-
ly fourteen days®. Thus, only about 500 bodies could be incinerated per day
although there were altogether eight pyres.

Now compare these statistics with the fantastic figures of corpses alleg-
edly burned at the Yanov camp. Leon Weliczker, a former inmate of this
camp, spoke of pyres on which between 500 and 2,000 bodies had been
incinerated.'® On the other hand, his description is utterly vague. Although
he once mentions a pyre with over 2,000 corpses, he remains silent as to its
dimensions (floor space, height etc.) and he hardly volunteers any infor-
mation about the time needed for the construction of the pyre and the dura-
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Fig. 2: “Three liberated prisoners of the Yanov
concentration camp beside the bone mill in which
the remaining parts of skeletons of burned
corpses were crushed” (Caption translated from
the German text published in Sowjetunion
heute). Photograph: APN (Soviet News Agency
Nowosti), published in Sowjetunion heute and
Historische Tatsachen.

tion of the cremation. Under these circumstances, no objective comparison
with the pyres of Dresden is possible.

Provided disinterred bodies were indeed burned on pyres, as is claimed
for the Yanov camp and other places, the cremated bones would not have
burned completely, and the cremation would have produced large amounts
of wood ashes. The larger bones would still have been easily recognizable
as human remains. According to the Soviet prosecution at Nuremberg,
about 40,000 bodies were disinterred and subsequently incinerated on
pyres at the Yanov camp. Since the purpose of this operation is supposed
to have been the “traceless” disposal of the corpses, it would have been
necessary to sieve and crush the bigger bones. Regardless of whether the
Soviet claims were true or atrocity propaganda, the “bone mill” would
have been an indispensable part of any mass cremation on pyres, and we
realize the importance of such a machine for the credibility of the whole
“pyre story.” But what evidence did Soviet prosecutor Smirnov adduce at
Nuremberg? In order to prove the existence of such a device, he produced
the testimonies of three former Jewish prisoners, three photographs and the
report of a local Soviet investigative commission.!
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The Photographs of the “Bone Mill” and their Origin

Apparently the first photograph of the “bone mill” published in Germany
was a poor reproduction in the magazine Sowjetunion heute (1981). Udo
Walendy, who published this picture in his journal Historische Tatsachen,
12 rightly deplored its “poor quality” (Fig. 2).

In a book by Ernst Klee and Willy Dressen, this picture appears in
somewhat better quality. ** Walendy ventured some critical questions and
remarks which predominantly referred to the alleged disposal of the bod-
ies:1

1. What kind of fuel was used? Wood? Coal? Oil? At that time all these
fuels were in short supply.

2. The alleged extent of the obliteration of traces by the SS at Yanow
Camp is not credible. Why were no soil samples taken, no diggings per-
formed and no foreign experts or journalists admitted?

3. The alleged Himmler order from 1943 according to which hundreds of
thousands of bodies were to be disinterred from the mass graves in the
east and subsequently burned has never been found. Considering the
development of the military situation in 1943 it would not have been
possible to fulfill such an order anyhow.

With regard to the “bone mill,” Walendy doubts that a “massive” grinding

of bones would have possible with such a “machine.” In an earlier article,
he had stated:*®

“Already at Nuremberg this case [the Yanov camp] was quietly
dropped. Nobody has ever seen such ‘machines for grinding bones.’
Neither were these claims taken seriously in the West, although the
‘40,000 corpses’ still haunt historical literature. No effort has been
made to find the remains, and nobody talks about the ashes. After all,
this might prompt some people to ask uncomfortable questions.”

As a matter of fact, western historians hardly ever mentioned the “ma-
chine” after the Nuremberg trial. But in Ukraine the machine became a
museum attraction still shown to shuddering visitors and Ukrainian school-
children as evidence of the barbarism of the “German fascists.” However,
the results of recent research, which we will now present, unmistakably
proves that this version of events does not hold water. Since the collapse of
the Soviet Union (1990), when an increasing number of Soviet archive
documents became accessible in the West, three high-quality photographs
of the “bone mill” have emerged. They can now be found on the Internet.
According to the USHMM,® Fig. 3 dates from the period from 1 June
to 1 October 1943. At that time, Lemberg was still under German control
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Fig. 3: Jewish prisoners forced to work in a unit of Sonderkommando
1005, in front of a bone mill at Janowska concentration camp. From left to
right: Unknown person, David Manusevitz and Moses Korn (USHMM
caption). Sources: This work has been released into the public domain by
its author, United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, courtesy of
Belarusian State Archive of Documentary Film and Photography.

which means that the picture would have been taken by the SS. On the oth-
er hand, Sowjetunion heute clearly identifies the Soviet news agency
Nowosti (APN) as the source of the very same photograph (Fig. 2). And
yet another point: The USHMM formulation “in front of a bone mill” in-
sinuates that there were several of such bone mills — in fact there was only
this one example.

A second photo of the “bone crushing machine” is universally agreed to
have been taken after the camp was closed.!” According to the USHMM
caption, the photograph was taken by a Soviet “war crimes commission” —
in other words, by one of the local investigative subcommissions of the
Moscow-based ESC. A translation of the Russian original reads as follows:

“For the illustration of the ESC report about the crimes of the Germans
in the Lemberg area. In the camps of the Lemberg area the Germans
exterminated hundreds of thousands of Soviet citizens, prisoners of war
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Fig. 4: Moses Korn, a Jewish prisoner forced to work in
Sonderkommando 1005 unit, poses next to a bone crushing machine in
the Janowska concentration camp (USHMM caption). Photograph: ESC

(1944), reproduced as USHMM (image # 67019A). Belarusian State
Archive of Documentary Film and Photography. Public domain.

and citizens of other states. A German machine for grinding the bones
of their cremated victims.”

The Mémorial de la Shoah even presents a photo print that is clearly of
Soviet origin and has a Russian language caption quite different from the
one quoted above:!®

“German machine, ‘kostedrobilka’ for grinding the bones of cremated
bodies. This was done to camouflage the mass executions. The machine
had been left on the territory of the Yanov camp and is being kept in
Lemberg. (The picture was taken by criminal expert N. Gerasimov in
August 1944 on behalf of the Extraordinary State Commission.) ”

While both are written in typical Soviet style, the captions of the photo-
graphs published by USHMM and the Mémorial de la Shoa respectively
clearly differ. At any rate, there can be no doubt whatsoever as to the Sovi-
et origin of this photograph. The third photograph shows Moses Korn, a
member of the squad which had to operate the machine, standing beside
the “bone mill” (Fig. 4).
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As to the origin of this photograph, USHMM volunteers the following
information based on the protocol of a 1946 trial staged in Moscow against
the SS leadership of the Yanov camp:

“Apparently, one of the accused was in possession of a photo of the
Sonderkommando 1005 in Yanovska [Camp] and Moses was able to
identify himself in the picture when it was shown to him at the trial.”

It is claimed that the picture was taken in the period from 1 June to 1 Octo-
ber 1943 (when Lemberg was still controlled by the Germans) although it
is not clear where the USHMM got this information. Several facts speak
against this claim:

1. It is not credible that the SS should have taken pictures of a top-secret
operation such as the disposal of tens of thousands of bodies. Even if
such pictures were indeed taken, an SS man would certainly have got
rid of them before allowing himself to be arrested.

2. When the picture was taken, the machine was severely damaged and out
of use (see pictures 3 and 4). How can this be reconciled with the claim
that it had been constantly used for crushing bones in the period from
June to September 1943?

3. In its caption, Sowjetunion heute, speaking of “three liberated prison-
ers,” identifies the ESC as its source, which means that the picture must
of necessity have been taken after the Russian reconquest of Lemberg
(27 July 1944). As Moses Korn is wearing the same clothes in both
photographs, Fig. 4 was probably taken on the same day as that in Fig.
3 —1in 1944 and not in 1943.

To resolve all doubts, the reproductions published by the Mémorial de la
Shoah have Russian language explanations and attestation clauses. Trans-
lated into English, the attestation clause under Fig. 2 reads:

“I hereby confirm that this photograph is an exact copy of the original
now in possession of the Extraordinary State Commission. Attested by
the Extraordinary State Commission. 15. 1. 1946.”

Translated into English, the Russian caption on the reverse side reads:

“Korn, a former prisoner of the Yanov camp, who worked with the bone
mill in the death brigade’.”

Better evidence that Fig. 2 was not discovered on an SS man is hardly
needed. This should be a warning to all those who uncritically accept such
claims.
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Technical Aspects of the “Bone Mill” — Part 1

Any technician confronted with these photographs will immediately ask
himself what kind of machine they show. The first guess is that the “bone
mill” was really a ball mill, a revolving drum containing steel balls.
Through the hollow axle, grist is continuously fed into the drum and then
crushed and ground by the steel balls tumbling inside. Thereupon it passes
through a system of baffle plates and sieves fixed to the inner wall of the
drum before trickling through the holes in the wall and falling into a recep-
tacle.

This interpretation was confirmed by a brochure of the company Grop-
pel®® dating from 1922 (Fig. 5). Although this brochure shows a bigger ma-
chine which is mounted on a concrete base, it is strikingly similar to the
alleged bone mill. In other words, the three photographs show a ball mill,
though it was not manufactured by the company Gréppel.

According to the brochure, ball mills are particularly suited for hard,
dry and brittle grist, such as various sorts of stones, ores, minerals, coal,
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Fig. 5: Company brochure of the machine factory
Franz Groppel, Bochum 1922
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salts, cinder etc. There is also a reference to the grinding of bones from the
slaughterhouse (“degreased and degummed”).?

Could a ball mill be used to grind partially burned human bones? The
bones that survive incineration in a crematorium oven are usually well-
burned and can easily be crushed. During the initial phase of contemporary
cremation, this was probably done by means of a mortar or a quern. Later
an electromagnet was used to extract ferro-magnetic parts, such as coffin
nails. This technique was further developed by giving the electromagnet
the form of a pestle so that the crematorium worker could alternately ex-
tract the metal parts from the cremated bones and crush the bones after
switching off the current. Nowadays the metal parts are first extracted (by
hand or by means of the electromagnet) whereupon the bones are crushed
in an electric mill. A ball mill, which is devised for continuous operation
and for large amounts of grist, would be a poor choice for a crematorium.
We will now examine the question if such a mill would have been suitable
for the mass disposal of human bones allegedly practiced by the Germans
in the occupied Soviet territories during World War Two.

Cremation was compulsory in the German concentration camps, and it
was performed in accordance with the Feuerbestattungsgesetz (Law on
Cremation) of 1934. The urn was usually sent to the cemetery of the de-
ceased person’s hometown,; if this was not feasible or considered undesira-
ble for political reasons, it was buried in an anonymous mass grave in a
nearby graveyard. Whether the concentration camps were equipped with
electric mills is open to dispute. According to eyewitness statements, in
some camps cremated bones were crushed by means of a pestle on a con-
crete base or a metal plate, which would have been a rather primitive tech-
nique. Incidentally such witness reports are contradicted by the fact that the
Feuerbestattungsgesetz, which prescribed individual burial of the ashes in
an urn, was observed in the concentration camps, at least until 1944.

The mass cremation of bodies on pyres allegedly practiced in the east
obviously followed a different pattern. If we are to believe the official ver-
sion of the events, 40,000 disinterred corpses were incinerated at the
Yanov camp alone. This macabre task was allegedly assigned to “Sonder-
kommando 1005,” which used Jewish slave workers to unearth the bodies
and to build the pyres. “Sonderkommando 1005 is said to have been led
by SD-Standartenfiihrer? (Colonel) Paul Blobel. After the war, Blobel was
among the defendants at the so-called Einsatzgruppen trial; 1948 he was
sentenced to death and executed at Landsberg/Lech in 1951.

In view of the fact that the bones of a body incinerated on a pyre are not
fully burned and remain relatively intact, a massive mill devised for crush-
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ing the large bones would undoubtedly have made sense. Using a ball mill
at Yanov Camp would thus have been logical — provided that the story of
the 40,000 disinterred corpses is true.

The Expert Report IMT Document USSR-61

The report of the Soviet investigative commission quoted by Smirnov at
Nuremberg is undated, however it emerges from the text that the “ma-
chine” had been inspected on 29 September 1944. An English translation
of this document had been made accessible to the American, British and
French judges while the German defense lawyers had been provided with a
German translation, which is now filed at the Munich-based Institut fur
Zeitgeschichte (Institute for Contemporary History).?> The very first sen-
tence reveals the propagandistic character of this report:?

“In compliance with the order of the district public prosecutor of 19
September 1944, on 29 September 1944 a commission presided over by
the head of the regional railway executive committee of the city of
Lwow, Krizhevitch, and consisting of the following members: Chief En-
gineer of the electro-mechanic factory no. 7 Captain Chekalin and
Chief Mechanic of factory no. 7 First Lieutenant Slessarev, inspected a
machine used for grinding the bones of peaceful Soviet citizens who had
been shot and burned by the German fascist robbers.”

