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A Note From The Editor

This issue, we are again privileged to welcome new names
onto our distinguished Editorial Advisory Committee. Percy
L. Greaves Jr. graduated in Business from Syracuse Univer-
sity in 1929, and studied Economics at Columbia University
in New York City. He later worked as Financial Editor of the
(now merged) U.S. News. In 1980, he ran as a Presidential
candidate for the American Party. Dr. Charles E. Weber
teaches in the Faculty of Letters at the University of Tulsa
in Oklahoma. He authored a fine book review which ap-
peared in our first issue. Dr. Weber has repeatedly come
under fire from the illegal Anti-Defamation League but
writes to us in his letter of acceptance: ‘‘My ordeal, insti-
gated by the ADL, while not to be taken lightly, has had a
tendency to stiffen my resistance.”

Of course, we do not envy the ADL their current predica-
ment. After 66 years of policing the thoughts of America,
and peddling lie after lie (‘‘the Nazi slaughter of 17 million
human beings" according to their ‘10 Priorities’ pamphlet)
the Anti-Defamatory pigeons are now coming home to roost
on number 823 United Nations Plaza with some unsanitary
results!

Not only are the Zionist Thought Police having to deal
with stubborn academics such as those temerarious merm-
bers of our Editorial Advisory Committee, who value truth
more than career advancement, but the ADL are now hav-
ing to deal with a train of events among their own communi-
ty which few could have anticipated.

On the one hand, there are those brave individuals among
the Jewish community who can see the writing on the wall.
Moshe Menuhin and Rabbi Elmer Berger (whose memoirs
we sell at $13 and $5 respectively) laid the groundwork for
the current campaigns by Jews to rescue their kinfolk from
the- clutches of unscrupulous, power-mad Zionists. Dr.
Alfred Lilienthal believes that when the American people
finally realize how they have been conned for so long, they
may direct their anger not just at the Zionists responsible
for the trickery, but against all Jews. Bezalel Chaim of the
Revisionist Press in Brooklyn believes that Zionism is anti-
Jewish, since the traditions of Jewry are for a libertarian
lifestyle, not vicious, statist, repression and imperialism.
Outspoken Orthodox leaders such as Rabbi Moshe Hirsch of
the Neturei Karta sect maintain that Zionism is unreligious,



and in fact a blasphemy. Jewish thinkers such as Noam
Chomsky of MIT and Dr. Howard Stein of the University of
Oklahoma (whose feature on the Psychohistory of the Holo-
caust we published last time) believe that we have a duty to
pursue the truth, no matter what the consequences. With
such courageous fighters for truth inside the Jewish com-.
munity itself we should all take hope that the Zionists have
not had everything their own way. And with more and more
Jews realizing and decrying the dangers of Zionist super-
imposition on Jewry, let us also hope that Dr. Lilienthal's
fears of a host community backlash against all Jews (once
the Zionists’ game is widely discovered) will not be realized.

A much greater problem for the Zionist internal gestapo
at the moment is the phenomenon of naive zealots letting the
cat out of the bag. Our old friend Yaakov Riz, who has in his
basement Holocaust museum a bar of Jewish soap which
stubbornly refuses to be forensically examined (see our
Summer 1980 issue, page 132) wrote in the Jewish Press of
5 September 1980 that Jews should use as much trickery as
possible in peddling Holocaust lies. He gave an example
from the Talmud where the angels Michael and Gabriel
tricked God into drowning an entire army (or as some might
say, a platoon?) of Egyptians. They did this by showing God
a dead Jewish child and an Egyptian brick (or as some might
say, a dead typhus victim and an empty can of Zyklon B?)
Such open advocacy of mendacity cannot be other than an
embarrassment to the ADL’s slick Exterminationist propa-
ganda machine.

Likewise, the zealots of the so-called Jewish Defense
League must have caused a few gulps at UN Plaza. On the
last day of November two dozen JDL ‘'militants” paraded
their scrawny physiques outside the Orange County home of
Dr. Reinhard Buchner, here in Southern California. Among
other slogans, they chanted: *Who do we want? Buchner!
How do we want him? Dead!"” Their niceties were reported
in the next day's Los Angeles Herald Examiner, and fol-
lowed up by some editorial condemnation from the normally
Judaeophile paper.

One of the most insightful revelations was published in
Chicago, in the aftermath of Moshe Dayan’s remarks on
Israeli TV that the quality of America's armed forces was
low because the ranks were filled with “Blacks who have
low intelligence and low education’ and that Israel's survi-
val could depend on U.S. military intervention. He went on
to advocate a renewed draft to ‘‘ensure that fresh blood
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and better brains" go into the U.S. forces. One of the most
distinguished columnists on the Chicago Sun-Times, Mike
Royko, responded (26 November 1980) that Dayan’s re-
marks were racist, insulting, and downright arrogant. As if
that was not bold enough in itself, Royko also spent eleven
paragraphs describing what happens to any columnist who
dares utter the mildest criticism of the Israeli junta. He
wrote that “if there's anything as certain as sunrise, it's
that a writer who dares criticize Israel’s government poli-
cies will be accused of being anti-Semitic.”” He went on to
describe how critics are subjected to letter-writing cam-
paigns, and Israeli government demands for ‘‘meetings”
with the writer and/or his bosses. He pointed out how
American newspaper criticism of the Israeli government is
much milder that that in Israeli newspapers, but that the
“hypersensitivity'' of Jewish-American organizations means
that ““Most commentators think very carefully before they
set out to write something about Israel. Nobody wants to be
bombarded with the ugly charge of anti-Semitism.”

Here we have an example of Zionist arrogance not only
letting the cat out of the bag—that Zionists don’t think that
Blacks are just like us except for the color of their skin; that
Zionists don’t believe in the freedom of individuals not to be
drafted into military slavery; that Zionists don't think that
the U.S. shouldn't interfere in countries overseas—but we
also have here an example of the Gentile backlash against
such brazen presumptuousness. Of course it may be that Mr.
Royko spent his eleven paragraphs discussing Zionist hyper-
sensitivity to criticism in order to head off just such respon-
ses, or at least to head off a carpeting from the local Israsli
consul. (In fact, Mr. Royko's audacious column will be one of
the principal items in the file which the ADL have already
opened on him, and if the file starts to grow even a little bit
too bulky, he will have to seek employment elsewhere.)

The real significance of the Royko column is that it shows
just what kind of thing happens when foolhardy Zionist
zealots let their mouths run away with them, especially if
there are media present. If Mr. Royko can see through
Zionist trickery and arrogance where intervention is con-
cerned, there is no telling what will happen when some
Zionist loudmouth lets slip the truth about the ‘‘Holocaust.”

LEWIS BRANDON
Director: Institute for Historical Review
Editor: The Journal of Historical Review



Letters to the Editor

8 October 1980
Dear Mr. Branton: (sic)

Thank you for writing in response to People Weekly's 25
August issue article on Samuel Pisar. We are glad to have the
opportunity to respond to your comments.

Mr. Pisar’'s assertion regarding the existence of a gas chamber
compound at Auschwitz is supported by reputable sources too
numerous to list. The New York Times on 24 February 1979
published a photograph of the extermination unit at Auschwitz
taken from a WWII aerial reconnaissance film. In this photo-
graph, a gas chamber was fully visible. In addition, testimany
at the War Crimes Trials of 1964 from survivors of the Holo-
caust verified that there were indeed gas chambers at
Auschwitz. While you disagree with this evidence—along with
scores of books written on the subject—we trust that the fore-
going has stated our point of view.

Sincerely yours,
Maureen Fulton
People Weekly

Rockefeller Center
New York, NY 10020

31 October 1980
Dear Mr. Lewis: (sic!)

Please remove my name from your mailing list as per require-
ments of the U.S. Postal Law.
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I have close personal friends who were interred (sic!) in con-
centration camps in Europe during the second World War;
and I have an uncle who “liberated" the first such camp in
Europe who has photographs and documentation as to their
existence.

Denying truth and reality will not make it go away. And to do
so to profit from those who are mentally and socially mal-
formed is reprehensible.

Any so-called ‘‘academic’’ which supports your mythology
probably also believes in flying saucers, astrology, superman,
aryan superiority and that man is civilized; and they have no
right to call themselves educated men.

I feel quite certain that your backing comes from foreign gov-
ernments and organizations and wonder whether you have
registered as a lobby organization with the Justice Depart-
ment. Your concepts are alien to all that the United States of
America stands for in this troubled world of ours.

With no respect,

Dr. Marvin R. Bensman
Professor

Department of Theatre and
Communication Arts
Memphis State University
Memphis, TN 38152

6 November 1880



Letters to the Editor

Why don't you offer special diséo'unts on swastika armbands
and the like?

Sincerely,

James K. Ash, Director

Japan Program & Cooperative
Education Department

Fort Lewis College

Durango, CO 81301

* * *

4 November 1980
Gentlemen:

After a careful review of your publications, I find that I am
distressed at their perspective and content.

Please be good enough to remove my name from your mailing
list.

Sincerely,

Dr. Peter O'Keefe
Associate Professor
Department of History
Marist College
Poughkeepsie, NY 12601

* * *

30 October 1980
Dear Sir/Madame:

This is to inform you that I find your literature offensive, and
would be most appreciative if you would remove my name from
your mailing list inmediately. Thank You.

R.]. DiCenzo

Asst. Prof.: History
East Asian Studies
Department of History
Oberlin College
Oberlin, OH 44074



The Holocaust Debate

JOHN BENNETT

Since [ was a speaker at the convention here in this city
of Los Angeles last year, it seems to me very little has
changed in America since that time. You seem to be still liv-
ing in a ‘‘1984" situation where important public issues
can't be debated in the media. Perhaps you need some guar-
antee of freedom of speech and freedom of press in your
Constitution? Ah, you have it don’t you? Well, it doesn’t
seem to be working very effectively!

You might think of Australia just as a place where kanga-
roos hop down the main streets, that it is a bit of a quarry
for raw materials, and a place where you can plant your
military bases so we can become a nuclear target. But, we
also seem to be a country where there is a fair amount of
freedom of speech on important issues and in particular a
very important issue—the Holocaust.

One reason that I've become involved in the worldwide
debate about the Holocaust, is that it is, as Zionist Jews say,
“Israel’s number one propaganda weapon,” and the feel-
ings of guilt inculcated in Western society about the Holo-
caust led to uncritical support of Israel which in turn could
lead to world war, and has already contributed to a seven-
fold increase in oil prices. So, obviously, the Holocaust is an
important issue. It is not a relatively trivial question such as
why the ship the Lusitania was sunk in 1916 or why particu-
lar incidents happened in the First or the Second World
War.

The suppression of truth about the Holocaust could more
or less directly contribute significantly to a real Holocaust,
a world war in which many people, including Australians
and Americans—in particular White people—would suffer
grievously. As a matter of some interest: why in a country
such as America where most people can say anything they
like (the laws of obcenity here being what they are) and do
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practically anything they like, the one thing Americans
can't do is to publicly challenge the Holocaust, or the ‘‘Holy
Cause,” as it perhaps may be more accurately described.
When I was over here last time in America, | sent a letter to
eighty important newspapers here in the U.S. and to most
of your television networks. There was only one paper that
published that letter and it was The Spotlight. It was, I
thought, a fairly good letter relating in essence to the sur-
vival of the human species in the terms I have already indi-
cated; the possiblility of a world war due to mass mind-man-
ipulation especially in relation to the Holocaust. Although
we don’'t have a Constitutional guarantee of freedom of
speech in Australia, we do in fact seem to have a greater
degree of of freedom of speech than you do in America.
However, the very wide-ranging debate about the Holo-
caust in Australia may be very largely due to the fact that I
to a large extent initiated it and I have a reputation of being
somebody who defends freedom of speech, and it became
very difficult for people trying to shut me up to say that I
was a neo-Nazi or an anti-Semite or a pathological case,
etc.