The military ranks of the commission members suggest that they were
members of the NKVD, which always closely cooperated with the ESC. As
for the document, it is a mixture of technical descriptions and war propa-
ganda. If we are to believe the authors of the report, they had discovered a
special device, a fiendish invention of the “German fascists” who wanted
to obliterate the traces of their horrendous crimes. Several references are
made to the fact that the “machine” could be mounted on a truck trailer and
was therefore mobile. Incidentally Soviet propaganda often spoke of trans-
portable crematorium ovens (field crematoria) and mobile gas chambers
(“gas vans™).?* The mobility of these devices was regularly pointed out as
evidence for the inexhaustible criminal energy of the “German fascists.”
The following sentence is of particular interest:

“4. The machine had been manufactured at numerous different places
as a special device for the grinding of cremated bones.”
The fact that this “machine” was just a normal ball mill was passed over in

silence; however, the report twice stated that it had functioned “according
to the principle of a ball mill.” No reference was made to the three photo-
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graphs or to the fact that the drum of the mill carried the name of the man-
ufacturer. The report does not explain when and under which circumstanc-
es the ball mill was found, nor does it point out that it was severely dam-
aged. Another important question, the power source, will be dealt with lat-
er.

The Hunt for the “Bone Mill”

Does this ball mill still exist today? In February 2011 the Dresden newspa-
per Sachsische Zeitung published a report from Lemberg.? Its author had
visited the Lemberg Museum of Contemporary History. One of the halls is
dedicated to the German occupation (1941-1944). The German reporter
wrote:

“‘Bone grinding machine’. This is the caption on the plaque in front of
a 1.5 m metal device. These machines [plural!] were used when the
[Yanov] camp administration began obliterating the traces of death in
1943. Prisoners were forced to disinter and burn the bodies and to
grind the mortal remains.”

This article prompted the present author (K.S.) to travel to Lemberg. Ac-
companied by a female Ukrainian student who assisted me as an interpret-
er, | visited the Museum of Contemporary History, but to my dismay |
could find no trace whatsoever of the expected ball mill. The only object
we saw was the “1.5 m metal device” which the reporter had mistaken for a
“bone mill.” Apparently the man had been so positive about his “discov-
ery” that he did not even care to ask for a translation of the Ukrainian-
language caption on the plaque. Had he done so, he would have learned
that this device was part of a sowing machine (sijalka) allegedly used by
the Germans to scatter the ground bones over the fields.

On our inquiry with the administration of the Museum, a friendly lady
took an interest and phoned Kiev. We obtained the following information:
After the war, the ball mill was indeed exhibited in Lemberg, but in the
1970s it had been sent to Kiev and was now an exhibit at the National Mu-
seum of the Great Patriotic War. It was casually mentioned that the device
had been “reconstructed” at some point. In the meantime, my interpreter
had discovered some photographs of this exhibit on the Internet (Fig. 6).

An enlarged version of the caption of the museum (Fig. 6, left, bright
plague) can be found on the same Website. Translated into English, it reads
as follows:

“The Bonemill. Germany. 1939.
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Fig. 6: The “Bone Crushing Machine” as presented in Kiev in 2010.
Source: Ukrainian Website, Kiev, 9 May 2010.

Was used by the Nazis to make fertilizer from the bones of prisoners who
had been executed at the Yanov camp. During two months in 1942 alone,
the Nazis exterminated up to 60,000 prisoners there, among them nearly
2,000 children. From 1941-1944, over 200,000 peaceful citizens and pris-
oners of war passed through this camp. In addition to Ukrainians, Russians
and Poles, citizens of France, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Italy, America
and Britain were also interned there.”

This text, which apparently has remained unchanged since the Soviet
period, invites some remarks:

1. The expression “Germany. 1939” could conjure up the idea that the mill
had been manufactured in 1939 specifically for the impending war. This
was not the case, for, as we shall presently see, the mill is considerably
older.

2. The Yanow Camp was a labor camp; to the best knowledge of the au-
thor there were no children in the camp.

3. The expression “over 200,000 peaceful citizens [...] passed through the
camp” means that these people had been registered as prisoners of the
camp, regardless of how long they had stayed there and how they had
left it (through transfer to another camp, release or death). In the con-
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Fig. 7: The “bone mill” after its “reconstruction” Source: Nikopolskaja
Prawda?®

temporary German documents, the number of registered prisoners was
called “Durchgang” (throughput). While the Soviet prosecutor at Nu-
remberg had advanced the utterly incredible figure of 200,000 people
murdered at the camp, the caption speaks of 200,000 prisoners who had
passed through it. Even if this figure was accurate, it would furnish no
clue as to the number of those who perished there. Incidentally, a
“Durchgang” of 200,000 prisoners would have been impossibly high
for the relatively small Yanov camp which was only operational for
about two and a half years. For the sake of comparison: The Sachsen-
hausen concentration camp, which existed for eight and a half years and
had been planned for 10,000 prisoners (although the actual number of
inmates was much higher in the later period of its existence), had a
“Durchgang” of about 140,000 (200,000 according to the exaggerated
claims of the Soviets).

4. The Yanov camp was a labor camp for the Jewish population of Lem-
berg and its surroundings. Based on the testimony of Jewish witnesses,
Soviet propaganda claimed that “Yanovska” simultaneously served as a
death camp where people were either shot right away or sent to Belzec
to be gassed. In Soviet terminology, the alleged victims were usually
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called “peaceful citizens” (i.e.
Soviet civilians). In addition to
this category of prisoners, So-
viet POWSs and inmates from
no fewer than nine countries
were supposedly interned at
the camp. Significantly one
category of prisoners is passed
over in silence — Jews. During
the Stalinist era, the Jews as

. Fig. 8: Manufacturer’s trademark on
such were rarely mentioned. o 4m of the ball mill. The star-
They were simply classified as 556 sign to the left and right of
citizens of their respective the word “Grusonwerk” was the
countries of origin, and no spe- trademark used by

cial emphasis was given t0  Gruson. Photograph: Private (2011)
their suffering.

In a photograph published in Kiev a year later (2011), the “bone mill” is
shown in new surroundings (Fig. 7). The sacks probably symbolize the
ground bones and the wooden boards the former work platform. Barbed
wire, whether stretched or in rolls, has nothing to do with a bone mill; this
is simply a trick to conjure up an uncanny atmosphere and give visitors the
creeps.

Today’s photographs of the mill (Figures 6 and 7) have only a limited
similarity with the historical ones (Figures 3 and 4) taken in 1944. Quite
obviously the “machine” was patched up so that most visitors do not ob-
serve the massive damage visible in the photographs.

In order to learn more about the “post-war history” of the mill, the pre-
sent author contacted the National Museum in Kiev, submitting several
questions to the administration. To avoid misunderstandings, | sent them
all the photographs at my disposal. The friendly answer of the museum?
can be summarized as follows:

All photographs submitted by the author show the same machine, which
has been exhibited at the National Museum in Kiev since 1974. In 1981 it
was “reconstructed,” however some parts got lost never to be found again.
The drum carries the inscription “Grusonwerk Magdeburg — Buckau” but
no concrete information about the manufacturer exists. The Museum con-
ceded that the bone mill was “not specifically constructed for the NS con-
centration camps”’ and that the problem mentioned in the author’s message
“is of interest and should certainly be investigated, using all available
sources.”’
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S0, the “bone mill” still exists, and it was manufactured by Grusonwerk
Magdeburg-Buckau (Fig. 8).

Grusonwerk Magdeburg-Buckau

Who would be more qualified to inform us about a machine than its manu-
facturer? Until 1945, Krupp-Guson was a well-known German company
but after the Second World War it went through some turbulent times. Did
the old archive of the firm still exist? Here a short digression into German
industrial history is called for.

Hermann Gruson from Buckau near Magdeburg was an engineer, an in-
ventor and a successful entrepreneur — an industrial pioneer of the 19th
century. After his studies in Berlin and several positions as an industrial
engineer, he started his own business in 1855, founding the “H. Gruson
Machine Works and Shipyard Buckau-Magdeburg” which also comprised
an iron foundry. By mixing several sorts of raw iron, Gruson developed a
particularly hard cast iron which became the specialty of his firm and was
to be used not only for the construction of machines and train wheels but
also in the military field (tank turrets, cannons, shells). Basically, Gruson
manufactured all kinds of heavy machinery — including ball mills.

On the ball mill of Lemberg/Kiev, to the left and right of the word
“Grusonwerk” a curious sign reminiscent of a four-pointed star is visible
(Fig. 8). As a matter of fact, this is the trademark of Grusonwerk — a styl-
ized horizontal drive shaft crossed by a standing artillery shell with an in-
scribed “HG” (Hermann Gruson). We see this trademark much better on an
old business letter of Gruson’s Company (Fig. 9).

J07 g, L7623/ éi‘ <
SoHoprs M. GRUSON 0

FISENGIESSEREI UND /\/\ASCH[NT{NI-‘ABRIK.
Giro-Conto bei der Reichsbank. §(‘();/ \:’;‘, . Adresse fir Baknssndungeon :
N e T cLletes H. GRUSON, Buckau,
ol aruson, Buckau. l‘L;'Ing \alics der Maglovang - Halkeestbilor Birenlabda

Aounih oo/ I ' Buckau-Magdeburg, den 22 &4/&7%332

Fig. 9: Excerpt from a letter of the Gruson Factory dating from 1882, with
trademark.
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Gruson (Fig. 10), a benefactor and honored citizen of Magdeburg, was a
socially progressive employer. In 1886 he incorporated his firm (Gru-
sonwerk AG Magdeburg-Buckau). He retired in 1891. In 1893 the compa-
ny was sold to Friedrich Krupp AG. Hermann Gruson passed away in
1895.

After the company had been sold to Krupp (1893) it changed its name
first to “Fried. Krupp Grusonwerk,” in 1903 to “Fried. Krupp A. G. Gru-
sonwerk” and finally, in 1923, to “Fried. Krupp Grusonwerk AG Magde-
burg.”

The Company Archive of Grusonwerk

The company “Fried. Krupp Grusonwerk AG Magdeburg” existed until
1945. During the Second World War, it produced mainly assault guns. On
16 January 1945, when Magdeburg became the target of a heavy bombing
attack, 80% of the factory was destroyed. To what extent the firm archives
survived remains unknown.

After the end of the war, Magdeburg was in the Soviet occupation zone,
and the factory worked under Soviet-German directorship. Almost half of
the still extant installations and machines were shipped to the Soviet Union
as “reparations.”?® Renamed “VEB Schwermaschinenbau-Kombinat Ernst
Thélmann” (SKET) around 1950, the
factory was one of the most important
ones in East Germany. Many of the re-
maining documents from the “capitalist
era” were destroyed. Today SKET no
longer exists. The archives of the com-
pany now belong to the insolvency ad-
ministrator but the surviving documents
are not arranged in proper order and
therefore practically useless. Under these
cicrumstances, it would be unrealistic to
hope that the old archives of Gruson-
Werk could add to our knowledge about
Gruson’s ball mills.

For this reason, the present author
contacted three technical museums in H
German-speaking Europe: The Deutsch- Fig. 10: Hermann Gruson
es Museum in Munich, the Technisches  (1821-1895) [Public domain],
Museum in Vienna and the Deutsches via Wikimedia Commons
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Historisches Museum in Berlin, all of which possess collections of old
company documents. Some old documents of the Gruson Company were
indeed found but yielded relatively litte relevant information about our top-
ic.

Technical Aspects of the “Bone Mill” — Part 2

We will now try to elucidate some questions which come to mind with re-
gard to the alleged bone mill (which we will henceforth call the “Yanov
mill”). Owing to the lack of written documents, we will be compelled to
resort to certain working hypotheses which we will consider as long as
they remain unrefuted.

The Background of the Mill and the Year of its Construction

In view of the fact that the manufacturer of the Yanov mill was still called
“Grusonwerk Magdeburg-Buckau” and that the mill displays Hermann
Gruson’s trademark, it stands to reason that it was manufactured before
Gruson-Werk was sold to Krupp (1893). In other words, it was certainly
not an invention of the “German Fascists” but must have been at least 50
years old in 1943. Today it is virtually impossible to ascertain how the mill
came to Galicia from Magdeburg. Perhaps it was delivered to Galicia,
which at that time belonged to Austria, shortly after being manufactured.
Perhaps it was sent to the General Government after 1939, when Germany
suffered of an acute shortage of material and was therefore forced to make
use of old and scrapped machines.

The original supporting frame was removed and replaced by the present
frame which is made of iron girders. This was probably done when the mill
was placed on the trailer. While the fact that the mill was mounted on a
trailer improved its mobility, it somewhat complicated its operation. As the
trailer not only transported the machine but remained under it during op-
eration, the new frame increased its stability under load. Undoubtedly since
the filler hole was now too high for shoveling, a bucket conveyor was add-
ed which transported the grist from ground level up to the feed hopper.

Both the ball mill and the trailer were heavily damaged, presumably
during the fighting which took place in Galicia in 1944. In the 1944 photo-
graphs the transmission belt of the mill is lacking, one side of the trailer is
almost gone, one tire is flat, and Moses Korn is holding a jagged metal
sheet in his hand (Fig. 6 and 7). The Soviet investigative commission did
not mention this damage at all in its 1944 report. As the curators of the mu-
seum where the mill was later exhibited apparently understood that the piti-
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ful state of the machine did not
exactly illustrate the efficiency of
the “German fascist body disposal
technique,” the mill was “recon-
structed” in 1981. What changes
were made remains unknown to
me.

The Type of Machine

Several factors make it difficult to
determine which of the various
models of ball mills manufactured
by Gruson the Yanov mill was.
The mill is no longer in its origi-
nal state, and the firm’s archives

YMilhlom Nr. 9, 01, 1 w=d 2

Fig. 11: According to a Krupp-

are in disarray. A brochure of
Grusonwerk dating from 1890
only shows one of the heavy ball

Gruson brochure of 1915, the four
light ball mills (Types nos. 0, 01, 1
and 2) looked practically identical.

mills which were mounted on a
base made of brick. On the other
hand, 1 am in possession of a brochure of Fried. Krupp AG Grusonwerk
which dates from 1915 and contains several pictures. As the models are not
likely to have undergone significant changes since 1890, we may assume
that the Yanov mill belonged to Gruson’s lightest types (No. 0, 01, 1 or 2).
All of them were mounted on a frame made of cast iron (Fig. 11). That is
probably how the Yanov mill looked until at some unknown time the orig-
inal frame was replaced by the present one, which is made of iron girders.

The size of the grinding drum is of some interest. According to the ex-
pert report presented by the Soviets in 1944 (IMT Document USSR-61) the
inner diameter of the Yanov mill amounted to 900 mm and the breadth of
the drum to 600 mm. A “private” measurement carried out in 2011 largely
confirmed these data: The drum has a diameter of 900 mm (excluding the
hub) or 1,000 mm (including the hub). The breadth of 600-700 mm is
based on an estimate. A comparison with the data mentioned in the compa-
ny brochure of 1915 shows no exact correspondence. The model most sim-
ilar to the Yanov mill is no. 1, which had a breadth of 720 mm and an ex-
ternal diameter of the drum of 1050 mm.

Source: Company brochure.?®
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Fig. 12: Electric motor operating the Yanov mill. Photograph:
Private, Kiev 2011.

The Power Source

According to the Krupp-Guson brochure, Type no. 1 had a demand (“pow-
er requirement”) of 2-3 HP. Unfortunately, it does not furnish any infor-
mation about the engine type, probably because this problem was supposed
to be solved by the user. The Soviet expertise of 1944 laconically states:

“ENGINE: The engine used is a Diesel engine of about 5 HP.”

If words have any meaning. the authors of the expert report must have seen
this Diesel engine. Unfortunately, it has vanished without a trace, provided
it ever existed. Around 1890, when the Yanov mill was manufactured,
there were no Diesel engines. It is true that Rudolf Diesel applied for a pa-
tent for his trailblazing invention in 1893 but the first prototype became
operational as late as 1897 and the first usable Diesel engines could only be
used in stationary form or on ships on account of their considerable weight.
Only after the invention of the fuel injection pump was the first Diesel-
driven truck presented at the Berlin Automobile Exposition in 1924, and
the first Limousine car with a Diesel engine ready for mass production was
manufactured by Daimler Benz as late as 1936.

So, what type of engine could have been used around 1890 for one of
Gruson’s smaller ball mills? At the time large machines were still operated
by steam, but for small ones there already existed an alternative: The elec-
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tric motor. As Fig. 12 shows, such an electric motor could indeed have
been used to operate the Yanov mill. But since such a motor requires an
electricity grid, the claim that the Yanov mill was mobile becomes highly
dubious. While this factor would have been irrelevant if the mill had been
permanently stationed at the camp, it could not have been used in a forest
or a field where no electricity was available.

One might object that the Yanov mill could have been retooled around
1940, the electic motor being replaced by a Diesel engine. But no small 5
HP (3.7 kW) Diesel engine such as that mentioned in the 1944 expert re-
port existed at that time. Small Diesel engines were developed decades lat-
er, for example (in combination with a generator) as an emergency power
source for single-family houses or — in the recent past — as engines for mili-
tary drones. In all likelihood, the Yanov mill had always been operated by
an electric motor. Why the Soviet experts spoke of a “small Diesel engine”
instead is anyone’s guess. Perhaps they felt that the time-honored electric
motor would have been a poor choice for the fiendish, astonishingly mo-
bile “Nazi technique.”

What Was the Mill Really Used for?

The countless incongruities of the official “bone mill” story strongly sug-
gest that this machine belongs to the realm of atrocity propaganda like the
“soap made from human fat” and the “gloves made from human skin” dis-
played at the very same museum. But if the mill was not used for the grind-
ing of human bones, what was its real purpose?

An educated guess is that it was used in road construction. The city of
Lemberg was situated on the so-called Durchgangsstrasse IV or Rollbahn
Sud ¥, an arterial road leading from Breslau past Cracow, Lemberg, Zlo-
czow, Vinnitsya, Uman, Stalino (Donezk) to Rostov-on-Don and of crucial
importance for the support of the German Heeresgruppe Sid. This road
had to be improved, but rather than building a new road, already existing
road sections and bridges were broadened and tarred. While the technical
problems were taken care of by the Organisation Todt (OT), the camps for
the forced laborers were run by the SS. Beginning in late 1941, over a doz-
en labor camps for Lemberg Jews were set up in Galicia along the road-
way.®! The material used came from several nearby quarries. Pre-crushed
stones were transported to the individual construction sites for further
crushing with hammers (Fig. 13).

On the other hand, the finely granulated material for the lower and the
upper base layers plus the protective layer was probably manufactured di-
rectly in the quarries, and ball mills would have facilitated this task. Now-
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Fig. 13: A Construction Site at the Rollbahn Sid (1942) Photograph:
Eliyahu Yones, Die Stral3e nach Lemberg

adays the ideal grain size for an unbound base layer (i. e. a base layer not
mixed with bitumen) is considered to be 0-22mm, 0-32 mm, 0-63 mm
etc.3? The grains used for the upper layer (protective layers) should have a
size of 17-30 mm. The drill holes in the drum of the Yanov mill have a
diameter of about 20 mm which means that the granules that passed
through them must have been slightly smaller. This confirms that this mill
could very well have been used in a quarry or a road construction site.

Do the Photographs Reveal Where the Mill Was Used?

According to the Soviet version of the events the “machine for the grinding
of human bones” was found in the Yanov camp after the Red Army had
reconquered Lemberg (27 July 1944). No documentary evidence corrobo-
rates this claim, and the three photographs do not prove it either. They are
typical examples of Soviet “photographic evidence”: The vegetation, the
position of the sun, shadows, buildings etc. — all these things are carefully
blanked in order to prevent any identification of the time and the place
where the picture was taken.

Fig. 3 illustrates this technique perfectly: The surroundings of the mill
are not visible at all. In the photo taken by the ESC during 1944, a brick
wall can be discerned in the background on the left, and between the dam-
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Fig. 14: Contrast enhancing of the right shows houses in the
background and rails.

aged trailer with the mill and the wall, a small street with a sidewalk can be
seen.®® We are unable to explain the function of the black strap running
from the machine over the road to the wall and the left edge of the picture.

Fig. 4 was obviously manipulated by changing the background of the
right half. Upon closer inspection one can discern one or two houses and
the rails of a narrow-gauge railway, which are more visible after contrast
enhancement by means of an image editing program (Fig. 14).

Moses Korn is standing exactly upright, and the rotary axis of the drum
runs exactly horizontal (red line) — but the houses stand at an angle of 7.2°
to the horizontal (green line)! Since a house is always built with horizontal
floors and a horizontal roof ridge, even when standing on the steepest
slope, the sloped houses in the picture can mean only one thing: that here,
rather poorly, a false background was mounted into the picture!

This manipulation evidently served the purpose of hiding the real sur-
roundings of the machine, which was probably a quarry or a road construc-
tion site far away from the Yanov camp. Under normal circumstances, the
machine could of course have been brought into the camp and photo-
graphed there, but because the trailer was severely damaged, this was ap-
parently not possible, so that the Soviet commission was forced to resort to
photomontage.
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In this context, one might wonder where the machine and the trailer had
sustained the heavy damage visible on the photographs. In all likelihood, it
was not caused by deliberate demolition but by an artillery shell. As no
fighting at or near the Yanov camp has ever been reported, this is further
circumstantial evidence that the mill was found elsewhere.

Summary

At the Nuremberg tribunal of the “major war criminals” (1945/1946), the
Soviet prosecution repeatedly mentioned a “machine for the grinding of
human bones” allegedly used by the SS at the German labor camp
Yanovska Street, Lemberg. The photographs of this “bone mill” were the
only physical evidence presented for the mass murders allegedly perpetrat-
ed at this camp, the other “evidence” being the testimonies of former Jew-
ish prisoners and the confessions of captured SS men. According to the
Soviet prosecution, 40,000 bodies had been exhumed, incinerated on huge
pyres and the ashes had been distributed over the campgrounds. The big
bones which had remained after the incineration were crushed and ground
in the “bone mill.”

The machine still exists. It is now an exhibit at the National Museum of
the History of the Great Patriotic War in Kiev where it is shown to horri-
fied visitors as a proof of “German fascist barbarism.” Three historical
photographs taken by the Soviet Extraordinary State Commission (ESC) in
1944 can be found at the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum in
Washington, at the Mémorial de la Shoa in Paris and on their respective
websites.

The research carried out by this author has shown that the machine was
nothing but a normal ball mill which had been manufactured around 1890
by Grusonwerk, Magdeburg. For several reasons (a modification of the
frame, damage sustained during the war and finally a “reconstruction” at
the museum) it is not possible to determine exactly which of the several
Gruson models the mill was, but we can state with certainty that it was not
a fiendish invention of the “German fascists.” The available evidence sug-
gests that the Soviet story of the “bone mill” is a pure fabrication. Nothing
proves that the mill was found at the Yanov camp after its liberation in July
1944. What purpose the machine served during the war cannot be deter-
mined with certainty. Our best guess is that it was used to produce finely
ground road stone and that it was probably stationed in a quarry or a road-
building yard.
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“Evidence” as dubious as the “bone mill” of Lemberg is insufficient to
support the story of the 100,000 or even 200,000 Jews murdered at Yanov
Camp. Quite like the “gloves made of human skin” and the “soap made
from human fat,” the “bone mill” is an invention of Soviet war propagan-
da. Up to now, the successor states of the Soviet Union have failed to jetti-
son this mendacious legacy. Almost seven decades have elapsed since the
end of World War Two. It is time for an objective analysis of this tragic
period of European history.

Abbreviations

APN  Agenstvo Pechchati Novosti (Soviet News Agency, Moscow)
ESC  Extraordinary State Commission

Deutsche Ausristungswerke (a company owned by the SS which
DAW manufactured and repaired clothes, shoes etc. for the Wehrmacht and

the SS)

Organisation Todt. This organization, created by Dr. Fritz Todt in
oT 1938, constructed military buildings (the Western Wall, bunkers,
roads, railway lines etc.)

SKET VEB §chwerm§schinenbau-gombinat Ernst Thalmann (successor
company of Fried. Krupp AG Grusonwerk)
VEB  Volkseigener Betrieb (Nationally Owned Company)
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German Nationalist Jews during the Weimar and
Early Third-Reich Eras

Kerry R. Bolton

armed forces of the Third Reich comes as a revelation to many. The

recent book Hitler’s Jewish Soldiers: The Untold Story of Nazi Ra-
cial Laws and Men of Jewish Descent in the German Military,! by Bryan
Mark Rigg, shows that up to 150,000 part-Jews fought for the Third Reich,
including some of high rank.

These part-Jews or Mischlinge were part of a graduated classification of
those of Jewish descent under the Reich Citizenship Law, which deter-
mined to what extent Jewish heritage affected one’s rights under the Na-
tional Socialist regime. The designation of several types of Mischlinge was
proclaimed in 1935. Half-Jews who did not follow Judaism or who were
not married to a Jewish person on September 15, 1935, were classified as
Mischlinge of the first degree. One-quarter-Jews were Mischlinge of the
second degree. While the Yellow Star of David was required to be worn by
Jews after September 14, 1941, Mischlinge were exempt.?

However, less recognized than the Mischlinge and Hitler’s so-called
“Jewish soldiers” were the Jews, including many World-War-1 Jewish vet-
erans, who were German nationalists.