In Australia the Holocaust has been debated on three of
our four nationwide television stations. It has been widely
debated in important papers such as the Melbourne Age
and important (by Australian standards) weeklies and
monthlies. To draw some American comparison; if you
could get a debate going on the NBC, the ABC and the CBS,
the Los Angeles Times, The New York Times, and Mr.
William Buckley's magazine, the National Review, you
would then have something like the debate that has hap-
pened in Australia. Of course, as | have indicated by my ref-
erence to the eighty letters that I sent when I was over here
the last time and only one being published, it is very difficult
to get this important issue discussed in the media and per-
haps other issues as well; which of course leads directly to
the issue, or the question, as to who controls the media in
the United States. Just looking at the credits of the appal-
ling TV programs and appalling films we usually get
in Australia from America, it is to me quite obvious who
controls very significant parts of the media here in Ameri-
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ca. The people who control the media here are of course
Zionist Jews, and anti-Zionist Jews such as Alfred Lilienthal
and other very courageous people have all sorts of dlfflcul-
ties in getting their views ventilated. =

I think that in fact there are many more anti-Zionist Jews
then is apparent on the face of it, because Jews, like Gen-
tiles, have been brainwashed into accepting a certain view
of history, and they, like Gentiles, find it very difficult to
buck peer group pressure, think for themselves, and ignore
verbal threats to themselves, and don't worry about their
job prospects. There are some Jews in Australia, and some
in America, who are prepared to look into the question of
the Holocaust, and it is really just a question of starting to
ask the right questions. Because if you don’'t ask the right
questions or if you don't ask any relevant questions, you
can't get any answers or you certainly can't get the right
answers. You've just got to ask questions such as “Why do
we have so much propaganda about the Holocaust?' *“Why
do Americans know that six million Jews died in the Second
World War, but don't know how many Americans died?”
“Why do we get so much propaganda from Hollywood about
Jewish suffering and so little information about the suffer-
ing of other peoples?” Of course, Jews did suffer during the
Second World War, Germans suffered during the Second
World War. Just about everybody suffers in war. If there is
to be another world war arising from suppression of truth
about the Holocaust and arising from Israel, of course that
will be a real Holocaust, a massive holocaust in which all
people—Australians, Germans, Americans—will suffer.

Of course, I am from Australia: which is virtually a colo-
ny of America, and America is virtually a colony of Israel,
so we don't particularly wish to be on the receiving end of a
war arising from censorship in America and arising from
the gutlessness of (especially) American academics and in-
deed academics everywhere, to discuss this issue. Anybody
who’s had very much to do with trying to get a debate going
in relation to the Holocaust—(and there is a Mr. Smith here
who put out a little magazine called Smith’s Journal who
would perhaps know what [ am talking about) —would know
that there all sorts of strategems and mechanisms to try to
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silence debate. One of the most effective strategems is just
what could be called, I suppose, the silent treatment—not to
have any debate at all. But there is a great responsibility
lying upon historians in this issue.

The first thing I did as a fairly logical lawyer when I first
read the Butz book (The Hoax of the Twentieth Century,
IHR, $10.00; paperback, $6.00}) I thought to myself as I
reeled about (because it rather upsets the mind to think that
one could be conned for so long on such a basic historic
issue) —the first thing I did was to post off copies of Butz to
historians around Australia asking for their comments.
Some of them wrote back saying I was a neo-Nazi and an
anti-Semite, that sort of thing. Others might have made a
few perfunctory points, which I answered. I then answered
their answer and then there was silence and I would write
more letters saying ‘“Would you care to elaborate on this,
etc.” SoI think the main reason that there isn’t a debate on
the Holocaust is that if there is a debate, if there were free
trade in ideas on this issue, there would be no doubt as to
what the truth is. The truth is set out more or less in the
Butz thesis or the Faurisson thesis. But it is impossible to
have freedom of speech and then free debate and arrive at
the truth where you have people persecuted, where you
have people becoming perhaps unnecessarily afraid, where
you have a controlled media preventing a free discussion of
these issues.

I said before that the problem is not so much that the
wrong answers are being given, but that the right questions
are not being asked. Because you only have to start asking
questions such as “Why Zyklon B was used?” ‘“Why were
there concentration camps?’’ ‘“Why was Auschwitz there?”
“Why was it established?’” “What industrial functions took
place at Auschwitz?” “Were the Germans short of labor in
19447 ‘““Was it logistically feasible to move so many people
say from Hungary to Auschwitz in 19447?" Just ask a series
of questions and the answers are quite obvious, I think,
from even a fairly perfunctory reading of the available
data. If you keep on asking the right questions, you will
eventually get the right answers.

I've ceased asking questions about the Holocaust because
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I find it rather boring. I would find it equally boring had the
Germans won the war and had the Germans a great deal of
control over the media here; if I was facing Holocaust films
twice a week about the bombing of German cities. That was
to my mind about the closest thing to a genocide policy in
the Second World War, but we hear very, very little about
that in the media. I think it was the type of war where total
victory led not to total falsehood (because there is a great
deal of truth in the Jewish version of the Holocaust legend,
as Butz points out) but, also to a significant degree of lies in
relation to the Holocaust.

Normally, of course, people such as myself wouldn’t bo-
ther looking into the Holocaust, wouldn't bother getting into
some of the sort of trouble I got into in Australia, were it not
for the fact that it is, as Zionist Jews say, ‘‘Israel’s number
one propaganda weapon'’ and Israel and its policies could
quite easily lead to a world war.

I'm not religious myself and it is a bit hard for me to
understand what motivates religious people. But in
Australia, where we have a huge amount of desert, it would
strike me as being extremely strange if a group of fanatics
tried to get control of a few square miles of desert because
of some book written a long time ago saying that they were
entitled to it. But, unfortunately, this little bit of desert
called the West Bank is important to them; Jerusalem is im-
portant to them. Unfortunately, it is also important to the
Muslims and the Arabs, and perhaps unfortunately the
Arabs control a great deal of the world’s oil. And unfortun-
ately for most of us who drive motor vehicles, as we have
to pay the price. And indeed, Dr. Lilienthal wrote a book,
What Price Israel? and indeed what a price we are paying.
And I think it was Dr. Lilienthal, and other anti-Zionist
Jews, who pointed out a very long time ago that trying to
plant a Western type colony in a Muslim world would inev-
itably lead to the sort of trouble that it has led to.

When I was over here last time in America, it was my
first trip overseas because I don't believe people learn very
much from travel; I only came because I thought it was an
important issue. I stressed the importance of trying to over-
come the censorship problem of which you have so much
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more here in America than we have in Australia, by action
by individuals, and I am a great believer that individuals
can do a great deal—quite apart from what groups might
do. Individuals can send out fliers to the media, as I did
when I was here last time. They can donate various books to
libraries, they can write letters to newspapers. I know it is
very disheartening if you write off ten letters to newspapers
and none of them are published. People tend to give up.
But I think it is very important just to be dogged and persis-
tent on an issue which could lead—{fairly du‘ectly or indi-
rectly—to world war.

I have been Secretary of the Council for C1v1l Liberties in
Victoria for fourteen years and I know that your view of
civil liberties is perhaps colored by the ACLU, which con-
sists mainly of trendy left liberal do-gooders, I suppose, who
tend to believe in freedom of speech for the causes that they
espouse but not otherwise; whereas I personally believe in
freedom of speech for everybody unless there is a clear and
direct threat to public order or national security. I've tried
to encourage freedom of speech in Australia on the issue of
the Holocaust, and I've perhaps attracted less flak in
Australia and I've had greater access to the media because
my bona fides are not in doubt and I have developed a repu-
tation for defending people’s freedom of speech. In fact,
about ten years ago I defended the right of several self-
styled Nazis in Australia for freedom of speech, believing
then that they were associated with a movement that had
led to the deliberate killing of six million Jews. I suppose
like so many other people, I was so conditioned not to ask
questions that if anybody queried any aspect of the Holo-
caust, I would tend to believe that the person must be a
Nazi, that he must be the sort of person who would gas

Jews—sort of a rather ridiculous Catch-22 situation.
~If you say that there was no plan of genocide in the Se-
cond World War and there were no mass gassings, people
tend to say *“Oh you're a Nazi or a neo-Nazi, you're the sort
of person who believes that there should be a plan of geno-
cide and there should be mass gassing.’’ There is so much il-
logicality in this area that I, as a lawyer, am amazed and as
I've indicated, I try to indulge in some sort of debate with
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Australian academics and I've never come across so many
desperate attemps to obscure the issues, ignore the issues,
and refuse to indulge in dialogue. I think the reason is fairly
obvious, that it is, as a Zionist Jew in Australia said-in rela-
tion to the Holocaust, *'It is Israel’s number one propaganda
weapon'’ and they are not going to lose it very easily or
gracefully.

Unfortunately from the point of view of Jews, the main or
one significant group of victims of the Holocaust mythology
are Jews themselves because it is used to buttress the state
of Israel which doesn’t give Jews security and never will. It
just leads to insecurity for all people and all countries be-
cause of the prospect of a world war arising from Israel’s
seemingly, to me, a non-religious person, mad policies of try-
ing to grab a bit of desert because a book some time ago
said that they should be able to have control of it. They can
have the entire Australian desert, if they like, and build
their kibbutzes or whatever there.

So, I think one should bear in mind that Jews are as con-
ditioned as non-Jews on this issue and perhaps there will
only be a free discussion in America on the issue when
people such as Alfred Lilienthal and perhaps Mr. Rothbard,
and other Revisionist Jews, can have access to the media
and make their views known.

Well, as I have indicated, I have had a fairly easy time of
it in Australia, but as you know all Australians do is lie on
beaches and laconically talk and talk with a drawl and keep
their lips together so the blow flies won't get in—that's why
we have our accent, you see. So I have had a fairly easy
time of it in Australia by comparison. But in other countries
—and this is one reason why it's so difficult to get to the
truth on this subject—there’s the prospect of say group libel
for people such as professor Faurisson in France, there's
the prospect of jail and social ostracism in West Germany,
and there’s the prospect in England of being socially ostra-
cized and losing a job and being called a Nazi or an anti-
Semite or whatever. It is fairly easy to shut people up. A lot
of people who go around saying ‘‘Oh yes, I believe in free-
dom of speech and I agree with Voltaire, even if I disagree
with what you say I will defend to the death your right to
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say it.”” When the chips are down, there are not too many
people who go along with Voltaire. It is a pity really that the
ACLU in America hasn't, for instance, criticized the so-
called Libertarian journals here for refusing to take adver-
tisements for the Butz book. It is a pity that the ACLU hasn’t
drawn attention to the suppression of the Palestinian case
in the American media.

I really don't wish to sound too anti-America, I under-
stand one should try to be pleasant in countries which one
visits. I poked fun at Los Angeles in most of the speech
which I gave at the convention last year. I suppose I
shouldn’t do likewise here, even though it's such a delight-
fully easy city to poke fun at; so I won't do that.

But if people in America who put themselves forward as
defenders of freedom of speech actually got out and did
something about the suppression of ideas and the degree
of political censorship in America, perhaps America could
he more objective in relation to Israel and less likely to be
seen as Israel’s colony.



Raphael Lemkin and the
Invention of ‘Genocide’. _

Dr. JAMES J. MARTIN

Late in November 1944, midway during what the bible of
the publishing industry, Publishers Weekly, prominently
promoted as *‘Jewish Book Month'' (10 November-10 Decem-
ber), Columbia University Press was credited with quietly
releasing, without prestigious fanfare, a large (712pp) vol-
ume titled Axis Rule in Occupied Europe: Laws of Occupa-
tion, Analysis of Government, Proposals for Redress. Au-
thored by a nearly total unknown in the U.S.A., one Raphael
Lemkin, it has in reality become one of the most fateful
works in the history of political thought in the 20th century.

Identified some months later as a refugee Polish Jew, a
lawyer and a holder of a European Law doctorate, it took a
while before the credentials of the author and the signifi-
cance of his work began to sink in. In addition, the publica-
tion auspices of the work went unnoticed by nearly all, but
they were ominous: Axis Rule was directly sponsored by the
Division of International Law Publications of the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, staffed with some of
the most prestigious and implacable exponents of global
war with Germany, long before it came about. Late in 1944
it was taking a leading position in the manufacture of post-
war plans and schemes for rigging a world in harmony with
and contributory to the interests of its prestigious sponsor-
ing forces.

Though a succession of reviewers of his book turned cart-
wheels in parading a non-stop collection of superlatives
over its alleged virtues, a vociferous accolade which contin-
ued for the better part of two years, Lemkin remained a
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mystery man for the most part, and it was some time later
before self-revealed details enabled anyone to know even
the most elementary facts about who he was and where he
came from. But in a succession of magazine articles he pub-
lished after his book came out, the various editors disclosed
that for a recent immigrant into the country, Lemkin had
risen fast and traveled far. First identified as a former
member of the International Office for the Unification of
Criminal Law, a front for the old League of Nations, it was
not long before more revealing material surfaced about his
more recent employment.