The presence of many Germans of Jewish descent in the German

Marxists and Zionists Were Aberrations among German
Jews

German Jews were the most assimilated of Europe’s Jewish populations.
Most identified themselves entirely with the German nation, people, and
culture.® Jews who were Marxists and subversives of other types, disparag-
ing not only Germany, but also traditional morality, were among the most
conspicuous and vocal of Germany’s Jews. Hence, they were ready sub-
jects for the anti-Semitic writers and agitators in Germany who could point
to Jews being in the forefront of a myriad of anti-German movements and
ideologies that proliferated especially in the aftermath of World War 1.
Many Jews fought with distinction during World War 1. Of the 96,000
Jews who fought in the Germany army, 10,000 were volunteers. 35,000
Jews were decorated, and 23,000 were promoted. Among the 168 Jews
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who volunteered as flyers, Lieu-
tenant D R Frankl received the
Pour le mérite. Twelve thousand
Jewish soldiers died in combat.* It
is from among such Jews that a
new seldom-recognized German-
Jewish  nationalist ~movement
emerged.

The prominent Jewish busi-
nessman and foreign minister
(1922) Walther Rathenau urged
German Jews to become German
and “not to follow the flag of their
philo-Semitic protectors any long-
er.” There should be “the con-
scious self-education and adapta-
tion of the Jews to the expecta- | R ae
tions of the gentiles.” He further Dr. Walter Rathenau (1867-1922).
repudiated “mimicry” and sought Photo: 1921. Bundesarchiv, Bild
rather “the shedding of tribal atti- ~ 183-L40010 / CC-BY-SA [CC-BY-

tudes which, whether they be SA-3.0-de
good or bad in themselves, are (http://creativecommons.org/
known to be odious to our coun- llcenses/by-sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via

trymen, and the replacement of Wikimedia Commons

these attributes by more appropri-

ate ones.” The result should not be “Germans by imitation” but “Jews of
German character and education.” Furthermore, he advocated a willed
change in the Jewish physiognomy and way of bearing, to physically re-
new the Jews over the course of several generations, away from the “unath-
letic build, narrow shoulders, clumsy feet, and sloppy roundish shape.” In
character the German Jews, noted Rathenau, rarely steered a middle course
between “wheedling subservience and vile arrogance.”

Rathenau was also hostile to the influx of Jews from the East after
World War |, a hostility that was widespread among the old established
German Jewish population, and forcefully expressed by the German-natio-
nalist Jews. To them the Eastern Jews were the living stereotypes of anti-
Semitic propaganda. Unlike the German Jews they maintained their separa-
tism, spoke Yiddish, the older Jews dressing in their conspicuous garb,
while the younger ones were susceptible to Zionism and revolutionary
movements. Their tendency to congregate in urban areas gave the impres-




300 VOLUME 5, NUMBER 3

sion of more numbers than there were, living a ghetto existence of their
own making. These were the Ostjuden; beggars and peddlers. A Jewish
exhibition on the Ostjuden states of the German-Jewish attitude that “most
regarded the Ostjuden as a hindrance to German-Jewish integration, and
many aid organizations therefore encouraged their settlement abroad....
Whether contemptuous or compassionate, responses to the plight of East
European Jewry demonstrate the extent to which German Jews had eroded
Jewish national moorings.”®

From conservative opinion, Oswald Spengler regarded Rathenau with
esteem, a regard that Rathenau returned.” Rathenau’s assassination by
members of the Rightist paramilitary Freikorps in 1922 represents perhaps
the first shot in the tragedy of German Jews who regarded themselves
above all as Germans during the Weimar and Third Reich eras. Jews being
widely associated with Communism and the new Soviet Union, it was as-
sumed that Rathenau’s signing of the Treaty of Rapallo with the Soviet
Union was a conspiracy between Jewish capitalists (represented by Rathe-
nau) and Jewish Bolsheviks. Rather, this was a measure of realpolitik that
was designed to make gains for Germany in bypassing the Versailles dik-
tat, and was a formative move in what became a pro-Soviet orientation
among much of the German Nationalist Right, especially with the rise of
Stalin, a course that Spengler had himself suggested the possibility of: an
Eastern orientation for Germany.® As for the Treaty of Rapallo, Trotsky
was so aggravated by what he saw as concessions to Germany that he re-
signed as commissar for foreign affairs, rather than continue with negotia-
tions with “German imperialists.”

The Jews of anti-Semitic stereotype were conspicuous. They were
guilty of playing into the hands of uncompromising anti-Semites, which
also suited the agenda of the then-insignificant Zionist movement in Ger-
many. Indeed, from the birth of the Zionist movement, there has always
been a symbiosis between anti-Semitism and Zionism to the point where
Zionist agencies have provided the mainstay for neo-Nazi groups.® As will
be seen here, briefly, the same symbiosis existed between the National So-
cialist party and the Zionists in Germany while both repudiated the German
nationalists of Jewish descent. Until then, Zionism had received such op-
position from Jews in Germany that Herzl’s original plans to hold the First
Zionist Congress in Munich had to be changed to Basel.°
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Weimar Jewish Influences

What then were the grievances of Germans against Jewish influences on
the German political and cultural body? While the “philo-Semites” men-
tioned by Rathenau insisted then, as now, that Jews are eternally guiltless,
the anti-Semitic movement that had been building in Germany, and was
marked by a cultural basis that was most famously articulated by Richard
Wagner,!! objected to the Jewish over-representation in movements that
were subversive to traditional morality, which also included the economic
realm.!? Weimar seemed to be the regime of the Jews.

A publication of the German League of Anti-Communist Associations,
which appears to have been a National Socialist organization, is instructive
as to the period. According to this, Jewish doctors were in the forefront of
campaigns and legal defenses in favour of abortion, heralded by the abor-
tion case of two Jewish doctors, Friedrich Wolf and Kienle-Jakubowitz,
which was defended by a support committee including many Jews, includ-
ing Dr Magnus Hirschfeld, founder of the Institute for Sexual Science, and
therefore one of the pioneers of sexology.®® Much of what was deemed in-
decent then, behind the facade of “science,” was also linked with Com-
munist groups. Jews were prominent in all manner of Leftist parties,* and
in the press, where they ridiculed the war veterans and any notion of patri-
otism.®®

Nationalist German Jews

Max Naumann, chairman of the Verband Nationaldeutscher Juden (League
of Nationalist German Jews), said of the Jewish influence in the press in
1926:16

“Anyone who is condemned to read every day a number of Jewish pa-
pers and periodicals, written by Jews for Jews, must on occasion feel an
increased distaste, amounting to physical nausea, for this incredible
amount of self-complacency, of slimy stuff about ‘honour,” and exag-
geration of the duty to ‘combat anti-Semitism’ which is understood in
these circles in the sense that, at the slightest reference, the sword
should be drawn if any Jew whatever is meant.”

Disingenuously, the German League of Anti-Communist Associations,
quoting Dr Naumann, states of his League of Nationalist German Jews that
“unfortunately, this association did not succeed in acquiring any influ-
ence.” They then state, “It has not occurred at all to the majority of the
Jews to adapt themselves to the forms of their German hosts...”%



302 VOLUME 5, NUMBER 3

Most German Jews were acculturated. What soon transpired is that the
National Socialists were as avid as the hitherto inconsequential Zionists in
Germany that German Jews should not become “good Germans.” Dr Nau-
mann’s association of German Jewish nationalists was banned while the
Zionist agencies in Germany were not only permitted to continue operating
but enjoyed close relations with the new regime.

Naumann, a lawyer, had served as a captain in the Bavarian Reserve
during World War 1,’® and was awarded the Iron Cross First and Second
Class. The League of Nationalist German Jews, Verband Nationaldeut-
scher Juden (VNJ) was founded in 1921.

Naumann and his followers held that the Ostjuden immigrants were re-
sponsible for anti-Semitism. It was a widely held opinion. Furthermore, he
stated that when the authorities did not act against such Jewish agitators
and subversives, loyal German Jews were duty-bound to do so, in their in-
terests and in German interests, which were one.

In 1920 Naumann and three other colleagues called on Ludwig Hollan-
der, head of the primary German-Jewish organization, Centralverein, of
which Naumann was a member, to express concern that the organization
encouraged Jews to make political decisions based on Jewish rather than
German interests. Naumann was a member of the right-of-center German
People’s Party, and considered the Centralverein to be favoring other par-
ties. It is notable that the Centralverein, like Naumann, was opposed to
Zionism, and Hollander appealed to these common sentiments, however an
invitation from Hollander for Naumann to write an article on his concerns
fell through, as the article was regarded as too partisan in favor of the
German People’s Party.™®

Naumann regarded this rebuff as proof that the Centralverein supported
the Democratic Party, and he began to oppose the organization for what he
considered its party-political partisanship. An article written by Naumann
for the People’s Party Rhineland newspaper, Kdlnische Zeitung, entitled
“Concerning German Nationalist Jews” and reprinted as a pamphlet late in
1920, laid out Naumann’s doctrine. Here Naumann explained three types
of German Jews: (1) The Zionists, whose proselytising among the youth
demoralised the German-Jewish community and whose international con-
nections seemed to justify claims of an international Jewish conspiracy; (2)
The great majority of German nationalist Jews whose standpoint in politics
was always German and never Jewish; and (3) an amorphous group whose
loyalties were divided between German and Jewish interests.?

Of the German nationalist Jews, the doctrine that Naumman claimed for
them has its roots in the German romanticism of Fichte, Herder, et al, in
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defining a nation as a matter of common consciousness rather than com-
mon blood. In this respect the National Socialists were a nationalist depar-
ture from the roots of German nationalism, more akin to the racial theoso-
phy that arose in Austria-Hungary prior to World War I, while Naumann’s
concept of nationalism seems to have been more in accord with the Ger-
man national tradition.

The third group, which Naumann referred to as the “in-betweeners”
(Zwischenschichtler) he regarded as being the real support base of the Cen-
tralverein, and the outlook included a hypersensitivity to”anti-Semitism,”
including justifiable criticism of Jews.?! The reaction of the Centralverein
was dismissive and they claimed also to represent “German nationalist
Jews.” Naumann responded that the Centralverein after twenty-seven years
had been a failure both in negating the causes anti-Semitism and in form-
ing a German identity among Jews. They had failed to respond to the chal-
lenge of the influx of Ostjuden, whom Naumann described as “the danger-
ous guest.”?

In response to the failure of Naumann and the Centralverein to reach
agreement, Naumann and eighty-eight others founded the League of Ger-
man Nationalist Jews, Verband nationaldeutscher Juden (VNJ) on March
20, 1921.2 The League was vehemently opposed to Marxists and other
subversive, anti-patriotic and pacifistic tendencies among Jews, to Zionism
and to extending support to the Ostjuden, whose presence fostered anti-
Semitism. To the VNJ, the Eastern Jews gravitated to communism and Zi-
onism and other organizations and doctrines that “stand in opposition to
everything German.” These foreign Jews were also involved in speculative
capitalism. 2* Their actions had brought reaction against all Jews in Ger-
many, and it was the duty of German nationalist Jews to fight these inter-
lopers when the police would not or could not.%

The German Nationalist Jews actively opposed Zionist propaganda, and
organized a boycott of a film on Palestine in 1924. In Breslau they per-
suaded the owner of the movie house to cancel the second screening of the
film, stating that the money it raised was destined for an English-held land,
and was therefore unpatriotic. In 1926 the “Naumannites,” as they were
called, sponsored a lecture tour by an ex-Zionist, Robert Peiper, on the
theme “The Truth about Palestine.”?® Naumann urged Zionists in Germany
to forswear German citizenship, and declare themselves a “national minori-
ty,” as the claims of “anti-Semites” that Germany was being taken over by
Jews would seem justified, and there might come a time when they would
have that status forced upon them under less favorable circumstances.?’
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Naumann advocated that Jews support patriotic parties regardless of the
anti-Semitism of those parties, and that the example of Jewish German pat-
riotism was the best way of combating anti-Semitism: i.e. by countering
the source within the Jews themselves, rather than defending Jews regard-
less of their actions. As seen previously, it is a view that seems akin to that
advocated by Walther Rathenau. Therefore the VNJ, without endorsing any
party, prompted Jews to vote according to German interests.?

In 1925 the youth wing of the League’s Munich branch came to the de-
fense of General Ludendorff, implicated as a leader of the Munich putsch
with Hitler, when the General had been criticized by the Centralverein,
although the League leadership was not supportive of Ludendorff.?® The
League also combated “anti-Semitism” within the German People’s Party,
but the crucial difference between these German Nationalist Jews and other
Jewish organizations was that it recognized that Jews were not invariably
guiltless of the charges levelled against them for disloyalty and subversion,
and advocated working with these “anti-Semitic” parties, rather than con-
fronting them.