Though he had arrived in the U.S. just a few months be-
fore American formal belligerency in the war in December
1941, he had vaulted upward with celerity for a refugee im-
migrant who presumably was not fluent in English, to judge
from his publication record. By the time the book was publi-
shed, over a year after it was completed, he had already
served as the ‘““head consultant’’to the Foreign Economic
Administration of the Roosevelt War machine, an agency
mainly concerned with assignment and future ownership of
the confiscated assets of the enemy. He also held jobs as an
advisor to the Bureau of Economic Warfare and the War
Department. Sandwiched in among these was a stint as a
“foreign affairs” advisor to the State Department. Then
came an appointment as lecturer before the School of Mili-
tary Government at Charlottesville, Virginia, helping to
train the men who were to become the administrators of
conquered Germany in the time to come. Other prestigious
appointments lay ahead, but these were his primary in-
volvements during the time he was at work on his book.

There is no way of knowing whether the views credited to
him were exclusively his own, or whether he was the mouth-
piece through which the dominant forces behind the war-
time establishment and the coming direction and control of
much of Western Europe were announcing their positions.
If this were true, his pedigree made some sense, as well as
his lightning-like appearance and the swift dissemination of
what he had to say in print. The combination was a sophisti-
cated product which was aimed to hit the national commun-
ity in one well-synchronized joint disquisition.
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From information which was disseminated after his ma-
jor successes in the United Nations, we know something
about Raphael Lemkin's origins and background, He was
born on 24 June 1901 near the town of Bezwodene in eastern
Poland, which was part of Imperial Russia in that time. Nei-
ther Lemkin nor his tireless public relations people ever
said much about his youth or what he did in the tumultous
years of Russia’s participation in World War One, the era
of violence and chaos marking the collapse of the Romanov
dynasty and the creation of Bolshevism. It appears that he
was studying abroad during some of the time, in three coun-
tries, and was credited with having earned law doctorates
at the Universities of Heidelberg, and of Lemberg, in his
native Poland. Though Lemkin declared that his father was
just a farmer, there seemed to be steady funds for expen-
sive education abroad.

His first employment was as Secretary to the Court of Ap-
peals in Warsaw, rising rapidly to become Public Prosecu-
tor in that city in 1925. Lemkin in the 1950s claimed to have
represented Poland at international conferences in several
Western countries, becoming involved in Polish League of
Nations activities, and in 1929 served as Secretary to the
Commission of the Laws of the Polish Republic. In this capa-
city he represented Poland in the Fifth International Confer-
ence for the Unification of Criminal Law, held in Madrid in
1933. It was here that he is supposed to have made his first
proposal, entreating the League to draw up a treaty to ban
“mass slaughter.” When one examines the documents in-
volving his original presentations to the Legal Council of the
League, however, they do not contain that language. In-
stead we find a document proposing the outlawing of “‘acts
of barbarism and vandalism,” and a study of *‘terrorism,”
which are quite removed from something as incendiary as
“mass slaughter."”

Lemkin separated from Polish State service, and, presum-
ably, from all other related labors connected with the
League of Nations, in 1935, returning to private law prac-
tice in Warsaw. In 1938 he was the editor of a 725-page
book published in Krakow, titted Prawo karne skarbowe.
This tome dealt almost exclusively with Polish internal reve-
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nue laws and tax evasion in that country (probably an ag-
gravated matter as a consequence of the behavior of all its
many unhappy minorities, fully a third of the population in
the Polish state which emerged after 1919, thanks in large
part to President Woodrow Wilson of the U.S.A. and his in-
effable advisor on Polish affairs, Harvard’s Robert H. Lord).
In 1939, Lemkin was especially busy. He got out, in an un-
likely collaboration with Malcolm McDermott, a member of
the North Carolina Bar, and also a faculty member of the
Duke University Law School, a 95-page translation into
English, titled Polish Penal Code of 1932, and the Law of
Minor Offenses, issued simultaneously in the U.S.A. and
England. The importance of this relationship will be des-
cribed shortly.

Still another, and somewhat more substantial, work by
Lemkin was published in 1939, this one in France, titled La
Reglementation des Paiements internationaux, a 422-page
work devoted to a problem of increasing importance in the
disorderly financial world of the 1930s, and presumably of
particular concern to the growing flow of emigres and refu-
gees interested in getting their money out of one national
state and into another, while presumably crossing the fron-
tiers of one or more national states in doing so. It was
Lemkin’s major interest now, one to which he returned re-
peatedly thereafter.

Lemkin never discussed publicly or officially what he was
doing during the Polish-German diplomatic crisis of the late
summer of 1939, and the subsequent state of war. But a de-
cade later he told a New York Times interviewer that he
joined the civilian guerilla underground, after the Polish
armed forces had ceased to fight, and the country occupied
in toto by German and Russian armies, and fought, presum-
ably only against the Germans, for six more months. Thus
the proper international lawyer became a violator of the
very first article of the Hague Agreements of 1899 and 1907
with respect to lawful civilian participation in war, and if
captured might have been subject to summary execution as
a franc-tireur. Smuggled out of Poland via Lithuania to the
Baltic and thenceforth to Sweden in 1940, Lemkin, instead
of being interned as a belligerent in a neutral land, promp-
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ly resumed his academic career in law in Stockholm. In
1941 his lectures, presumably based on his book published
in Paris in 1939, were issued in book form in Swedish, titled
Valutareglering och Clearing. .

At about this time Lemkin's famous migration to the
U.S.A. took place, details of which were never publicized.
The presumption is that he was spirited out of Sweden ac-
ross the length of the Soviet Union to the American West
Coast, and thence across the U.S.A. to the confines of Duke
University, where he had already made contacts through
his previous collaboration with Prof. McDermott. And short-
ly after arrival, Lemkin was installed as a Professor in the
Duke Law School. A few days later, Lemkin was recruited
to make a major address before the American Bar Associa-
tion at their annual meeting, this one in Indianapolis, 29
September-3 October 1941, where his topic was *‘The Legal
Framework of Totalitarian Control Over Foreign Econo-
mies.”’ Disregarding that he confused ‘‘totalitarian” with
“‘authoritarian,” it revealed the persistence of his specialty
in his public work. His branching out into the creation of
new law was just around the corner, however.

By this time, Lemkin was already at work on his magnum
opus, which was to be published as Axis Rule in Occupied
Europe. At least he must have begun the collection of the
laws, decrees, emergency proclamations, order and other
kinds of regulations issued in the occupied areas of Europe
by Germany and its allies. Not many of these were hard to
find. Published sources on the Continent contained most of
them, and routinely went to law libraries all over the world,
so there was nothing especially arcane about the subject
material. What was original about the project was Lemkin’s
effort to divine how Axis-occupied Europe was organized
and administered while using only legal and quasi-legal
source material on which to base his entire work. Nothing
in his book was a result of his personal witnessing of their
operation or enforcement, nor did he cite anyone else who
had. Furthermore, though much of what he presented as
“evidence’’ for operational reality was emergency policy in-
novation, he assumed in every case that such policy was
carried out to the letter of its legal description and re-
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mained in force. Nowhere did he entertain the possibility
that much of this may not have endured except for a few
weeks or months, and might have been replaced, repealed,
abandoned, modified drastically one way or another, unen-
forced, defied successfully, allowed to sit as mere formality,
or any of several other possibilities.

This compendium of the above material accounts for two-
thirds of the bulk of Lemkin's book, roughly the last 400 pa-
ges, arranged by country alphabetically and chronological-
ly. How much of it he did cannot be established. Since he
acknowledged the help of some 35 persons, and two of them
were specifically designated as being responsible for the
English style of the book, all of this is grounds for suspecting
that his name was a cover for the work of a high-powered
committee. Further emphasizing the likelihood of collabora-
tion was the foreword to the book, written by George A.
Finch, the director of the International Law Section of the
parent Carnegie Foundation, a functionary of the organiza-
tion for nearly 25 years. The lameness of his endorsement is
not easy to describe; one can only wish that it were readily
available for general consultation.

It is not possible to examine Axis Rule within the limits of
this presentation insofar as its purported thesis is con-
cerned, namely, as a study of the organization and adminis-
tration of those areas of Europe occupied by the armed for-
ces of Germany and its allies, 1939-44. Though Lemkin's in-
troduction is dated 15 November 1943, the content of the
book stops somewhat earlier than that. Nearly 70 percent of
the documents concern only the years 1940-41, and only
parts of those. There is little dealing with 1942, and the
brief entries for 1943, which are virtually useless, are con-
fined entirely to footnotes, mainly attached to the front part
of the book, the 264 pages ostensibly written by Lemkin him-
self. Thus, the book tells us virtually nothing about German-
occupied Europe after early 1942.

The principal task here is not an analysis of the main the-
sis of the book but a concentration upon a single aspect of
it, in reality just a small fraction of the whole, but in terms
of effect and consequence many times more fateful than the
remaining pages of the volume combined. Because it is in
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this book that the invented word ‘‘genocide” is first used,
and the outlines of the invented crime of the same name are
first plotted out. The ominous portent of both has inspired a
vast literature and an alarming volume of talk and political
maneuvering in the last thirty years, with plenty more pro-
jected to come, since ‘‘genocide’” has long been construed
an international crime.

A preliminary examination of the 400 pages of legal docu-
mentation gathered at the end of Lemkin’s Axis Rule reveals
that nearly three-quarters of it is culled from sources pub-
lished in the years 1940-1941 alone. A close reading of the
material confirms that the subject matter of the total collec-
tion is 80 percent concerned with money, property, ex-
change rates, conditions of employment, labor rules and
compensation, transfers of ownership, international ex-
change rates and their control, and many related matter-of-
fact regulations of the dullest and most prosaic sort, ac-
companied by similar stipulations regarding citizenship and
mobility, in Axis-occupied countries.

However, scattered through this maze of of legal ver-
biage are a few sections, comprising only three percent of
the total, which bear the sub-section heading, ‘‘genocide
legislation.’’ Reading these carefully is a revelation; an in-
sight into what a sophisticated, complex and subtle offense
Raphael Lemkin was originally engaged in fabricating. No-
thing involved came within a light year of the vulgar rhet-
orical metaphor that ‘‘genocide’ has degenerated to over
the last 30 years. Perhaps it would be instructive to sum-
marize this slim catalog, which will at the same time demon-
strate what a feeble foundation lay under Lemkin’s ambi-
tious but sprawling new ‘‘crime.” It will also reveal what a
comically small bag of substance he was able to muster
after this immense diligence in turning over the mountain of
Axis legal baggage he and his tireless helpers were able to
assemble. (A doctor who invents a new disease is called a
“quack.” There is no equivalent term for a lawyer who in-
vents a new crime.) Lemkin's essay in legal alchemy was
quite remarkable: a casual effort to persuade people to be-
lieve that someone else’s local legislation was an interna-
tional felony simultaneously.
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Before going into Raphael Lemkin's confused attempts to
define what he called *‘genocide,” it is appropriate to sum-
marize the Axis laws he selected out and identified as ‘‘gen-
ocide legislation.” The first of these (Axis Rule, pp399-402),
consists of the first, second and sixth orders designated as
“measures against Jews'' issued by the German Chief of
Military Administration in Occupied France on 27 Septem-
ber and 18 October 1940 and 7 February 1942. The first cal-
led for the registration of all Jews living in Occupied France
and forbade those who had fled elsewhere from coming
back. It also required that all profit-making businesses
owned by Jews in Occupied France to be designated as
such. The second was an expansion of the first insofar as it
dealt with the subject of required registration of Jewish-
owned businesses. The sixth established an 8pm to 6am
curfew for Jews, as well as a prohibition against Jews mo-
ving from their residences as of 7 February 1942 to some
other location. Violations of these orders involved fines and
imprisonment if violators were detected and convicted.

The second ‘‘genocide’ law (Axis Rule, pp440-443), was
an order of 6 August 1940 by the German Chief of Civil Ad-
ministration in Luxembourg, which stipulated that the
official language of the country insofar as it was used in the
judicial and educational systems, as well as official publica-
tions of all kinds, was to be German; this was spelled out in
another order of 14 September 1940. In this same ‘‘geno-
cide’’ section was an order of 31 January 1941 requiring
Luxembourg nationals and aliens alike to adopt a Germanic
first name, while ‘‘recommending’’ that they Germanicize
their family name as well if it was not already a Germanic
one. The final item in this section was a decree of January
1941 requiring the registration in Luxembourg of all persons
engaged in the enterprises of painting, architecture, design
and drawing, music, literature and the theater, on pain of
being forbidden to work in these fields should they be de-
tected failing to register.

The third listing of a ‘‘genocide law’ (Axis Rule, p504),
a peculiar one, was an order signed by Adolf Hitler himself,
and bearing also the signatures of General Keitel and
Hitler's deputy, Lammers, on 28 July 1942, which provided




for a wide scale of economic benefits which would accrue to
Norwegian and Dutch women nationals who became the
mothers of children fathered by German occupation sol-
diers. Such subsidies, according to the language of the
order, were intended to ‘‘remove any disadvantage from the
mothers,” while “promoting the development of .the chil-
dren.”

Lemkin's fourth category of ‘‘genocide legislation’ (Axis
Rule, pp552-555), was along the lines of the one described
immediately above, signed by the Governor General of oc-
cupied Poland, Hans Frank, making it possible for a person
of German origin but not possessing German nationality,
residing in Poland, to obtain a certificate which would docu-
ment his German origin. This was accompanied by another
order signed by Frank on 10 March 1942 establishing a
grant of child subsidy to families of Germans resident in the
Polish Government General, a large area of southern Poland
occupied by German armies. To qualify for the small sub-
sidy the family had to have at least three minor children al-
ready.

The fifth section of ‘‘genocide legislation’ (Axis Rule, pp
625-627), were three laws put into effect in the new state of
Croatia, separated from Yugoslavia, signed by its chief of
state, Dr. Ante Pavelic. One nullified any legal business
transaction between Jews, or between Jews and non-Jews,
made within two months of the proclamation of the indepen-
dence of the State of Croatia, if its total value exceeded
100 000 dinars, unless it had previously been approved by
the Croatian Minister of Justice. The second prohibited the
use of the Cyrillic alphabet in Croatia, and the third prohi-
bited Croatian nationality except for persons of ‘‘Aryan ori-
gin'’ and who furthermore had not participated in activities
hostile to the establishment of the ‘independent state of
Croatia."”

As afterthoughts, Lemkin threw in other “‘genocide legis-
lation’ sections related to his text, which preceded the pon-
derous collection of laws, and which had been gathered
before the text was written. One (Axis Rule, p601), was an
order signed by the German commander in occupied Serbia
of 22 December 1941, which established the death penalty
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for anyone apprehended sheltering Jews or hiding them, but
mentioning no penalties whatever applying to the Jews
themselves. Almost all of this order applied to Jewish pro-
perty, not to their persons, calling for the registration of all
such property, as well as contracts involving the purchase
of, or barter for, Jewish assets on the part of non-Jews. The
earlier part of the order seemed to be directed against the
concealment of Jews returned as guerilla fighters, which
hardly was uncommon.

And bringing up the tail end of this curious assemblage of
“‘genocidic’’ legislation, as designated by Lemkin, was an-
other which was not so identified in the appendix of laws,
but referred to briefly in his text (Axis Rule, p249). This was
a declaration by Lemkin that Jews in Serbia had been fur-
ther disadvantaged by genocidic measures which deprived
Jews of making a livelihood by specifically forbidding them
to practice “professions.” Lemkin's accompanying refer-
ence was to page 596 of the documents, which turned out to
be an order signed by ‘“The Military Commander in Ser-
bia,”” dated 21 May 1941, which stated: ‘‘Jews amd gypsies
or persons married to Jews or gypsies shall not be admitted
to the operation’ of “‘cabarets, vaudeville houses and simi-
lar places of entertainment.”

Upon contemplating this miniscule assemblage of ad hoc
actions, common to military occupiers under differing cir-
cumstances for dozens of centuries in the past, one wonders
how Lemkin was able to conjure up the dramatic definitions
he was to loose upon the world of his new crime. What he
found to support it of a legal nature rightly inspires hilarity,
though it might be considered characteristic of what a petti-
fogger might dredge up in turning over the lesser debris of
history. Now we may proceed to his general definitions of
‘““genocide,’ keeping all the foregoing in mind.

The first one is the elucidation in his preface to his book:

The practice of extermination of nations and ethnic groups

as carried out by the invaders is called by the author
- (Lemkin) “*genocide,’ a term derived from the Greek word

genos (tribe, race) and the Latin cide (by way of analogy see
homocide (sic), fratricide. . .




AT T

Ignoring that there was no analogy whatever between a
specific crime such as homicide (Lemkin misspelled the
word) or fratricide and a spongy, vague and opaque alleged
offense such as he was inventing and attempting to pro-
mote, we may be led to wonder how he was able to con-
clude, from the pedestrian collection of regulations he cited
in his evidence, such a dramatic conclusion as that of
extermination of entire ethnic groups and ‘‘nations."” (From
later contexts Lemkin apparently meant by ‘‘nation’’ about
the same thing: an entity within a national state or commun-
ity of some recognizable ethnic composition.) The assump-
tion here is that by extermination he really meant what he
was saying, instead of indulging in some talmudic flight of
rhetorical exaggerated literary effect. If he were talking
about facts instead of trying out an imaginative metaphor,
he had presented absolutely nothing in evidence to docu-
ment such a policy as extermination of anyone, anywhere.

To compound the confusion, however, Lemkin on page 78
of Axis Rule in his short chapter titled ‘‘Genocide,"” intro-
duced another definition. By ‘genocide’ we mean the de-
struction of a nation or ethnic group,” which he clarified in
this manner: ‘‘Genocide has two phases: one, the destruc-
tion of the national pattern of the oppressed group; the
other, the imposition of the national pattern of the oppres-
sor.”” His final elaboration on this was as follows: ‘‘Dena-
tionalization was the word used in the past to describe the
destruction of a national pattern.”

It is obvious that these definitions are contradictory.
Since the first, ‘‘extermination,’’ taken in its dictionary defi-
nition to mean ‘‘to destroy utterly”” (Webster's Collegiate
Dictionary, 5th ed., 1948, p354}, has a finality about it which
should recommend itself to the most sophisticated practi-
tioner of barratry, there does not seem to be anything left to
be concerned with. But Lemkin's second definition some 80
pages later clearly indicated ‘‘genocide” to be a process by
which something was being transformed into something
else, a group losing its ‘‘national pattern’’ and taking on
that of its “‘oppressor.’’ So what Lemkin was talking about
in definition No. 2 was not ‘‘destruction’ in a physical sense
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of the killing of everyone, or even anyone, only the imposi-
tion upon a ‘‘group’’ of a totally different cultural identity;
in other words, assimilation. This was obviously a vast dis-
tance from extermination (actually, Lemkin had at his dis-
posal an even stronger word, extirpation, which not only
meant total and utter destruction, but the intentional and
planned rooting out in a violent manner of something. Since
Lemkin was to make it the first condition for something to be
‘““genocide’’ that it had to be the planned, deliberate, inten-
tional action destructive to a ‘‘national, racial, ethnical or
religious” group, ‘‘extirpation’’ should have been his word.}
And Lemkin added still another contradiction to his col-
lection: after his efforts to create the impression elsewhere
that ““genocide’ was a new ‘‘crime,” he had to go and spoil
it by a flat admission that it was the ancient practice of ‘‘de-
nationalization’ dressed out in a fright wig.

Though Lemkin went on to expand upon his second defini-
tion of “‘genocide,” with a brief discourse concerning the
various areas of a social system where impositions were
being placed on ‘‘groups’” which furthered their ‘‘geno-
cide,” it was plain from at least three areas in his book that
the whole concept of ‘‘genocide’ insofar as he had brought
it together in 1943 was exceedingly thin, and was not a part
of his original plan when he began Axis Rule in Occupied
Europe.

Only once in his book did he admit that by ‘‘group’ as he
used it he meant only minority groups. His recipe included
no brief for the protection of a putative majority anywhere;
as a consequence of the way he approached the subject
philosophically and psychologically, he was unable to con-
ceive of a situation where a majority group might be the one
in grave danger of disappearance.

Since only three percent of his entire work was devoted
to the subject of ‘‘genocide,’” it was aobvious that it was a
very subdued matter for his concern originally, if not nearly

.incidental to his purpose in writing the book. Secondly, his
chapter dealing with the legal position of Europe's Jews was
only three pages long, and 80 percent of those three pages
were devoted to various property considerations. And in
the third place, when we come to the portion of his book en-



titled ‘‘Proposals for Redress,’’ nearly all of that eoncerned
his suggestions for the creation after the war of several
complicated levels of ‘‘restitution courts,” which would be
devoted almost entirely to the job of restoring the material
status quo ante bellum, if not going back all the way to 1933.
His recommendations at this stage involved no !'war crimi-
nal”’ charges, no suggestions for legal processes leading to
execution or long penitentiary sentences for anyone, de-
spite naming an occasional person in an invidious manner.

In view of his decision to include, in what is almost to-
tally a dull treatise confined to a multitude of economic
changes brought about in Axis-occupied Europe, his sensa-
tional ‘‘genocide’’ issue, one may wonder why there is so lit-
tle time spent on it in such a large book; about in the three-
pound class. Since the idea is so meagerly spelled out to be-
gin with, and since there is so little about it, one must con-
clude that it was an after-thought when placed against the
main topic of Axis organization and administration of Occu-
pied Europe. Since this subject is so sketchily developed as
well, and includes nothing on it for about the last half of the
war, one may also wonder whether the book has much
value in any context.

It becomes apparent then that the idea needed a great
deal more work. Therefore the expansion of the entire imag-
inative enterprise is found far more significant in a series of
articles Lemkin wrote between 1945 and 1948 for periodi-
cals ranging from the American Journal of International
Law, American Scholar and the United Nations Bulletin, to
the Nation, and the Christian Science Monitor, along with
frequent column-and-a-half-long letters to the editor of the
New York Times. During those three years, the big liberal-
minority newspapers of the world made his new word fa-
mous.

The most curious aspect of his original efforts in fabri-
cating ‘‘genocide’ in Axis Rule concerns the few lines he en-
tered therein on the subject of alleged mass slaughter of
European Jews. His long legal section included not the
faintest reference to any kind of law, decree, order, promul-
gation or whatever providing for putting to death anyone
for any reason, unless it was as a result of prosecution and
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conviction for a violation of a plainly stipulated offense
somewhere. Therefore—what was his justification of evi-
dence for introducing the allegation at all? Here we run into
a barrier. Although his book does not contain a word refer-
ring to anything he ever witnessed personally, the mass
murder charge is even more remotely located from evi-
dence. And if the ‘‘genocide’” idea was an afterthought
within the context of the entire book, then the mass mur-
der allegation was itself an afterthought within the imagina-
tive ‘‘genocide’’ confection. The subject is discussed very
briefly in his text, the reference being the self-serving pro-
paganda White and Black Books published under the aus-
pices of the Polish government-in-exile in 1942, lodged in
London. And it is brought up for consideration again in foot-
note references, where the sources referred to are the fa-
mous declaration of the wartime (allied) United Nations at
Christmas time, 1942, published shortly after New Year'’s
Day of 1943, and two small books issued by the sven more
self-serving Institute for Jewish Affairs of the American
Jewish Congress, also in 1943. It is significant that these two
books were published under the aegis of one Zorach
Warhaftig, another Jewish lawyer from Warsaw, but also a
fierce Zionist, who disappeared from Poland in 1939, sur-
facing in New York in 1943 as deputy director of this Insti-
tute for Jewish Affairs, a post he held until 1947. Feverishly
active in the post-May 1945 effort to get as many as possible
of Europe's displaced-person Jews to Palestine, Warhaftig
subsequently followed them there. Becoming a signer of the
Declaration of Independence of the State of Israsel in 1948,
as well as a member of the executive council of the World
Jewish Congress, Warhaftig from 1951-1965 was Deputy
Minister of Religion in various Israeli governments. The two
books issue under Warhaftig’s direction, Hitler’s Ten Year
War on the Jews, and Starvation Over Europe; Made in
Germany, were actually written by Boris Shub, whose fa-
-ther David authored a famous biography of Lemkin, wrote
for the Social Democrat New Leader and was the chief edi-
torial writer of New York City's Jewish Daily Forward, but
are mentioned in Lemkin's book almost as additions to the
corrected page proofs, so little do they have to do with his
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ongoing narrative.