Although at least two League members remained members of the Cen-
tralverein committee, the Centralverein and the VNJ were increasingly
antagonistic towards each other, and “the liberal Jewish press in Germany
was virtually unanimous in concluding that the Naumannites were ‘Jewish
anti-Semites’,” states Niewyk, who remarks that the Jewish leadership
were fearful of alienating the socialist movement. The Centalverein went
on the offensive in opposing Naumann, who responded by libel suits
against leaders of the organization.®® The Centalverein was largely success-
ful in preventing Naumann from advocating among German Jews. In 1930
the VNJ’s “German List” of candidates for the Berlin Jewish community’s
representative assembly drew less than 2% of the vote. The circulation of
the VNJ’s newspaper never exceeded 6,000 according to Niewyk.%

From 1932 the Naumannites gained renewed attention by focusing on
the anti-Semitism of the National Socialist party, and the illegitimacy of
the National Socialists as German patriots. The Naumannites saw an “ide-
alistic essence” in National Socialism that was obscured by racism, and
considered that Hitler would outgrow Judaeophobia. The Naumannites ad-
vocated that Jews should join non-Nazi nationalist organizations, which
could nonetheless aid the Nazis, and perhaps diminish the influence of the
more vitriolic of the anti-Semites. Naumann supported the “German social-
ism” that had been a feature of the Right, and not only among the National
Socialists. Oswald Spengler for example had advocated a type of “ethical
socialism” that would place the German state above class and other fac-
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Stahlhelmfuhrer Duesterberg stands as a candidate for the presidential
election. Photo: February 1932. Bundesarchiv, Bild 102-13167 / CC-BY-
SA [CC-BY-SA-3.0-de (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-
sa/3.0/de/deed.en)], via Wikimedia Commons

tional divisions.®? Like Spengler, Naumann opposed German Social De-
mocracy and Marxism, and was concerned at the number of Jews involved
with the Left.®

In 1933 Naumann endorsed the German National People’s Party, now
allied with the National Socialists, hoping that such an alliance would
moderate some of the National Socialist views.**

It is here relevant to note that in the 1932 presidential election the Na-
tional People’s Party candidate, standing against Hitler, was Lieutenant
Colonel Theodor Duesterberg, second in command of the monarchist-
nationalist veterans’ organization, the Stahlhelm. Duesterberg was attacked
by Goebbels’s newspaper Der Angriff because of his Jewish background.
Officers of the Stahlhelm responded that “if Duesterberg is of Jewish
origin, the absurdity of racial discrimination is proved inasmuch as
Duesterberg was an outstanding officer on the war front and was delegated
by true Germans as their candidate for president of the German Repub-
lic.”%

While Duesterberg claims he was unaware of his Jewish background it
is the supportive reaction of his fellow veterans that is of interest, while
Ludendorff, like the Nazis, denounced him, which resulted in his with-
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drawal from the second run-off of the presidential race. Duesterberg re-
signed from his position in the Stahlhelm following his defeat in the presi-
dential elections, and the revelations as to his Jewish background, but his
resignation was rejected. The Jewish Telegraphic Agency reported at the
time:®

“Leaders of the Stahlhelm have labelled as absurd that racial descent
should be regarded as in any way inimical to Duesterberg’s continua-
tion in office and have not hesitated to denounce the Nazi campaign
against him on this score as deliberate provocation. For this reason,
the praesidium of the Stahlhelm did not accept the proffered resignation
of Duesterberg and prevailed upon him to remain in office. Leaders of
the Steel Helmet are not desirous of acknowledging that the Nazi cam-
paign against Duesterberg has had any repercussions in the Steel Hel-
met camp. This is said to explain the silence which is being maintained
on what transpired at the meeting of the praesidium.”

The Stahlhelm further stated of Duesterberg:*

“We are aware that Duesterberg’s father in 1813 volunteered as a sol-
dier for the liberation of Germany and was awarded the Iron Cross.
Duesterberg himself was wounded in the Expedition to China.! Sub-
sequently he fought in the World War in the most dangerous places. ”

Although being offered, and declining, a position in Hitler’s first Cabinet,
Duesterberg was arrested during the Night of the Long Knives in 1934 and
interned at Dachau, but was released, dying in 1950.

German Jewish Nationalist Youth Organizations

In 1932 a three-way split between Leftist and Rightist factions in the Ger-
man Jewish youth organization Kameraden resulted in the formation of the
Black Squad (Schwarzes Fahnlein) by 400 conservative-nationalist mem-
bers. The Black Squad sought to revive the medieval Teutonic martial
ethos.

In 1933 a young Jewish theologian, Dr. Hans-Joachim Schoeps, estab-
lished a 150-member “German Vanguard — German Jewish Followers”
also devoted to martial values. In April 1933 the Black Squad and the
German Vanguard aligned with the VNJ and the National League of Jewish
Frontline Veterans into an Action Committee of Jewish Germans that
hoped to negotiate with the National Socialist regime on a new dispensa-
tion for German Jews. This organization, like the VNJ and the other Ger-
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man Jewish nationalist groups, was outlawed by the National Socialist re-
gime in 1935.%°

Schoeps adhered to the German Conservative Revolution movement
that emerged in the aftermath of World War 1. Among the influences on
Schoeps from this milieu were Stefan George, Ernst Junger, Arthur
Moeller van den Bruck, Ernst Niekisch, Carl Schmitt, Oswald Spengler,
Otto Strasser, and others. Schoeps never repudiated his Rightist sentiments
in the post-1945 era, writing in 1960 that Spengler’s “Prussian socialism”
remained valid.*

Schoeps sought an accord between patriotic German Jews and National
Socialism, writing in his newspaper The Vanguard that National Socialism
can renew Germany, and that German Jews should be brought under a new
organization representing them as German patriots.*

German Jewish Nationalist War Veterans

The German Jewish World War veterans had their own association,
Reichsbund jldischer Frontsoldaten (RjF), that was, like the League of
German Nationalist Jews, opposed to Zionism, Marxism and all other man-
ifestations of subversion. From 1930 until 1934 Ludwig Freund, general
secretary of the RjF, “gave lectures all over Germany with titles such as
‘Community of the Frontlines — Community of the Volk® to audiences of
non-Jewish veterans.” They also opposed the influx of Ostjuden.*?

RjF was founded in 1919 to counter claims that German Jews had
shirked their military duty during the World War. Despite its repudiation of
this basic National Socialist allegation, the RjF, like the Naumannites,
hoped for an accommodation with the Hitler regime for German Jews.
Generally, fascism had arisen throughout Europe in the aftermath of the
World War primarily from war veterans. It should be no surprise that fas-
cism also emerged from Jewish war veterans, and that Jewish veterans also
joined fascist movements, especially in Italy where by the mid-1930s one-
third of the adult Jewish population were members of the National Fascist
Party, and 230 Jews participated in the March on Rome.* Ettore Ovazza,
scion of a wealthy family who, with his two brothers and fifty-year-old
father had enlisted with the Italian army to fight the world war, founded a
“stridently pro-fascist journal” and physically led an attack on Zionist
Jews.*

While there is nothing inherent in fascist ideology that prohibits Jewish
support, the anti-Semitic element of German National Socialism was a
common feature of German romanticism, which as noted, had reached its
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most cogent expression from Richard Wagner. The Hitlerites were heirs to
that legacy, as well as to pre-war anti-Semitic and racial doctrines in Cen-
tral Europe.®

The RjF, states Caplan in his study of the subject, “claimed to be mod-
els of the tough, self-confident, and disciplined ethos they believed to be
necessary for the survival of German Jewry. As the first ever German-
Jewish military elite, they sought to transmit their military masculinity to
the rest of the German-Jewish community through youth and sports pro-
grams, the commemoration of the Jewish war dead, and the promotion of
Jewish cultivation of German soil.”*® Unlike the Naumannites and other
German-Jewish nationalists, the RjF cannot be dismissed as marginal. By
the mid-1920s the RjF had 35,000 members and was the third-largest or-
ganization of German Jews.*

Caplan writes of the generically fascist character of the Jewish war vet-
erans (as with other war veterans in Germany who joined the Hitlerites, the
Stahlhelm and the Freikorps), that they “offered a popular platform for the
battle against the pitfalls of big-city life at a time of rapid social transfor-
mation. Falling birth rates, alcoholism, and the spread of nervous disorders
had already been diagnosed by the turn of the century as indicators of so-
cial and cultural degeneration. The German military defeat and its revolu-
tionary aftermath exacerbated this sense of crisis and added to the list of
perceived symptoms.”*®

Relations with the Third Reich

As indicated by the vehemence of the National Socialist campaign against
the esteemed head of the Stahlhelm, Lieutenant Colonel Duesterberg, there
was not much room for optimism that the regime would accommodate
even the most loyal of German Jews, other than that Germans of partial
Jewish descent were categorized and some categories were granted a toler-
able status under the 1935 Reich Citizenship Law.

Caplan states that although the Hitlerites remained an enemy, “never-
theless, the leaders of the RjF also subscribed to a political ideology that
incorporated all of the elements generally associated with fascism — milita-
rism, extreme nationalism, anti-bolshevism, and middle-class desires for a
strong state that would transcend divisive parliamentary structures.”*® That
German Jewry ended up choosing Zionism rests squarely on the shoulders
of the National Socialist regime, which favored Zionism as a doctrine that
likewise opposed assimilation of Jews into the national community.
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With the accession to Office of the National Socialists, the RjF believed
that it was essential that they assume leadership of German Jewry. Despite
their opposition to the Nazis from the start due to the Nazi propaganda that
sought to deny the Jewish role in the World War, the values the RjF es-
poused for German Jews, and especially for the young, were in accord with
the doctrines the National Socialists expounded to “Aryan” Germans. As
long “as the state seemed to honor the link between military service and
German citizenship — and even longer — the RjF sought to cooperate with
the Hitler regime in the construction of a viable Jewish community in the
Third Reich. [...] the ideology, language, and tactics of the RjF reflected a
fascist, anti-Zionist agenda that transcended rhetorical pandering of the
oppressed to the oppressor.”

The RjF now proclaimed itself specifically against Zionism, dropping
its hitherto neutral stance. The RjF become more active than ever in the
first years of the regime, and its popularity increased at the expense of the
oldest and largest of the Jewish organizations, the Centralverein. Jews
were increasingly antagonistic towards the Centralverein’s “passivity in
response to Zionism™! in a Jewish population where Zionism had never
taken root. Liberalism was diminishing drastically among the German Jews
also in line with the decline of Liberalism in Germany generally in the af-
termath of the world war. With the demise of Liberal hegemony among
German Jews, the choice was between Zionism and the fascism of the RjF.

While Ludwig Freund left Germany in 1934, Dr Leo Loewenstein,
chairman of the RjF, a scientist by profession, who had served as a captain
in the Bavarian Army Reserve, attempted from 1933 to 1935 to “persuade
Hitler by mail to allow patriotic Jews, and the young generation in particu-
lar, to be absorbed into the German Volksgemeinschaft,” to allow Jewish
youth to participate with German youth in athletic contests and to allow
Jews to serve in the German armed forces. 52 While there was no reply
from Hitler, Loewenstein did succeed in April 1933, by appealing to Presi-
dent von Hindenburg, “in having Jewish civil servants with frontline ser-
vice during wartime exempted from losing their jobs.” However the ex-
emption was revoked with Hindenburg’s death later that year.>

When world Jewish organizations declared a boycott of German goods
in 1934,% and established the World Jewish Economic Federation to de-
prive Germany of foreign capital, the RjF reacted swiftly, condemning the
actions of Jewish leaders far-removed from Germany, writing to the US
Embassy in Berlin denying, “as German patriots,” allegations that Jews in
Germany were being subjected to “cruelties.” While acknowledging that
excesses had occurred that are unavoidable in any kind of revolution, they
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commented that where able, the authorities have sought to prevent these.
The RjF also condemned the “irresponsible agitations on the part of the so-
called Jewish intellectuals living abroad.” These had “never considered
themselves German nationals,” but had abandoned those of their own
“faith” at a “critical time” while claiming to be their champions.®® The
same day the RjF issued a worldwide address to frontline veterans, stating
that the propaganda against Germany was politically and economically
motivated. They pointed out that the Jewish writers used as propagandists
had hitherto been the same propagandists who had “scoffed at us veterans
in earlier years,” and called on “honourable soldiers” to repudiate the “un-
chivalrous and degrading treatment meted out to Germany...”*

The choice of Germany’s Jews between German nationalism and Zion-
ism was decided by the regime for the Jews, in favor of Zionism. While
approximately 600 newspapers were officially banned by the National So-
cialist regime during 1933, and others were pressured out of existence,
Jidische Rundschau, the weekly newspaper of the Zionist Federation of
Germany (ZVfD) was permitted to flourish, and by the end of 1933 had a
circulation of 38,000, four to five times more than in 1932. Jidische Rund-
schau was even exempted from newsprint restrictions until 1937. The Zi-
onist newspaper was not subjected to the same censorship as other German
newspapers. They were the only newspaper in the Third Reich permitted to
advocate an independent political doctrine. In 1935 the Zionist youth corps
was the only non-Nazi body permitted to wear uniforms. With the 1935
Nuremberg Laws, German Jews were prohibited from raising the German
flag, but could raise the Zionist flag.>” German-Jewish nationalists were not
wanted in the Reich, including the Jewish war veterans’ organization,
whose German nationalist doctrine could have won over at least a signifi-
cant proportion of German Jews who had rejected Liberalism and had not
been inclined towards Zionism.