With this in mind, one may ponder how Raphael Lemkin
got the reputation for being the first to allege that National
Socialist Germany and its allies had massacred this or that
many million Jews. This has been declared as fact in a var-
iety of volumes, and there are mistakes related to Lemkin’s
book repeated in several places. It is plain that he was far
from the first to make this charge, and derived all he pre-
tended to know about it from previously published sources.
In this department he even trailed badly the charge made in
the London Jewish Chronicle as far back as 11 December
1942 that 2 000 000 Jews had already been put to death on
the Continent of Europe. And this source in turn was well
behind others made prior to that date. Even the figures
Lemkin repeated from the books published by the Institute
for Jewish Affairs, some time later, were smaller than
these, as well as several others.

It is possible that Lemkin, after realizing what a pallid
and colorless account was emerging from his diligently as-
sembled but essentially unsubstantial legal construct, de-
cided that it needed fanciful decoration to instill some
drama into it. Hence the addition of the sensational mass
murder allegations, despite their brevity and obscure place-
ment. There appear to have been limitations on his imagina-
tion and his poetic resources, however. He did not employ
any word resembling ‘‘holocaust’ in his elaborations either
in Axis Rule or his prolific serial publications efforts later
on, despite his attraction to Greek-root word origins. Since
the dictionaries specifically defined ‘‘holocaust” as whole-
sale destruction of life by fire, something the Germans and
Japanese were actually undergoing as a result of Allied
strategic bombing, it might have been construed as impro-
per to appropriate that word in his decision to go along with
Zionist propaganda of the hour in alleging Jewish annihil-
ation.

Perhaps this pretentious but essentially weak and insub-
stantial sortie into the thicket of sensational propaganda
claims of vast loss of life sustained by European Jewry is an
index to his entire labor from then on until the enshrinement
of ‘‘genocide’’ as an international crime, and the creation of
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a global agreement to make its suppression or punishment
an extension of international law.

Raphael Lemkin's vigorous and ceaseless propagandizing
of the representation in the new United Nations after 1945,
until it agreed to consider ‘‘genocide’ as a possible candi-
date for fleshing out, the incredible amount of time and
energy spent in a committee of the United Nations expand-
ing the definition of ‘‘genocide’ for two years, and eventual
adoption by the General Assembly on 9 December 1948, is a
long and involved narrative. Just as long and exhausting is
the story of the continuing drive to bring about its ratifica-
tion by sufficient member States of the UN to make the
Genocide Convention actual international law. This was
achieved in January 1951 when some 20 States, repre-
senting about 3 percent of the world’s population, made it
all possible. This number had been attained by October
1950, and the Convention became automatically in force 90
days later.

The next scene of the drama was the incredible effort
made to secure ratification of the Genocide Convention by
the United States Senate, a drive in which Lemkin suffered
his first but disastrous defeat. His campaign never recov-
ered from this rejection. Though the number of ratifying
states worldwide now approximates 80, the U.S.A. still is
numbered among the non-ratifiers, and the chances of this
course being abandoned diminish with each passing year.

So the world is left clutching a husk, an unenforced and
unenforceable piece of synthetic minority international law,
in reality a tasteless reminder and remnant of World War
Two in the form of an ugly neologism, but evidence that,
with vast labor and proper publicity, something can still be
made out of almost nothing.



The Big Lie Technique
in the Sandbox

LEWIS BRANDON

One of today’'s pet Indisputable Historical Truths is that -
the German Chancellor Adolf Hitler advocated the ‘‘Big Lie
Technique” to discredit and confuse one’s political oppo-
nents. However, a close look at the German leader’s writ-
ings displays a somewhat different approach. On pages 134
and 173 of Mein Kampf (My Stuggle) (Hurst & Blackett edi-
tion, 1942; reprint available from Angriff Press, PO Box
2726, Hollywood, CA 90028, $10) Hitler echoes the German
philosopher Schopenhauer and alleges that it is the Jews
who are ‘The Great Master of Lies.”’ At no point does he ad-
vocate the "'Big Lie Technique’’ himself. On the contrary, he
criticizes the Jews for allegedly adopting the technique
themselves. It is ironic that Hitler himself fell posthumous
victim to this tactic.

Hitler is not the only one to have suffered in this way.
Even living historians are misrepresented. So too are his-
tory books and leading reference works. Let us now exam-
ine some recent examples.

Reference Books

The 1975 edition of the Guiness Book of World Records by
the McWhirter twins {Bantam, New York, 1975) made the
following reference under ‘‘Crime & Punishment” (p391):

NAZI GERMANY. At the SS extermination camp known as
Auschwitz-Birkenau (Oswiecim-Brezinka), near Oswiecim,
in southern Poland, where a minimum of 900 000 people
(Soviet estimate is 4 000 000) were exterminated from 14
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June 1940 to 29 January 1945, the greatest number killed in a
day was 6000. . . .The former French Deputy, Professor
Paul Rassinier, a Buchenwald survivor and holder of the
Medaille de la Résistance, published evidence in 1964 to the
effect that the total Jewish death count could have not ex-
ceeded 1 200 000, as opposed to the widely accepted figure
of 6 000 000.

In succeeding editions the reference to Rassinier was
omitted. I wrote to Norris McWhirter (his brother was as-
sassinated by the Irish Republican Army terrorist gang) at
Guiness Superlatives Ltd., 2 Cecil Court, Enfield, Middlesex
EN2 6DJ, England, and inquired why this had been done.
On 28 April 1980 he replied that it was because ‘‘the estim-
ates that we attributed to Rassinier are simply not accepted
by those who also discount the Soviet estimates. If you care
to advise me of the names of authoritative agencies which
do still accept the Rassinier estimate I shall be pleased to
renew contact with them.”” I forwarded to McWhirter the
names and universities of several leading Revisionist aca-
demics, but so far not one of them has heard from him.

Historians

British historian David Irving has also fallen victim to this
tactic of re-writing history. In the introduction to Hitler’s
War (Viking, 1977; available from IHR at $19.00j Irving re-
lates how the German edition of the book was censored by
the German publishing house, Ullstein. He describes:

The same Berlin company also published my book shortly
after, under the title Hitler & Seine Feldherren; their chief
editor found many of my arguments distasteful, even dan-
gerous, and without informing me, suppressed or even re-
versed them: in their printed text Hitler had not told
Himmler there was to be ‘‘no liquidation' of the Jews (on 30
November 1941); he had told him not to use the word *“liqui-
date’ publicly in connection with their extermination pro-
gram. Thus history is falsified! (My suggestion that they
“publish Himmler's note as a facsimile had been ignored.)
I prohibited further printing of the book, two days after its
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appearance in Germany. To explain their actions, the Berlin
publishers argued that my manuscript expressed some
views that were “‘an affront to established historical opin-
ion” in their country.

T (pxvii)

Irving's reference to an ‘‘extermination program’ is part
of his pragmatic effort to continue to have his books pub-
lished by Madison Avenue by sailing a very tight tack be-
tween truth and commercial acceptability. It is thought un-
likely by many observers that Irving should be taken in by
such a canard as the *'six million.”

Just in passing, it is interesting to read Irving’'s assess-
ment of the “*memoirs’ or ‘‘diaries’’ of many of the Third
Reich dramatis personae. Many of them are fiction, he
shows.

In October 1978, the German publisher Propylaeen Verlag
issued Professor Hellmut Diwald's massive Geschichte der
Deutschen (History of the Germans). Diwald is a history
professor at the Friedrich-Alexander University in Erlangen
and has been well known in the German historical profes-
sion since taking his doctorate under the German-Jewish
historian Hans-Joachim Schoeps more than 20 years ago.
However, Diwald’'s credentials were not enough to authenti-
cate some mild skepticism he expressed about the ‘*Holo-
caust’ on two pages of the 766 page book (164 and 165). A
cacaphony of protest was yodelled from the political and
publishing minarets throughout the Fatherland, and the
publisher (part of the Axel Springer combine) quickly
agreed to make amends. The sale of the first edition was
stopped, and remaining copies withdrawn. A new edition
was substituted, with the two offending pages hastily re-
written in order to conform to the ‘‘correct’ line. This was
only the beginning of the re-writing of the book: Springer an-
nounced that by Fall 1979 the book would be ‘‘not recog-
nizable” (Der Spiegel, 4 December 1978).
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Popular Books

Non-academic books are also subject to re-writes. In 1971
the Berkley Publishing Corporation of New York (a subsidi-
ary of Putnam's) was to publish a book entitled Lansky by
Hank Messick. Naively assuming that what was good for
Jews is good for Gentiles, the publishers designed the cover
and promotional advertisements with a slogan translated
from an earlier book review in Hebrew in Ha'aretz, an
Israeli newspaper.

Unfortunately, the translation read: ‘‘Jews control Crime
in the United States.” The ad appeared only once in the
New York Times before the balloon went up. The Zionist
Anti-Defamation League immediately contacted the publi-
shers to ‘‘first appeal to reason” according to the ADL Bul-
letin for October 1971. When this ‘“‘appeal to reason’ did
not bring about a positive response, the ADL adopted dif-
ferent tactics, and presto, the slogan on both the offending
advertisement. and on the book’s cover, became: . . .The
Mob Runs America and Lansky Runs the Mob.”

Newspapers

Newspapers are also subject to Zionist ‘‘revisionism.’’ In
the New York Times of 22 February 1948 a feature on the
Jewish putsch in Palestine gave a population figure of 15 to
18 million Jews in the world. This figure would, of course,
make the ‘‘Six Million"" a demographic nonsense, as there
were 15 million Jews in the world in 1940. Immediately, the
Zionist lobby “‘appealed to the reason’ of the publishers,
and four days later, the following codicil was published:

Last Sunday's article incorrectly estimated the Jewish popu-
lation of the world at 15 million to 18 million. No census has
been conducted since the war, and estimates are only ap-
proximate, but most authorities agree that Hitler's whole-

" sale massacres of Jews during the war reduced the Jewish
population to perhaps 12 million today.

Sensing that something was rotten in the state of publi-
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shing, the ardent anti-Zionist Jew Benjamin Freedman in-
vestigated the case in 1959. In his newsletter Common Sense
of 1 May 1959 he described how he had been allowed to visit
the Times offices *‘through the courtesy of Mr, Arthur Hays
Sulzberger' (at that time somewhat of an anti-Zionist Jew)
in order to examine the reference file on the original article.
He claimed to have met with the Military Editor, Hanson
Baldwin, who showed him ‘‘the results of the(ir) searching
investigations.”’

Eight years later, a Zionist writer, Morris Kominsky, in-
vestigated Freedman's investigation. Baldwin this time
claimed that he had never met Freedman, as far as he could
remember, and that the original figures were simply lifted
from the 1948 edition of the World Almanac. The affair is
discussed at length in Kominsky's book The Hoaxers, Bran-
don Press (no relation!), Boston, 1970.

Voices

Even voices can be faked. Many people have felt their
pulses quicken as they listened to the famous speech of Sir
Winston Churchill imploring the British population to *‘fight
on the beaches, etc.” Churchill made the speech in the
House of Commons, but as broadcasting from the Houses of
Parliament was not permitted, the speech would have to be
presented over again for the BBC radio listeners. Since mat-
ters of state were more pressing, an actor was engaged to
read the speech instead. His name was Norman Shelley,
and he had already established a minor reputation as a
Churchill imitator. The Prime Minister approved of the fa-
kery, and even complimented Shelley on his accuracy.
“Very nice,” Churchill reportedly said, ‘*he’s even got my
teeth right,” referring to the rattling of his dentures.

The fakery remained a secret for 39 years until Shelley
told of his role during an interview with the London Daily
Mail. Shelley died on 22 August 1980, and his obituary in the
Los Angeles Times of 25 August was the first time that
American readers were presented with this astonishing
story.
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Magazines

Earlier this year, the leading Zionist organization in
Great Britain, The Board of Deputies of British Jews, issued
a protest at an article in History Today, a leading part-work
monthly. The January 1980 issue contained a feature en-
titled ‘*A Nazi Travels to Palestine’' describing interface be-
tween the Nazi Government and the Zionists in Palestine
during the war. The article was written by a Jew, Dr. Jacob
Boas, but explored a seam of history which the Board felt
was better left un-exploited. Another Jewish historian, Dr.
Geoffrey Alderman, leaped to Boas' defense, and issued a
statement:

The action taken by the Board in relation to the article is, in
my view, another reflection of a dangerous anti-intellectual-
ism which pervades the Anglo-Jewish establishment and
which is marked by a refusal to face realities or to have
cherished beliefs questioned dispassionately: the belief in
this case being, I suppose, that Jews and Nazis could not
possibly have ever had anything in common. I have read the
article and, as a Jew, a Zionist, and, may I add, a profes-
sional historian, I do not take exception to it at all. As for the
protests being made by the Board about the way in which
the article was advertised, this is really too petty to require
further comment.

Jewish Chronicle
4 January 1980

Professor Alderman himself came under fire from the De-
puties in 1978 for revealing in a letter to the London Times
that some Jews voted for the National Front. He was *‘se-
verely condemned’’ by the Deputies for ‘‘publicly revealing"
sensitive findings. However, he still retains his part-time
post as a member of the Research Committee of the Board of
Deputies.

Photos

The area of photography is worth a whole book in itself.



As Udo Walendy shows in his Faked Atrocities (IHR, $5.00)
many ‘“‘atrocity’’ pictures have been forged or arbitrarily
captioned. The Institute for Historical Review is currently
compiling a dossier of pictures which are recycled through-
out many Exterminationist books with a different descrip-
tion as caption each time. These findings will be published
later. But for now, what better description of the uses of
fake photography could we have but that put forward by
Exterminationiste Lucy Dawidowicz in her article *‘Visual-
izing the Warsaw Ghetto: Nazi Images of the Jews, Refil-
tered by the BBC' which was published in SHOAH: A Re-
view of Holocaust Studies and Commemorations, University
of Bridgeport, CT 06602:

Nowadays we live in an era of photomania, where photo-
graphs are regarded as the magic key to unlock the doors of
the past, which only the most effortful study of history had
previously been able to open. Nowadays people regard pic-
tures as the essence of truth, forgetting that, like written
documents, the camera falsifies objective reality because it
creates its own illusion of reality. Too often pictures have
been made to serve the uses of propaganda. Selective photo-
graphy, posed or staged subject matter, technical tricks of
the trade which bring into existence nonexistant subjects—
these are the standard ways the camera is made to lie. Too
often the camera serves ends that contribute neither to the
truth of art nor to the truth of history.

(sic!)

Toys

The Zionists’' thought control even extends into the kin-
dergarten. A two-year campaign by the American Jewish
Congress has resulted in the deletion of war toys bearing
swastikas by American toy manufacturers. Revell of Ven-
ice, CA and Lindberg of Skokie, IL. were the first to ‘‘sus-
pend the manufacture of swastika-emblazoned toys” and
the largest manufacturer, Mattel of Hawthorne, CA, were
soon to follow. The AJC's Director, Julius Schatz, gloated:
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We consider the Mattel action to be a major victory in our
effort to discourage the production of toy tanks, planes,
ships, and other military objects carrying the symbol of des-
truction of six million Jews and millions of others. Mattel's
announcement vindicates our stance. . . No badgse or sym-
bol in human history is as foul a reminder of bestiality as the
swastika. Yet these insignia of blood lust, of human skin
made into lampshades, of millions of men and women and
children slaughtered like cattle, are emblazoned on toys
that are sold by the million to American children. . . It is
also a matter of safeguarding young and vulnerable chil-
dren from the taint of war toys with swastikas, playing war
games that will simulate the Nazi war machine.

B'nai B'rith Messenger
15 June 1979

Thus, at a stroke, Toytown history is re-written, with the
deletion of one of the most essential aspects of any play-
room or sandbox battle scenario: The Bad Guys. Mr Schatz
has not only ensured that impressionable American young-
sters will be unable to re-enact the Niirnburg Rallies, with
flypasts of squadrons of swastika-emblazoned Stukas and
Messerschmidts, nor indeed the Munich putsch, with ‘‘the
ingignia of blood lust” flaunted on the sides of Nazi Person-
enwagen, but he has also determined that The Good Guys in
the battle scenes will be fighting with. . .Other Good Guys!

Presumably the ADL and other Zionists adopt this patron-
izing attitude to us adults as well. It would appear by all evi-
dence that they regard us intellectually as children in a
sandbox who need to be protected from things that might in-
fluence our impressionable, vulnerable, little brains. It re-
mains to be seen, how much longer American academics
are prepared to tolerate this situation. As a consortium of
Civil Liberties organizations pontificated in an amicus
curiae suit filed against the School Board of Warsaw, IN re-
cently:

The public school should be a vibrant, free market of ideas.
~. Indeed, if the “'right to read and be exposed to controver-
sial thoughts” cannot flourish anywhere in the school houss,
the prospects are bleak that it will ever flourish anywhere




in society.
(sic, sic, and sic again!)

Unfortunately, this high-minded idea does not appeal to
our old friend Yaakov Riz, whose basement Holocaust Mu-
seum we mentioned on page 132 of our Summer 1980 issue.
Mr. Riz wrote to the Jewish Press on 5 September 1980 to
point out how ‘‘the Talmud teaches us how to use Visual
Propaganda.” He quotes a passage from the Talmud where
the Angels Gabriel and Michael tricked God into drowning
the wicked Egyptians by showing him an Egyptian brick and
a dead Jewish child. Riz vigorously advocates using the
same trickery to combat the wicked ‘‘Arabs, Nazis and
Communists’’ who otherwise are “winning their filthy hate
campaign against Israel and American Jewry.” One won-
ders what Talmudic trickery Riz and his cohorts have used

already?
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The Japanese Camps in California

MARK WEBER T

In the months following the Japanese attack on Pearl Har-
bor, many expected an immediate attack against the West
Coast. Fear gripped the country and a wave of hysterical
antipathy against the Japanese engulfed the Pacific Coast.

The FBI quickly began rounding up any and all *‘suspi-
cious” Japanese for internment. None was ever charged
with any crime. Almost all were simply Japanese community
leaders, Buddhist or Shinto priests, newspaper editors, lan-
guage or Judo instructors, or labor organizers. The Japa-
nese community leadership was liquidated in one quick
operation.

Men were taken away without notice. Most families knew
nothing about why their men had suddenly disappeared, to -
where they were taken, or when they would be released.
Some arrestees were soon let free, but most were secretly
shipped to internment camps around the country. Some
families learned what had happened to their men only sev-
eral years later. The action also included the freezing of
bank accounts, seizure of contraband, drastic limitation on
travel, curfew and other severely restrictive measures. But
this FBI operation merely set the stage for the mass evacu-
ation to come.

In February 1942, Lt. Gen. John L. DeWitt, Commanding
General of the Western Defense Command, requested auth-
orization from Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson to eva-
cuate “‘Japanese and other subversive persons’” from the
West Coast area. On 19 February, President Franklin
Roosevelt signed Executive Order No. 9066 authorizing the
Secretary of War or any military commander to establish
“military areas’’ and to exclude from them *‘any or all per-
sons."’
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A month later, President Roosevelt signed Executive Or-
der No. 9102 establishing the War Relocation Authority,
which eventually operated the internment camps. Roosevelt
named Milton Eisenhower, brother of the future president,
to head the WRA.

Without a murmur of dissent, the Congress quickly af-
firmed Executive Order 9066 with the passage of Public Law
77-503.

Beginning in March, the Army organized the evacuation
of some 77 000 U.S. citizens of Japanese origin (‘'Nisei’’) and
43 000 mostly older Japanese citizens (‘‘Issei’’} from Cali-
fornia and parts of Washington, Oregon and Arizona.

Posters appeared the length of the West Coast ordering
the Japanese to evacuation points. ‘‘Instructions to all per-
sons of JAPANESE ancestry,” read the bold headline on a
typical poster. The text read: ‘‘All Japanese persons, both
alien and non-alien, will be evacuated from the above desig-
nated areas by 12:00 o'clock noon Tuesday, April 7, 1942." *
The evacuees were told to report for internment with bed-
rolls and only as much baggage as could be carried by
hand. (A postwar survey showed that 80 percent of the pri-
vately stored goods belonging to the interned Japanese were
“‘rifled, stolen or sold during absence."’)

The 23 000 Japanese living on the West Coast of Canada,
three-fourths of whom were Canadian citizens, were also
rounded up. They were not permitted back into British Col-
umbia until March 1949, seven years after the evacuation
and three and a half years after the end of the war.

The State Department told the Latin American countries
to round up their Japanese. The United States paid for the
cost of the hemispheric evacuation. Over 2000 Japanese
were shipped from more than a dozen Latin American coun-
tries to detention camps in the United States. Most were
sent by Peru, which wanted to permanently eliminate all
Japanese and refused to allow reentry of those held in the
U.S. after the end of the war.

Brazil, Uruguay and Paraguay set up their own intern-
ment camp programs. To their credit, Argentina and Chile
did not break diplomatic relations with the Axis until late in
the war, and only then under tremendous U.S. pressure. As
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a result, their Japanese were not rounded up.

The rationale for the West Coast evacuation was ‘‘mili-
tary necessity.”” But that claim was inconsistent with the
fact that the Japanese living on Hawaii were not subject to
mass incarceration. Hawaii was in far greater danger of in-
vasion that the West Coast. The population of Hawaii was
38 percent Japanese, as compared to only about one per-
cent in California. All except a small percentage of the
Hawaiian Japanese remained free to keep the important
island economy functioning.

The evacuation, ostensibly to protect against possible
sabotage and espionage, moreover included babies, or-
phans, adopted children, and the infirm or bedridden elder-
ly. Children of mixed blood, even from orphanages, were in-
cluded if they had any Japanese ancestry at all. Colonel
Karl Bendetsen, who directly administered the program, de-
clared: “‘I am determined that if they have one drop of Japa-
nese blood in them, they must go to camp.”

It should be noted that throughout the war, members of
the Communist Party actively worked to promote the inter-
ests of a foreign power and an international organization
committed to the overthrow of the constitutional govern-
ment of the United States. But the Communists in America
were not only not restricted, they were openly encouraged
and supported.

The U.S. government told Americans that our detention
centers had nothing in common with the horrible concentra-
tion camps established by the enemy in Europe. The Army
public relations agency continually referred to the centers
as ‘‘resettlement camps’ and ‘“‘havens of refuge.” The
State Department denied that the centers were concentra-
tion camps, ‘* .. .but are on the contrary areas where com-
munities are being established in which the Japanese may
organize their social and economic life in safety and se-
curity under the protection of the central authorities of the
United States.” In a public relations piece which appeared
in the September 1942 issue of Harper’s, a military official
writing under a false name told Americans that ““In the long
run the Japanese will probably profit by this painful and
distressing experience."’
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A total of 120 000 were ultimately detained in the ten per-
manent mass detention camps built by the government.
Were these internment centers really concentration
camps? Chief Judge William Denman of the Ninth Circuit
Court of Appeals described the Tule Lake camp this way:

The barbed-wire stockade surrounding the 18 000 people
there was like that of the prison camps of the Germans.
There were the same turrets for the soldiers and the same
machine guns for those who might attempt to climb the high
wiring . . .

The buildings were covered with tarred paper over green
and shrinking shiplap—this for the low winter temperatures
of the high elevation of Tule Lake ... No federal peniten-
tiary so treats its adult prisoners. Here were the children
and babies as well.

... To reach the unheated latrines, which were in the
center of the blocks of fourteen buildings, meant leaving the
residential shacks and walking through the rain and snow—
again a lower than penitentiary treatment, even disre-
garding the sick and the children.

So also was the crowding of the 18 000 people in the one-
storey shacks .. . In the cells of a federal penitentiary there
is no such crowding. (Weglyn, p156)

The Army used six tanks and a battalion of military police
(899 men and 31 officers) to guard the Japanese at Tule
Lake, California. Several camps had electrically charged
fencing, which made little sense since all the camps were
invariably located in deserts or other remote and desolate
areas. Every camp had searchlights which played over the
living quarters at night.

Dozens of inmates were shot and wounded. Eight were
killed by guards. Japanese were sometimes brutally beaten
and seriously injured without reason. At Tule Lake, guards
beat inmates with baseball bats.

When Japanese organized a protest demonstration at
Manzanar camp in California, soldiers threw tear gas gren-
ades on the crowd and fired into it. One imnate was killed
instantly and another died later. Nine were injured.

-Some Japanese committed suicide out of despair and
many more died prematurely due to harsh conditions.