Both the German Vanguard and the League of German Nationalist Jews
were dissolved in late 1935, while the RjF endured until the end of 1938.

Schoeps’s prior contacts with the anti-Hitler National Socialist Otto
Strasser, and the “National Bolshevik” Ernst Niekisch made him suspect
and he emigrated to Sweden in 1938. After the war he established a cele-
brated career as a theological scholar. He also remained an active monar-
chist, and as a leader of the National Association for the Monarchy (Volks-
bund fir die Monarchie), called for the restoration of the State of Prussia in
1951, and was involved in forming subsequent conservative movements
and periodicals. He died in 1980 in Germany.



INCONVENIENT HISTORY 311

Freund, of the RjF, emigrated to the USA in 1934 and returned to Ger-
many in 1961. Far from having repudiated his Germanness like the many
Jews who turned to Zionism, he was one of the first three men to be
awarded the Adenauer Prize in 1961 by the German Foundation for his
work in the “revival of a healthy national feeling on the basis of necessary
self-respect” and for the “protection of the rights of the German Volk, in
spite of the wrongs done him in his own Fatherland,”®® such nationalistic
sentiments and awards being condemned by Der Spiegel.

Conclusion

German Jews had rejected liberalism for the same reasons as other Ger-
mans had turned to the Right, hoping for a national renewal of the Father-
land. Zionists had not made significant inroads, and while German-Jewish
nationalist organizations such as those of Naumann remained small, they
maintained a challenge to the mainstream Jewish organizations. The RjF
was not marginal, however, and was gaining support for its form of fas-
cism that sought to fully identify Jews with Germany. They were undertak-
ing in particular a program among the Jewish youth of the type that had
been sought by Rathenau, to recreate a Jewish youth that was robust, mar-
tial and patriotic. The German Zionists undertook a similar program in the
interests of creating vigorous youth pioneers for Palestine.

If the RjF had been permitted to proselytize among German Jews they
would have captured the majority of that community for Germany, despite
the anti-Semitism that existed to varying degrees among the National So-
cialists. Jews had for centuries undertaken a process of acculturation re-
flected in the many Jews who fought for Germany during the world war.
Unfortunately, the most conspicuous Jews, promoted no less by the anti-
Semitic press than by their own followers, were the likes of Rosa Luxem-
burg, Willi Minzenberg, the wealthy publisher of the Communist press
Karl Radek, Kurt Eisner, et al., until Communism became synonymous in
Germany,> as in much of the rest of the world, with Jews. However, only
4% voted for the Communist Party, and 28% for the Social Democrats.
Most were moderate liberal-democrats.®® There was also a widespread,
vigorous dislike, one might say even hatred, for the “Eastern Jews” that
were coming into Germany, especially after the war, whom Rathenau con-
demned with such vehemence. The “liberal” Jews were just as offended by
the manners of the Ostjuden as anyone else.

The Jewish German nationalists sought acculturation, the continuation
of a process that had been taking place for centuries. In the Zionists, the
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National Socialists had allies as opposed to assimilation as themselves.
While the Zionists continued collaborating with the Third Reich even dur-
ing the war, German-Jewish nationalists were suppressed, although a sig-
nificant number of Mischlinge maintained their patriotism and were able to
serve Germany, including Hitler’s original bodyguard and SS commander
Emile Maurice, first commander of what became the SS who, over Himm-
ler’s objections and due to Hitler’s insistence, remained an honored officer
of the SS, as did his brothers.5!

The National Socialists maintained a type of Manichean outlook that
saw the Aryan in mortal combat with the Jew as a conflict between God
and the Devil, a synthesis of biology and theology that had since the late
19th century portrayed the Jews as less than human, or bestial spawn, ex-
pressed in the New Templar theosophy of Jorg Lanz von Liebenfels.

Where most German Jews saw the Ostjuden as a danger to Germany, or
at best an embarrassment to themselves, the National Socialists did not dis-
tinguish between them. While only a minority of Jews supported the Left,
the National Socialists focused on the conspicuous Jewish presence in the
Communist movement, and in other anti-German movements. Most partic-
ularly, the Third Reich did not accord status to Jewish war veterans, and
the regime chose Zionism over German-Jewish nationalism.
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The Injustice of the Admissibility of Hearsay
in War-Crimes Trials

Carlos W. Porter

General Discussion of the Problem of Hearsay

A best-selling English writer, Jennifer Worth, recently cited a Jewish psy-
chiatrist, Dr. Elisabeth Kibler Ross, who claimed that her father and broth-
er both “witnessed” German soldiers machine-gunning Jewish refugees
attempting to swim across a river into Switzerland. (Exact quote:

“Her father and brother later witnessed Nazi machine gunners shooting
a human river [sic — “a human river,” no less!] of Jewish refugees as
they attempted to cross the Rhine [one of the largest rivers in Europe,
usually hundreds of feet wide] from Germany to the safety of Switzer-
land.”

Quoted by Worth, In the Midst of Life, p. 51; Worth makes no mention of
any specific place names or dates. | am unable to find any mention of this
incident in the works of Kiibler Ross.

This would, of course, have been an international incident involving a
neutral country, Switzerland, Germany’s “protecting power” under the Ge-
neva Convention — rather an illogical thing to do, one might tend to think.
Any such incident would have resulted in an international letter of protest
by the Swiss government, followed by an official investigation and, we
may sure, immense publicity. Thus, if any such incident ever actually oc-
curred, it would be easy to verify.

Did Worth lie? Of course not. Worth might be gullible, but she believed
what she was saying. Did Kubler Ross lie? Not necessarily.

Did her father and brother lie? Again, not necessarily. Kiibler may have
simply misunderstood them to say that they were witnesses, when in fact
they had only heard about the incident. It is very easy to get this impres-
sion, even when it was never intended by the speaker: it is very difficult,
weeks, months or years later, to be perfectly clear in one’s mind as to
whether or not a person who tells you a shocking tale ever actually claimed
to have witnessed it personally. In most cases, if you can track down the
person who told the story and ask him whether he actually saw it, the an-
swer will be something like “No, I didn’t see it myself, but everybody
knew it.” The fact that he didn’t see it, that perhaps no one else saw it ei-
ther, and that it is perfectly possible for “everybody to know” things which
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are not true at all, is considered perfectly irrelevant. That is the nature of
hearsay. For this reason, hearsay is ordinarily inadmissible in criminal pro-
ceedings, without some particular guarantee of reliability (i.e., the so-called
“exceptions to the hearsay rule”).

Hearsay in Law

In law, hearsay is an out-of-court statement (whether oral or written), of-
fered to prove “the truth of the matter stated” (sometimes phrased as “the
truth of what it asserts™). If it is offered to prove that the statement was
made — but not necessarily that it is true — then it is not hearsay.

In war-crimes trials — even those held being in The Hague today — this
distinction is always dispensed with. Hearsay is simply declared to be ad-
missible — subject, of course, to its “probative value” — according to which
random accusations are declared to constitute the “truth” unless the defense
can disprove them, thus inverting the burden of proof. Yet the defense is in
no position to obtain further information. You can question the “witnesses”
all day long, and all they will ever say is, “I don’t know, all I know is what
the other person told me.”

“War Crimes Reports”

One particularly prevalent feature of all “war-crimes trials” is the so-called
“War Crimes Report.” There are hundreds of these “reports,” undoubtedly
thousands. Legally, they are all hearsay, but “admissible hearsay,” of high-
ly dubious credibility. For example, at Dachau, the “Chavez Report,”
which was to have “proven” the existence of a “gas chamber” at Dachau,
was never introduced into evidence, and the accusation was dropped before
trial. Col. Chavez appeared as an expert witness at Dachau on Nov. 15,
1945, but made no mention of a gas chamber. The Chavez Report was then
re-written and introduced into evidence at Nuremberg as documents 2430-
PS and 159-L, even though it was known to be untrue. Chavez was never
cross-examined on his “report,” since his “report” did not form part of his
direct testimony.
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The Cross Examination of Fernand Gabrillagues

The following article, reproduced in full, appeared on the front page of The
Advocate — described as “North-Western Tasmania’s Only Daily Newspa-
per” —on January 18, 1947:

“SHOT EN MASSE BY JAPANESE

TOKYO. Friday (A.A.P.) — A French war crimes officer, Fernand Ga-
brillagues, told the tribunal how 65 French prisoners of war singing the
“Marseillaise” were shot en masse by Japanese in Indo China. The
Japanese then bayoneted the wounded with unbridled savagery.

On another occasion the Japanese butchered 200 French prisoners
with axes and bayonets on “soil running with blood.”

Witness gave other details of obscene savagery and Japanese treatment
of women.”’

This is the sort of thing which often passes for “fact” in the 20th and 21st
centuries. Fernand Gabrillagues was the author of a “war crimes report”
regarding Japanese atrocities in French Indo-China. The “report” (referred
to as a “deposition”), was introduced into evidence at the Tokyo Trial as
“proof” of the “matter stated” — signed by the “expert witness,” Captain
Fernand Gabrillagues, after which Gabrillagues appeared to testify and was
cross-examined on his “report.”

The defendants at the International Military Tribunal for the Far East.
Photo May-June 1946 [Public domain], via Wikimedia Commons.
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On direct examination, he gave his date of birth as January 1, 1918,
stating that he was a Bachelor of Letters and Master of Laws, outlining his
other apparently impressive qualifications as an expert on “war crimes”
and Delegate to the French War Crimes Office. His cross examination was
less impressive, to say the least.

Summary of Admissions and Claims Made by Gabrillagues under
Cross-Examination

Gabrillagues was 29 years old at the time of his testimony. On cross exam-
ination, he admitted that he was a student drafted out of university and had
never before been employed in any legal capacity before becoming a “war
crimes officer.” He knew — and hoped — that men would be hanged on the
basis of his report; it was written so that “war criminals” could be “rounded
up.” Yet, as he readily admitted, he conducted no investigation; he inter-
viewed no witnesses; he made no attempt to determine whether any of the
accusations might be mistaken or untrue. He made no attempt to discover
whether there might have been any reason why the Japanese acted as they
did. He performed no checks to prevent the wholesale introduction of
falsehood, erroneous information, hearsay or lies. It was “not his work”
(i.e., not his job).

He was unwilling or unable to say which army he was in, for reasons
which will become apparent; he was unwilling or unable to give the name
of his commanding officer in French West Africa; he was unwilling or un-
able to say which French government his commanding general in Indochi-
na was responsible to; he claimed he didn’t know who the “De Gaullists”
were; he even claimed that he didn’t know the meaning of the words “re-
sistance” or “underground,” although he knew the meaning of the words
“guerrilla” and “franc-tireur,” which are exactly synonymous.

He was unable to state when the Japanese Army entered Northern and
Southern Indo-China. Since the Japanese Army entered these territories in
two different years, under an agreement with the Vichy government of
France, this might have been important information, depending on when
and where the atrocities were committed.

He was unwilling or unable to state whether or not “resistance mem-
bers” wore uniforms. Finally, and most crucially, under pressure, he re-
peatedly admitted that the victims of these atrocities were indeed members
of the “resistance” and that at least “some” of the civilian victims had been
assisting the resistance, thus admitting that he knew the meaning of these
words.

Four points should be noted here.
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a) The President of the Tribunal did not, at least at this point, dispute
the defense contention that the Vichy government was the legally recog-
nized government of France; that non-uniformed resistance is illegal, and
that guerrillas are not entitled to protection as prisoners of war;

b) That uniformed armies commit “atrocities” in reprisal for non-uni-
formed acts of resistance, and that many of the victims of these reprisals
will inevitably be “innocent civilians,” in name or in fact, is a matter of
course. That is the nature of guerrilla warfare, a fact deliberately exploited
by all resistance groups. The more people killed in “atrocities” by the uni-
formed occupier, the more people will join the resistance! This is one of
the reasons why non-uniformed resistance is considered illegal under inter-
national law.

¢) It is obvious that Gabrillagues knew this, and that his refusal to say
which army he was in, or which government his commanding officer was
responsible to, or to admit that he was well aware of the meaning of the
words “resistance” and “underground,” were a result of this knowledge,
and of an awareness that any such admission on his part would tend to ex-
culpate or explain the actions of the Japanese, at least in part.