The Japanese Camps in California 49

[

Three generations often lived in a single bare room, 20 by
24 feet, which comprised a ‘‘family apartment.” Sometimes
two or three families were crowded into a single such room.
The only fixture, was a hanging light bulb, except for what-
ever furniture the inmates could construct for themselves.
In some assembly areas, families were assigned to rudely
converted horse stables where the stench became oppres-
sive in the summer heat.

All incoming and outgoing mail was censored. All internal
communications were strictly controlled. The Japanese lan-
guage was banned at public meetings and Japanese reli- -
gious services were suppressed.

The inmates were forced to salute the flag, sing patriotic
songs, and declare their allegiance to ‘‘one nation, indivis-
ible, with liberty and justice for all.”

One of the most significant aspects of this act of racist re-
pression is the fact the it was not the work of a clique of
fascists and right-wing militarists, who according to liberal
dogma are invariably behind such deeds. Rather, it was ad-
vocated, justified and administered by men well known for
their support of liberalism and democracy.

Given the almost universal condemnation of the Japanese
internment program today, it is hard to realize just how
solid support was for it at the time. The vast operation, as
one writer points out, was ‘“‘initiated by the generals, ad-
vised, ordered and supervised by the civilian heads of the
War Department, authorized by the President, implemented
by Congress, approved by the Supreme Court, and sup-
ported by the people.’” (Ten Broek, p325)

The first public call to intern the Japanese seems to have
been made at the beginning of January 1942 by John B.
Hughes, a prominent radio commentator of the Mutual
Broadcasting Company. Shortly thereafter, Henry
McLemore, syndicated columnist of the Hearst newspapers
told his readers:

I am for immediate removal of every Japanese on the Wast
Coast to a point deep in the interior. I don't mean a nice part
of the interior either. Herd 'em up, pack 'em off and give 'em
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the inside room in the badlands. Let 'em be pinched, hurt,
hungry and dead up againstit. ..

Personally, I hate the Japanese. And that goes for all of
them. (Ten Broek, p75)

Popular movie actor Leo Carillo telegrammed his Con-
gressman:

Why wait until (the Japanese) pull something before we
act ... Let's get them off the coast and into the interior. ..
May I urge you in behalf of the safety of the people of Califor-
nia to start action at once. (Ten Broek, p77)

In February a delegation of West Coast Congressmen sent
a letter to the President calling for the ‘‘immediate evacua-
tion of all persons of Japanese lineage ... aliens and citi-
zens alike’’ from the Pacific coast.

Speaking to southern California on a Lincoln’'s birthday
radio broadcast, Fletcher Bowron, reform Mayor of Los
Angeles, denounced the ‘“‘sickly sentimentality’ of those
who worried about injustices to the Japanese living in the
United States. He told his radio audience that if Abraham
Lincoln were alive, he would round up ‘‘the people born on
American soil who have secret loyalty to the Japanese
Emperor.”

“There isn’t a shadow of a doubt,” Bowron told his lis-
teners, “‘but that Lincoln, the mild-mannered man whose
memory we regard with almost saint-like reverence, would
make short work of rounding up the Japanese and putting
them where they could do no harm.”

Walter Lippmann, probably the country’s most influential
liberal columnist, strongly supported mass evacuation in a
February syndicated piece entitled ‘‘The Fifth Column on
the Coast.” Conservative counterpart Westbrook Pegler fol-
lowed suit a few days later.

Only a week after Pearl Harbor, Mississippi Congress-
man John Rankin told the House of Representatives:

I'm for catching every Japanese in America, Alaska and
Hawaii now and putting them in concentration camps and
shippirig them back to Asia as soon as possible . .. This is a
race war, as far as the Pacific side of the conflict is con-
cerned . . . The White man's civilization has come into con-
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flict with Japanese barbarism ... One of them must be de-
stroyed . ..Damn them! Let's get rid of them now! (Ten
Broek, p87) -

Another member of Congress proposed mandatory sterili-
zation of the Japanese.

All of these statements were quite in keeping with popu-
lar sentiment. Immediately after Pearl Harbor, Japanese
were excluded from various labor unions. Between 8 Dec-
ember and 31 March, anti-Japanese rage resulted in 36
cases of vigilantism, including seven murders. And a March
1942 national public opinion poll showed 93 percent in favor
of evacuating alien Japanese. While 59 percent wanted to
evacuate U.S. citizens of Japanese origin, only 25 percent
disapproved.

A great deal was made of the fact that immigrants born in
Japan, but living for decades in the United States (the Issei),
had not become U.S. citizens—proof of their continued loy-
alty to the Emeror. But no mention was made of the fact that
long-standing American law forbade them from taking out
U.S. citizenship—a ban that was not lifted until 1952!

Since the war, the myth has been that powerful racist
anti-Japanese groups engineered the evacuation to remove
their economic competitors. But the truth is something quite
different. While many White small-businessmen urged
evacuation, big business interests did not. More important-
ly, the Japanese were evacuated at a moment when the
country was willing to support whatever measures the Fed-
eral government authorized in the name of winning the war.

The fact is that the Japanese were sent to concentration
camps not by a group of West Coast racists seeking econ-
omic advantage, but by a popular and powerful government
run by democratic liberals. At the top of the list of those re-
sponsible for not only authorizing the program, but also for
keeping it in operation was President Franklin Roosevelt.

Before the President promulgated Executive Order 9066,
Attorney General Francis Biddle told Roosevelt that secur-
ity interests did not justify evacuating the Japanese. The
Attorney General’s office also determined that the proposed
evacuation would be a violation of the Constitution.
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The dean of American Revisionist historians, Prof. James
J. Martin, called the incarceration program ‘‘a breach of
the Bill of Rights on a scale so large as to beggar the sum
total of all such violations from the beginning of the United
States down to that time.” (Weglyn, p67)

Roosevelt authorized, supported and maintained an
action which he knew to be racist and blatantly unconstitu-
tional. But this was only one more sterling example of the
gross hypocrisy which characterized his entire regime.

The man responsible for implementing the evacuation, Lt.
Gen. DeWitt, declared:

In the war in which we are now engaged, racial affinities
are not severed by migration. The Japanese race is an enemy
race and while many second and third generation Japanese
born on United States soil, possessed of United States citi-
zenship, have become ‘‘Americanized,” the racial strains
are undiluted . . . It therefore follows that along the vital Pa-
cific Coast over 112 000 potential enemies of Japanese ex-
traction are at large today. (Ten Broek, pp4, 110, 337 n.6)

Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson was more succinct:
“Their racial characteristics are such that we cannot un-
derstand or trust even the citizen Japanese.”

Another man, well known for his liberal outlook, who
helped implement the evacuation and internment was
Assistant Secretary of War John J. McCloy. For four years
he served as War Department liaison with the War Reloca-
tion Authority, the agency which ran the camps. After the
war, McCloy was named High Commissioner for Germany.
As the highest civilian allied occupation official, McCloy
worked to impose democratic rule on the defeated German
people.

Chief of the civilian staff of the Western Defense Com-
mand and liaison between the WDC and the Justice Depart-
ment was Tom Clark, who later became an Attorney Gen-
eral and a liberal Supreme Court Justice. In 1966 Clark ad-
mitted: “‘I have made a lot of mistakes in my life, but there
are two that I acknowledge publicly, One is my part in the
evacuation of Japanese from California in 1942 and the
other is the Niirnberg trials."”
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Abe Fortas was another liberal destined for the Supreme
Court who joined in the campaign to intern the Japanese.

Perhaps the most surprising advocate of evacuation was
Earl Warren. Considering his later career as a vociferous
liberal, it is at least ironic that, more than any other
person, Warren led the popular sentiment to uproot and in-
carcerate the Japanese. As Attorney General of California,
Warren cultivated popular racist feeling in an apparent ef-
fort to further his political career. He was an outstanding
member of the xenophobic ‘‘Native Sons of the Golden
West,” an organization dedicated to keeping California ‘‘as -
it has always been and God Himself intended it shall always
be—the White Man's Paradise.” The ‘‘Native Sons’’ worked
““to save California from the yellow-Jap peaceful invaders
and their White-Jap co-conspirators.”

In February 1942, Warren testified before a special Con-
gressional committee on the Japanese question. He would
be running for Governor of the state that year, and would
be elected. Warren testified, falsely, that the Japanese had
“infiltrated themselves into every strategic spot in our
coastal and valley counties.”” In one of the most amazing
feats of logic ever performed by a lawyer, Warren next
claimed that the very fact that no Japanese had so far
committed any disloyal act was proof that they intended to
do so in the future!

Later, when the government began to release Japanese
whose loyalty was above suspicion, Governor Warren pro-
tested that every citizen so released had to be kept out of
California as a potential saboteur.

Earl Warren played to popular racism to further his poli-
tical career. Later, as Chief Justice of the Supreme Court,
he presided over the consumately liberal ‘*“Warren Court”
which ushered in an era of racial ‘‘equality’’ and unprece-
dented racial chaos following the 1954 Brown decision.

After the Japanese had been evacuated, very few wanted
them back. Newspaper columnist Elsie Robinson threatened
to “‘cut the throat” of any evacuee who dared return. U.S.
Representative Clair Engle of California declared: ‘“We
don't want those Japs back in California and the more we
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can get rid of the better.”” A poll conducted by a Los Angeles
newspaper in late 1943 showed that Californians would
vote ten to one against letting citizens of Japanese origin
ever return to normal life from the camps.

In the six months following the end of the evacuation pro-
gram there were some 30 attacks by West Coast people
against returning inmates. Near Fresno and other places,
night riders shot into the homes of newly returned families.
Anti-Japanese organizations sprang up in the Northwest
and in California.

Opposition to evacuation was virtually non-existent. J.
Edgar Hoover, head of the FBI, strongly protested against
the program. The man whom liberals vilified as the personi-
fication of reaction and incipient American Fascism be-
lieved that the evacuation hysteria was ‘‘based primarily
upon public political pressure rather than upon factual
data.” The FBI, he said, was fully capable of handling the
small number of suspects then under surveillance. (Weglyn,
p284, n.6)

Liberal California Governor Culbert L. Olson, Warren's
predecessor, had a special reason for opposing the pro-
gram. He proposed instead keeping adult Japanese men in
state-run work camps in inland rural areas to harvest
crops. If the Japanese were removed from harvest work,
Culbert feared that ** . .. inundation of the state by Blacks
and Chicanos would be unavoidable . . ."”" (Weglyn, p94)

Perhaps the only honest personality in this whole story
was Norman Thomas, the American socialist leader. He
was at least non-hypocritical, if not actually heroic. Thomas
had been an outspoken and effective leader in the move-
ment to keep America out of the Second World War. He was
the only personality of national stature to vehemently op-
pose the evacuation program. Thomas denounced the policy
of the American Civil Liberties Union, which he had co-
founded. The ACLU decided that the evacuation fell within
the proper limits of the President’s power. ‘“What is per-
haps as ominous as the evacuation of the Japanese,”
Thomas retorted, ‘‘is the general acceptance of this proce-
dure by those who are proud to call themselves liberals."

This rare “‘honest liberal’’ was dismayed at the general
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toleration of the program. *'In an experience of nearly three
decades,” Thomas wrote,

I have never found it harder to arouse the American public
on any important issue than on this. Men and women who
know nothing of the facts (except possibly the rose-colored
version which appears in the public press) hotly deny that
there are concentration camps. Apparently that is a term to
be used only if the guards speak German and carry a whip
as well as a rifle. (Weglyn, pp111-12)

The Supreme Court ruled on three cases relating to the -
evacuation program. In Hirabayashi v. U.S. (1943) the high
court unanimously upheld a conviction for violating a cur-
few directed against a population group distinguished
solely by racial-national ancestry.

The case of Korematsu v. U.S. (1944) involved a Nisei
(U.S. citizen) who refused to submit to evacuation. Chief
Justice Hugo Black, speaking for the majority of six, upheld
the validity of the program. Ignoring the constitutional guar-
antees of due process and equal protection of the law, the
Court decided that one group of citizens may be singled out,
uprooted from their homes, and sent to camps for several
years without trial based solely on ancestry.

Finally, at the end of 1944, in the case of Ex Parte Endo,
the Court ruled unanimously that the government had no
right to detain admittedly loyal U.S. citizens indefinitely.
This decision ended the entire program. Within 48 hours of
the ruling, the government announced that, apart from a
few suspicious individuals, the Japanese were free to return
home.