Gabrillagues appears to have been a rather strange person: whether he
was one of the most uncooperative, uncommunicative and evasive expert
“witnesses” in legal history — or the most incompetent — or a mixture of
both — is hard to tell. According to his family, he committed suicide in
France in the early 1980s saying that his life had been a failure.

d) As far as one can determine, Gabrillagues was the only author of any
“war crimes report” ever subjected to cross-examination as to his “report,”
in any trial, anywhere, ever.

The following is that cross-examination.

* * %

(Excerpted from Tokyo Trial transcript, pp. 15,444-72)

“CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. LOGAN

Q: [...] In your work as investigator, did you interview any witnesses
yourself and take statements from them or did you get all the infor-
mation contained in your affidavit from other affidavits?

A: I have misunderstood the question...

Q: When you received the documents respecting these incidents did you
go out and take any statements yourselves from any of the people in-
volved?

A: | read most of the affidavits and the complaints which were regis-
tered by witnesses.
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Q: Did you ever question a witness yourself in connection with any of
these incidents you have related in your statements?

A: 1 did not myself interrogate witnesses. It wasn’t my work.

Q: Is it a fact that these prisoners of war mentioned in your statement
were De Gaullists?

A: I do not know.

Q: Didn’t you make any investigation to try to find out what army these
soldiers belonged to?

A: Which soldiers?

Q: [The] prisoners of war you mention in your affidavit.

A: They belonged to the Indo-Chinese army.

Q: Were any of them De Gaullists?

A: 1 do not know.

Q: Were any of them guerrillas?

A: Some of them belonged to the underground.

Q: On what side were these Chinese troops? Were they on De Gaulle’s
side or were they on the side of the recognized French government, the
Vichy government?

A: | have not understood the question.

Q: Didn’t you say a moment ago that some of these troops — you didn’t
know whether De Gaullists or on the side of the Vichy Government —
they were Chinese troops?

A: I don’t believe I have spoken of Chinese troops.

Q: Indo-Chinese troops, what side were they on?

A: The Indo-Chinese troops were part of the French army of Indo-
China.

Q: Were they under the command of the Vichy government at that time?
A: They were under the orders of the commanding general, the senior
commanding general of the troops in Indo-China.

Q: For what government were they fighting?

A: The troops were fighting for France.

Q: When you say France, do you mean the Vichy Government?

A: France.

Q: You understand, of course, that the Japanese troops went into Indo-
China under an agreement with the Vichy Government. Now, in your
investigation did you find out that these Indo-Chinese troops were op-
posed to the Vichy Government?

A: | do not believe | have the information with me to answer this ques-
tion.
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Q: Didn’t you think it important in your work as an investigator to find
out what army, if any, these people [i.e., the victims of the alleged
atrocities. — C.P] were employed by at the time of these alleged atroci-
ties?

A: I concerned myself solely with the identification and the search for
war criminals.

Q: How can you determine who was a war criminal unless you know
which army he is fighting for?

A: Criminals are judged by the crime which they commit.

Q: That isn’t an answer to the question I gave you. Will you please an-
swer the question?

A: Would you please repeat the question?

Q: Do I understand you made this investigation and tried to determine
whether or not a person was a war criminal without knowing on which
side the prisoners of war were?

A: | made researches regarding prisoners of war from the complaints
which | received [...]

Q: Do you know who was the leader of the Indo-Chinese army?

A: General Martin.

Q: And was General Martin a representative of the Vichy Government?

A: I do not know.

QO: You were in charge of this Investigation Bureau, weren 't you?

A: Yes.

O: Well, wasn’t it part of your duties to find out if these prisoners of
war were guerrillas?

A: | have never considered these prisoners to belong to bands of guer-
rillas [this in contradiction to the answer given above and below. —
C.P]

Q: Well, what did you consider them to belong to?

A: To the Army.

Q: Whose army?

A: The French Army.

Q: What do you mean by the French Army?

A: | cannot give you a definition. It seems difficult to give you an imme-
diate definition.

Q: Well, can you give us a definition tomorrow?

A: I think it would perhaps be possible.

Q: Can you tell me how many of these prisoners of war set forth in your
statement were members of the Indo-Chinese Army?

A: They all belonged to the Army of Indo-China. [...]



322 VOLUME 5, NUMBER 3

MR. LOGAN: In your investigations did you also come across a docu-
ment which gave the Japanese Army the right to go into Southern Indo-
China in July, 1941?

A: | have never seen such a document.

Q: Now, isn’t it a fact, Mr. Witness, that you know that the Vichy forces
and the De Gaullist forces were fighting in Indo-China?

A: Fighting how? I don’t know.

Q: You don’t know? Do you know there two factions in Indo- China, the
De Gaullist faction and the faction representing the legal Vichy Gov-
ernment? [...]

May | have an answer to the question? [...]

| think there is a question unanswered, Your Honor. Will the court re-
porter read the question? [...]

THE WITNESS: You are telling me about it.

Q: Well, is that true and do you know it?

A: What?

Q: Do you know it to be a fact that there were two factions in Indo-
China, one representing the legal Vichy Government and one represent-
ing the De Gaullists? [...]

Q: During the course of your investigation, you, of course, found that
that the Japanese troops entered Northern Indo-China in 1940, isn't
that a fact?

A: The Japanese troops entered Northern Indo-China.

Q: And you also found out that they entered Southern Indo- China in
1941, isn’t that so?

A: | have not worried about this question.

Q: lrrespective of whether you worried about it, have you found out
that to be a fact?

A: The documentation which | have consulted does not allow me to an-
swer that question — to give an answer to that question.

Q: Irrespective of the documents which you have consulted, is it a fact?
A: | say that it is possible but I cannot give any precisions.

Q: Do you mean to tell us that you have made all these investigations
and you do not know when the Japanese army entered Indo-China?

A: | know that there were Japanese penetrated into Southern Indo-
China but | do not know the exact date of the penetration.

Q: What is your best recollection on it?

THE PRESIDENT: This is utterly trifling [...] You are not testing his
credibility effectively this way, Mr. Logan. It is possible that he does not
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know the exact date; | do not. | would have to refresh his memory from
the evidence.

MR. LOGAN: | am not asking these questions, if the court Please, to
test this witness’ credibility. I am asking it to try to ascertain the facts...
Q: From your investigation what was the earliest year that you found
out that the Japanese were in — entered Indo-China.

[Objection] [...]

MR. LOGAN: | prefaced my question by asking him whether or not he
obtained this information from his investigation, which brings it square-
ly within the statement made by this witness on direct testimony. He has
made this statement referring to various alleged atrocities. It is im-
portant to find out just when the Japanese army entered Indo-China to
see if it was actually present at the time of these alleged atrocities and
to investigate the further situation of the resistance troops operating in
Indo-China.

THE PRESIDENT: The question is allowed. Objection overruled.

A: | cannot give you any precise date. | recollect some complaints
which were — which date from 1943, 1942, 1945, 1946, but my recollec-
tions are not very, very clear on this point.

Q: Let me ask this, then. Is it a fact that after the Japanese troops en-
tered Indo-China there sprang up a resistance movement?

A: The documents do not allow me to answer in a precise answer to this
guestion.

Q: Well, what would allow you to answer that question?

A: | was at the war crimes office in charge of researches on crimes
committed by the Japanese Army. Complaints were received and on the
basis of these complaints | began my investigations. My work was a ma-
terial work of researching what crimes had been committed and where
the criminals were, so that they could be rounded up.

Q: Have you finished?

A: Yes.

Q: Yesterday you referred to the underground. Will you tell us what you
meant by that?

A: During my researches I have sometimes found the word ‘re-
sistance,” “underground,” in the documents which I have seen.

Q: Did you investigate to find out just what this underground or re-
sistance was?

A: No.

Q: Weren't you interested, as the person in charge of the investigating
bureau, to find out what this resistance was?
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A: | did not take up that matter.

Q: Did you ask anybody else to take it up?

A: Absolutely not.

Q: Do I understand you, Mr. Witness, that you appear in this Tribunal
and present affidavits where you mention ‘“‘resistance group” and “un-
derground,” and you mean to tell this Tribunal that you don’t know
what it means?

A: 1 do not understand — I do not very well understand the question as it
has been translated.

MR. LOGAN: May | have it re-translated?

(Thereupon, the last question was re-translated.)

A: 1 did not present any affidavits to this Tribunal. | only — | have only
told of them what | had done, or the work that | had done, in the war
crimes office.

Q: Well, let me ask you this question: Do you, of your own knowledge,
know what the resistance group was?

[Objection by the prosecutor] [...]

THE PRESIDENT: [...] | think the question is allowable and should be
answered. It is quite a simple question.

A: | believe that I have already answered this question.

Q: Well, answer it again, will you, please?

A: | answered that in the documents that | had | found a few — several
times, the word “resistance.”

O: I understand what you said, Mr. Witness, but that isn’t the question |
put. I am asking you now. Do you know, of your own knowledge, what
the resistance movement was?

A: | have no precise knowledge on movements of the underground —
movement of the resistance.

Q: Well, what was that movement?

A: What | could tell you could only be a repetition of what was told to
me. That is hearsay, and | want to speak before this Tribunal only of
things which 1 know by myself, in my own knowledge.

Q: Well now, Mr. Witness, as a matter of fact, your entire affidavit
submitted by you on direct is all hearsay, isn’t it?

A: | did not say that what — that my deposition was based on affidavits,
but on depositions of witnesses of victims of these crimes. [Objection
as to translation]

THE PRESIDENT: [...] After consulting with my colleagues, | think
that the following questions are pertinent and | will ask the witness to
answer them:
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Did the members of the resistance wear uniforms?
THE WITNESS: | have not been able to ascertain it. [...]”

Probably “Je n’ai pas pu le vérifier,” a sort of halfway-house between
“No” and “I don’t know.” — C.P

“MR. LOGAN: Well, tell us what you heard this resistance was?

A: | practically have no knowledge of the movement — concerning the
resistance movement. | only received complaints from victims of atroci-
ties of the Japanese Army, and | confined my activities to that.

Q: Isn't it a fact that the resistance Movement was started in Indo-
China against the Japanese and the Vichy Government in Indo- China?
A: The documentation which | have seen does not allow me to answer
your question.

MR. LOGAN: If the Tribunal please, I think | have been patient about
this. | think we ought to have a direction and make this witness answer
these questions.

THE PRESIDENT: Witness, do you, in fact, know anything more than
appears in the documents?

THE WITNESS: All that | have heard beyond that | considered as hear-
say, and | cannot give evidence of these before this Tribunal.

THE PRESIDENT: You can. You are mistaken. You must answer from
hearsay, but you can say the sources of your information.

THE WITNESS: I haven’t heard any information on this point.

BY MR. LOGAN: (Continued):

Q: When you were in the Colonial Services of the French colonies,
were you in the Vichy army or were you in the resistance Movement
from that point onward?

A: | was mobilised — | was drafted February 1, 1943 — no: 1944.

Q: Do you understand English?

A: (In English) Very small.

Q: Was that year incorrect that was just given over the translation sys-
tem?

A: (In English) It seems that the number — (In French) I think that the
number given “4,” is not exact — is not correct. It is “43.”

Q: What time were you a member of the resistance Movement?

A: | was drafted February 1, 1943 in the French Army of Africa.

Q: Was that under the Vichy government or was that in the resistance
Army?

A: In the French Army of Africa.
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Q: Was that as a member of the resistance Group or a member of the
forces of the Vichy government?

A: It was as a French citizen who was still under military obligations.
THE PRESIDENT: It is suggested to me that if you use the words “Free
French” instead of “resistance,” you might get more satisfactory an-
SWers.

Q: Were you a member of the Free French?

A: Since February 1, 1943 | belonged to the French Army of Africa, the
only army which was in Africa.

Q: Were you under General Le Clerc?

A: 1 did not say that | was in Africa. | was in West of Africa — in French
West of Africa.

Q: I didn’t ask you that. Were you under General Le Clerc?

A: General Le Clerc was not in the West of Africa.

Q: Were you under him?

A: Absolutely not.

Q: Then you were under some general of the Vichy Government?

A: 1 do not think so.

Q: Do you seriously want this Tribunal to understand from your testi-
mony that you were fighting for France but you didn’t know which army
you were in?

A: 1 was only thinking of fighting for France.

Q: And you didn’t care which army you were in, is that it? And, fur-
thermore, you don’t know which army you were in, is that it?

A: | was in the French Army.

THE PRESIDENT: The French Government employed him on war
crimes, apparently, and that is the Free French Government.

Q: From whom did you receive your pay from 1943 on?

A: The Disbursing Officer of my unit.

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Logan, this is trifling. | say it again to any
Member of the Tribunal having a similar view.

MR. LOGAN: It may be trifling, Your Honor, but to me it is more seri-
ous than that. A witness comes here and testifies the way he has. I'm
trying to find out just what the situation was as he investigated it so that
he can give this Tribunal some information on these alleged crimes.

BY MR. LOGAN: Tell me this: Did you ever check to find out if any of
the charges made in these affidavits which are submitted by you are
false?

A: It was not for me to judge whether the witnesses have made false
depositions...
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Q: And you made no check to find that out, is that it?

A: It was not in my province to judge of the exactitude of the directness
of witness — of the depositions made.

Q: Now, is it a fact that these people who claim to have suffered these
alleged atrocities were members of the resistance Force?

A: Yes, certainly.

Q: And the civilians also mentioned in these affidavits, were they assist-
ing the resistance Force?

A: Some did and some did not.

Q: And General Martin was the one in charge of the resistance Force
in Indo-China?

A: 1 do not know.

Q: Did you make any investigation to find out?

A: 1 did not try to find out.

MR. LOGAN: That is all.

CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. SHIMANOUCHI

Q: Mr. Witness, what is your age?

A: I was born on January 1, 1918.

Q: You testified, Mr. Witness, that you were a student prior to the war.
Then you were drafted in the Army in September, 19427

A: | stated that it was on February 1, 1943.

Q: Up to that time were you occupied in some profession or vocation?
A: | was a student, and then | went to Africa as a Colonial civil servant.
Q: What duties were you assigned to after you were drafted?

A: I was infantry platoon leader.

Q: Have you, Mr. Witness, before you took up your work with the War
Crimes Office in September 1946, engaged in any legal business, either
as a prosecutor or a lawyer?

A: Notatall. [...]

CROSS-EXAMINATION BY MR. BROOKS

Q: Mr. Witness, in your investigation, did you investigate to see if any
of these alleged acts were taken by way of reprisal?

A: | think that in certain localities the Japanese may have been irritated
by the actions — by the attitude of the French population.

Q: Did your investigation show that certain actions complained of were
to suppress and deter the activities in resistance of franc-tireurs or oth-
ers?

A: The massacres at Langson and other places certainly did not aim at
suppressing the activities of franc-tireurs.
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Q: Did your investigations uncover any actions that would classify the
participants as franc-tireurs?

A: In my deposition | have not spoken of relations between the Japanese
and those that may be called franc-tireurs.

Q: In other words, you never made any investigations as to matters that
might have been in justification of some of the actions to which you
have referred?

A: (No answer)

MR. BROOKS: I didn’t get the answer.

THE PRESIDENT: Did you try to discover any reason why the Japa-
nese acted as they did?

THE WITNESS: | did not try to discover any reasons [...]

MR. BROOKS: That is all.

MR. LOGAN: No further cross-examination. If the Tribunal please, at
this time | move to strike out and disregard all the evidence presented
of alleged atrocities in Indo-China on the ground that the evidence
shows that these resistance troops were not lawful troops of France,
they were fighting contrary to the orders of their own legally recog-
nized government, and cannot claim rights are prisoners of war under
international law but fall into the classification of guerrillas or franc-
tireurs.

THE PRESIDENT: Of course, there is no such evidence as you claim,
Mr. Logan. We will, at the proper time, pass judgement on the evidence
we’ve heard [...].”

This despite the witness’s clear admission that the victims were, in fact,
members of the resistance.

“Q: Now, is it a fact that these people who claim to have suffered these
alleged atrocities were members of the resistance Force?

A: Yes, certainly.

Q: And the civilians also mentioned in these affidavits, were they assist-
ing the resistance Force?

A: Some did and some did not. ”

* * %

The real problem is the admissibility of hearsay. As noted in the famous
Dissentient Judgement of R.B. Pal of India:
“Exhibit 1574 is a statement taken out of court. [...] The name of the
airman was given by this man as ‘Stan Woodbridge of Chingford, Es-
sex, England’. We do not even know whether there was really any such
airman in the R.A.F. and whether he is really dead.” (p. 1,212 of the
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section dedicated to the Dissentient Judgement of R. B. Pal of India,
volume 21, Tokyo Trial transcript.)

Pal noted that nothing in international law gives the victor in war the power
to legislate in international law. If the nations of the world wished to create
such authority, they were free to do so, but the proper way to so would be
by means of a treaty; no such treaty exists.

Historically, most European wars were brought to a conclusion based
on the terms of negotiated peace treaties containing an amnesty for all acts
committed during the war, thus avoiding endless recriminations, renewed
injustice, and serial wars related to the same problems. The modern world
has largely abandoned this approach.

For further information in a relatively accessible form, search for Pal,
Radhabinod. “Judgment.” The Dissentient Judgment of R.B. Pal is availa-
ble online in PDF form at http://www.sdh-fact.com/CL02_1/65_S4.pdf.
Published in book form in The Tokyo Judgment: The International Military
Tribunal for the Far East (IMTFE) 29 April 1946 — 12 November 1948.
Edited by B. V. A. Roling and C. F. Riiter. Amsterdam: University Press
Amsterdam, 1977. Also published separately in Calcutta and Japan. This
volume is currently out of print and nearly impossible to find.

All quotations taken from the complete 52,000-page, 21-volume tran-
script. This too is currently out of print and almost impossible to find, ex-
cept in a few large law libraries. Thirty years ago, there were said to be
only 4 copies of the original in the whole world.

* * *

This article is excerpted from a forthcoming book by Carlos W. Porter,
War Crimes Trials and Other Essays.
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A Darkening Shadow

An Australian Defender of Intellectual Freedom Reflects
on the Text and Significance of the London Declaration on
Combating Anti-Semitism

Nigel Jackson

an carried a news report headed “Labor MPs to back PM on anti-
Semitism”. It included the following information:

“NSW Labor MPs will use this week’s parliamentary sittings for a mass
signing of the London Declaration on Combating Anti-Semitism. The
Prime Minister became the first Australian leader to put her name to
the document last month. Last week, Federal Coalition parliamentari-
ans made history when all 71 House of Representatives and 34 Senate
members of the Coalition party room signed the Declaration. [...] Par-
liamentarians who sign the Declaration pledge to ‘expose, challenge
and isolate political actors who engage in hate against Jews and target
the state of Israel as a Jewish collectivity” and ‘challenge any foreign
leader, politician or public figure who denies, denigrates or trivialises
the Holocaust.””

This report aroused my concern that the intellectual freedom and respecta-
bility of Holocaust revisionists and their supporters within Australia was
now being threatened as never before; and accordingly, | endeavored to
research the relevant declaration. This article is the result. It begins by ana-
lyzing the document itself, and then proceeds to consider its significance
for Australian and world politics.

B ackground: On 20 May 2013 our national newspaper The Australi-

It seems! that the first annual conference of the Inter-parliamentary Coali-
tion for Combating Anti-Semitism was held in London in February 20009. It
brought together over one hundred parliamentarians and other representa-
tives from thirty-five different countries to discuss the increase in contem-
porary anti-Semitism around the world, by sharing knowledge, experience
and recommendations. At the end of the conference, those attending called
upon national governments, parliaments, international institutions, political
and civic leaders, non-government organizations and civil society to affirm
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“demaocratic and human values”, build societies “based on respect and citi-
zenship” and combat any manifestations of “anti-Semitism and discrimina-
tion”. The conference concluded with the signing of the London Declara-
tion on Combating Anti-Semitism.

It needs to be at once noted that this declaration does not claim any kind
of divine sanction. It is a statement originating purely from human sources
and, as is well known, errare humanum est — it is human to err, to make
mistakes, to get things wrong. Sacred tradition, moreover, contains many
warnings about the folly of human beings trying to organize the world and
their communities without reference to the Will of God. For Jews and
Christians, for example, the story of the Tower of Babel is a perpetual re-
minder.

It will be noted that three phrases from the participants™ call are placed
in quotation marks above. This is to indicate that they should not pass
without challenge themselves. Plato, one of the greatest minds of the Euro-
pean tradition, was one authority who warned that democracy is not by any
means the best form of political order and that it tends to be followed by
authoritarian rule, even tyranny. As for “human” values, we have to ask
what these are. Humans appear to have always differed among themselves
as to what matters are or are not of importance; and, as already noted, hu-
man attempts to determine value without recourse to divine wisdom are not
advocated by sacred tradition. Thus, it is by no means clear that “democrat-
ic and human values” are to be affirmed.

In British law a distinction can be drawn between the concepts of a
“subject” and a “citizen”. Britons, for example, have traditionally seen
themselves as subjects of the Crown; and, in past centuries, this status was
seen as involving a two-way transaction, whereby the Crown received the
loyalty of subjects but, in return, guaranteed to protect them and work for
their welfare, this guarantee being expressed in terms of a sacred oath. By
contrast, the concept of “citizen” seems to derive, in modern times at least,
from events such as the American and French revolutions, which, let it be
noted, were anti-monarchical in nature. It seems that it can too easily hap-
pen that “citizens” come to be seen as persons owing obedience to the State
(an entity not easy to define or to identify in terms of reality and responsi-
bility), as persons expected to obey the dictates of parliaments or other
such bodies, whether or not these claim to be, or are, representative of the
popular will. From that situation, it is but another short slide and people
have become serfs beneath a tyranny. Thus, it is not at all clear that “citi-
zenship” is wisely invoked as a criterion for determining what political



332 VOLUME 5, NUMBER 3

action is to be chosen. As for the word “respect”, let us just say at this
stage that it is vague.

The last phrase is a piece of dialectical dynamite. What do these two
words mean — “anti-Semitism” and “discrimination”? No one of any de-
cency and good sense wishes to advocate unjust or unfair treatment of
Jews, either singly or in groups, or as the nation of Israel, or as a people as
a whole. On the other hand, no one with those attributes is going to suggest
that Jews in any contexts whatever should be held to be above and beyond
adverse criticism and even adverse action, where this is justified.

It all comes down to “discrimination” indeed — that is, if we are using
the older meaning of the word: making a distinction between, noting the
difference between, two or more objects of discussion. Unfortunately, there
is reason to believe that the conference attendees were using the word “dis-
crimination” differently — to mean hostile and unfair treatment in compari-
son to other persons, groups, nations or peoples. The danger of using the
word in this way (the same is true of the word “prejudice™) is that it tends
to beg questions, so that unscrupulous persons can use the ensuing confu-
sion, by means of intellectual sleight of hand, to achieve private agenda
that may not be in the interests of others.

There is an old saying that one should beware of buying a pig in a poke.
A poke was a bag which, of course, disguised the quality of pig involved
or, even, perhaps, the fact that there was no pig at all but something else.
We are entitled already to wonder whether the London Declaration on
Combating Anti-Semitism has itself got something of the qualities of a
poke!

The Declaration apparently deals with “six fundamental issues”.? The
first of these is identified as “Challenging Anti-Semitism.” Parliamentari-
ans are urged to oppose those “who engage in hate against Jews”. Here at
once we encounter a serious matter for concern. In recent decades Jewish
persons and groups have been very ready to condemn as “hatred” towards
themselves and their people all sorts of behaviors and actions, many of
which reasonable observers may well conclude exhibit acceptable natures
and do not really show hatred at all. There is a fatal and dangerous vague-
ness in that phrase “hate against Jews”. Strong opposition to a Jew or to
certain Jewish policies or activities does not in itself indicate hatred; but
this distinction is often fudged in the contemporary world of political ac-
tion and commentary.

Parliamentarians are also urged to oppose those who “target the State of
Israel as a Jewish collectivity.” Well, it is a Jewish collectivity. The fact
that it may have a minority of non-Jewish citizens does not alter that fact.



INCONVENIENT HISTORY 333

Israel is a Jewish nation. It thus appears that the Declaration is opposed to
adverse criticism and action against Israel of any kind.

Next governments are instructed that they “must” oppose those who
“deny, denigrate or trivialize the Holocaust”. This appears to be a clear and
serious attack on intellectual freedom. The nature of Nazi treatment and
mistreatment of Jews during the period 1933-1945 ought to be open to free
public discussion just like any other great and serious topic, such as wheth-
er or not Jesus was divine or whether or not a particular sacred scripture is
or is not “the Word of God”. At the present time there is a school of writers
who are fairly to be described as “revisionist historians” or “Holocaust re-
visionists”. The nature of their theses can currently be quickly studied on
the website of INCONVENIENT HISTORY, and it will be noted by any fair-
minded observer that their writings have intellectual substance and ethical
integrity, so that they cannot validly be dismissed with ridicule and without
proper, reasoned examination. The problem with the Declaration is that it
overlooks the fact that opponents of these historians habitually mis-name
them “Holocaust deniers” — as though they were denying the existence of
any Nazi wrongdoing to Jews of any kind, rejecting, as it were, “the whole
box and dice.” Such is in fact a gross slander of Holocaust revisionists.
There is reason to fear that the terms “denigrate” and “trivialize” can also
be misused in the same way to unfairly attack and dismiss these research-
ers.

The Declaration further states that governments “must” encourage ci