Comparisons have often been made between the Second
World War concentration camps in America with those in
Germany, although Topaz, Poston, and Gila River have
never become as well known as Buchenwald, Bergen-Belsen
and Dachau. Starvation and disease epidemics never rav-
aged the camps in this country as they did in Germany.

In America, economic and social life remained basically
intact throughout the war. The great cities here were
spared annihilation under showers of bombs. No hordes of
foreign invaders poured across the American frontiers. The
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U.S. government could run its concentration camps on a vir-
tual peace-time basis.

The German situation was completely different. In the
final months of the war, Germany was waging a losing
struggle for naked existence. The social-economic system
collapsed completely in the face of total military defeat. The
horrendous scenes photographed in the German camps by
the Allied conquerors and distributed as propaganda
around the world resulted from the starvation and disease
that reigned unchecked throughout Europe as a conse-
quence of the military catastrophe.

At the Niirnberg show trials, the German defendants
compared the evacuation of the Jews of Europe and the
deportation of the West Coast Japanese. In both cases, the
programs were allegedly based upon ‘“‘military necessity."”
The Niirnberg defendants cited the Korematsu and Hira-
bayashi decisions. The latter Supreme Court decision was
specifically based ‘‘upon the recognition of facts and cir-
cumstances which indicate that a group of one national ex-
traction may menace the safety more than others . . ."

Actually, the Germans had far greater cause to intern the
Jews of Europe than the Americans did to incarcerate the
West Coast Japanese. The Japanese were sent to camps
solely on suspicion of what they might do. Not a single Japa-
nese had committed an act of espionage or sabotage. But
many thousands of Jews throughout Europe had committed
countless acts of murder, destruction, sabotage, arson and
theft before the Germans began their general evacuation.

The Germans, moreover, had greater legal justification
for their policy. The great majority of the Japanese intern-
ees were U.S. citizens and legally entitled to equal protec-
tion under the law. The Jews of Germany had not been full
citizens for several years before the war began. Elsewhere
in Europe, the Jews were evacuated from militarily occu-
pied territories or by countries allied with Germany.

The post-war mass media has spent years hammering
away at the ‘“‘guilt” of the German people for generally
doing nothing while the Jews were being evacuated to the
East. How does the German experience compare with the
American record of popular enthusiasm for evacuating the
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West Coast Japanese?

Since the war, the Germans have paid over tens of bil-
lions of dollars in restitution to Jewish organizations, the
state of Israel and to individual Jews around the world for
“those who suffered in mind and body, or had been de-
prived unjustly of their freedom.”” But no American concen-
tration camp inmate has ever received a penny for hard-
ship, humiliation or income lost during the years of intern-
ment.

That did not stop the United States government from re-
cently insisting that the East Germans must pay restitution
to Jews who were and are not even American citizens. The
U.S. government designated a private American Jewish or-
ganization to ‘‘negotiate’’ with the German Democratic Re-
public for payments to Jews living around the world.

The German defendants at Niirnberg were declared
guilty of *‘crimes against humanity’’ for, among other
things, victimizing members of a group on the basis of
ancestry. What responsibility did the countries, including
the United States, which set up the International Military
Tribunal have in upholding that principle in their own terri-
tories? Why have no Americans ever been called to account
for committing the same ‘‘crimes’’ for which Germans were
put to death in Niirnberg?
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The European Volunteer Movement
in World War II

RICHARD LANDWEHR

They called themselves the ‘‘assault generation’” and
they had largely been born in the years during and after
World War I. Coming from every nation of Europe, they had
risen up against the twin hydra of communism and big capi-
talism and banded together under one flag for a common
cause. Fully a million of them joined the German Army in
World War II, nearly half of them with the Waffen-SS. And
it was in the Waffen-SS, the elite fighting force of Germany,
where the idea of a united, anti-communist Europe became
fully developed.

It was also in the Waffen-SS where a new society
emerged from among the "‘front fighters’’ of thirty different
nations. It was a society that had been forged in the sacri-
fice, sweat and blood of the battlefield and that propagated
the concept of “‘one new race,’’ the European race, wherein
language and national differences counted for little, while
the culture of each nation was taken for granted as a
common heritage. Many countries sent more volunteers into
the Waffen-SS than they could raise for their own national
armies, so something truly phenomenal was taking place.

The Waffen-SS itself was something unusually special. It
had started out as a small-sized personal bodyguard for
Adolf Hitler but had gradually expanded into a full-scale
military force under the guidance of a number of disgrun-
tled former army officers who saw the Waffen-SS as a
chance to break out from the conservative mold that the
German Army had become mired in. The Waffen-SS was de-
signed from the start to be a highly mobile assault force
whose soldiers were well versed in the art of handling mod-
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ern, close-combat weapons. The training regimen therefore
resembled that given to special commandos in other coun-
tries, but it pre-dated U.S. and British commando training
by nearly a decade.

The soldiers of the Waffen-SS were also the first to utilize
the camouflage battle dress that was to later become so
common. But in one field, that of internal personnel organi-
zation, the Waffen-SS has yet to be imitated much less sur-
passed. The Waffen-SS was probably the most ‘“democra-
tic” armed force in modern times. Rigid formality and class
structure between officers and other ranks was strictly for-
bidden. An officer held down his position only because he
had proven himself a better soldier than his men. not be-
cause of any rank in society, family connections or super-
ior academic education. In sports—one of the vital cogs in
the Waffen-SS training programs—officers and men compe-
ted as equals in an atmosphere that sponsored team work
and mutual respect and reliance. Non-German volunteers of
whatever nationality were not regarded as inferiors; they
were judged on their ability and performance as soldiers.

The idea to actively recruit foreign nationals into the
Waffen-SS came shortly after the outcome of the Polish
Campaign of 1939, when SS units were being formed and en-
larged and it was noticed that a great many men (usually of
German extraction) from foreign countries were volunteer-
ing for service. The fact that Waffen-SS recruitment among
Germans was restricted by the Wehrmacht, made these
“out country” volunteers all the more desirable. Since
Western Europe contained many sympathizers and admir-
ers of Germany and its National Socialist government, the
SS decided to create three new regiments (“Nordland,”
“Westland,” *“Nordwest”') for Dutch, Flemish, Danish and
Norwegian volunteers in the spring of 1940. There was at
this time, little in the way of a cohesive, Pan-European ideal
to follow, but thousands of recruits turned up anyway, pri-
marily out of disgust for the performances of their respec-
tive socialist/pacifist governments.

For many there was additional incentive. In Belgium,
Holland and France, scores of populist and right-wing poli-
tical figures had been arrested, incarcerated and beaten,
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and shot-out-of-hand. The most famous single incident
occurred in Abbeville, France in May 1940, when French
police lined up 22 leading Belgian right-wing leaders and
executed them in a public park shortly before the arrival of
the Germans. It was certainly a ““war crime’’—one of the
first in fact to be committed and documented in World War
I1—but try to find it in a history text book! The establish-
ment historians have shied away from any discussion of this
event. Following this massacre, many of the followers of the
victims flocked to join the new volunteer regiments of the
Waffen-SS. )
The war with the Soviet Union, commencing in June 1941,
brought a new direction to the effort to attract European
volunteers in what can be called ‘“The Legionary Move-
ment."’

The Legionary Movement

The ‘'Legionary Movement' was an attempt to attract
qualified military personnel from various countries who
otherwise would not have considered engagement with the
German Armed Forces, by appealing to their national pride
and anti-communist convictions. The Waffen-SS undertook
the task of forming Legions from '‘Germanic’ countries,
while the Wehrmacht, or German Army proper, was given
responsibility over Latin and Slavic Legions. The national
Legions proved to be a success, but for a number of reasons
—primarily “‘cost efficiency,” redundancy with Waffen-SS
elements and size factor—were not worth perpetuating in
the same format. The primary West European Legions were
as follows:

Volunteer Legion Norwegen: This was an 1150 man rein-
forced battalion that served with distinction on the Lenin-
grad Front and around Lake I[Imen. It later served as the nu-
cleus of the 23rd SS Regiment *‘Norge.’’ On the home front it
was supported by numerous political figures and celebrities
including the famous opera singer Kirsten Flagstad and
Nobel-Prize winning author, Knut Hamsun. Hamsun was an
honorary member of the Legion and actually wore a Legion
uniform. His son served with the Legion and the Waffen-SS
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and was decorated with the Iron Cross, second class.

Volunteer Legion Flandern: This was initially a 900 man
battalion later increased to 1116 men that served around
Lake Ilmen under the 2nd SS Brigade and at times with the
4th SS Police Division and the Spanish ‘‘Blue’ Division. It
acquitted itself splendidly, obtaining mention in the Wehr-
macht war bulletin among other honors. Its supreme mom-
ent came in March 1943 when it recovered a lost regimental
frontline sector from the Soviets in a bold attack and held
onto the regained positions for a week against all odds. By
the end of the engagement the ‘‘Legion Flandern' had been
reduced to a net strength of 45 men! Equal numbers of Flem-
ings served with the 5th SS Division *“Wiking"' and the Vol-
unteer Regiment ‘‘Nordwest.’”’ Eventually these contingents
were merged with new recruits to form the Storm Brigade
“Langemarck.”

Volunteer Legion Niederlande: The was a 2600 man regi-
ment and component of the 2nd SS Brigade on the Lenin-
grad front. ‘'‘Niederlande'' swiftly obtained a reputation for
valor and achievement. In June 1942, Legionaires suc-
ceeded in capturing the commander of the 11th Soviet Army
and 3500 of his soldiers. One enlisted man, Sturmann
Gerardus Mooyman became the first West European volun-
teer to receive the Knight's Cross decoration after single-
handedly destroying 14 Soviet tanks in one day in February
1943. The Legion later formed the basis for the ‘‘Neder-
land” Brigade and division.

Freikorps Danmark: This was an 1164 man reinforced
battalion that served with considerable distinction in the
Demyansk Pocket alongside the 3rd SS Division ‘‘Toten-
kopf.” For a time it was let by the swashbuckling Christian
Frederick von Schalburg, a Ukrainian-Danish count who met
a soldier's death in the frontlines. The ‘‘Freikorps' was
authorized and fully supported by the govvernment of
Denmark. After the war, members of the “Freikorps Dan-
mark’’ were prosecuted as ‘“‘traitors’ with the Danish gov-
ernment evading responsibility by saying that the volun-
teers should have known that the government was merely
“acting under duress’ when it set up the ‘‘Freikorps' and
signed the Anti-Comintern pact. Later the ‘‘Freikorps”
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formed the nucleus of the 24th SS Regiment “Danmark.”

Finnish Volunteer Battalion of the Waffen-SS: This was a
1000 man unit that served as a component part of the
“Nordland” Regiment of the SS ‘‘Wiking” Division. Its
greatest moment came in October 1942, when the Finns
were able to seize Hill 711 near Malgobek in the south Cau-
causus in a daring frontal assault. Other Berman units had
repeatedly tried to do the same thing but had failed. The
Finns served in the Waffen-SS at the discretion of their gov-
ernment, which in June 1943 thought it would be more dis-
creet to transfer the Battalion from the Waffen-SS to the
Finnish Army.

The principal Wehrmacht Legions were the following:

The French Volunteer Legion Against Communism: It
served as the 638th Regiment with the 7th German Infantry
Division, participated in the drive on Moscow and fought
well whenever it was deployed. It was largely transferred
into the Waffen-SS in 1944.

Legion Wallonie: This was organized as a mountain-in-
fantry battalion. It was formed by the SS from the French-
speaking Belgians (Walloons) and was taken over by the
Wehrmacht in late 1941 so as not to offend the ““Germanic”’
Flemings already serving in the Waffen-SS. It fought excep-
tionally well in the campaign through the Caucausus Moun-
tains alongside the SS Division ‘“Wiking.” It contained many
former Belgian Army Officers and the famous political lea-
der Leon Degrelle, who exhibited a flare for death-defying
heroics. It was finally re-transferred back into the Waffen-
SS in June 1943 at Degrelle’s request and was reformed as
an assault brigade.

Croatian Legion: This was a regiment that fought on the
southern part of the eastern front with considerable valor
and was totally annihilated in Stalingrad. It was later re-
placed by three full-scale divisions.

Spanish Legion: This was the independent 250th Infantry
Division of the ‘“Spanish Blue’’ Division that fought with in-
credible heroism on the Lake Ilmen Front. After it was with-
drawn from the eastern front in August 1943 by Franco,
survivors carried on in a Spanish SS Legion that fought until
the end of the war.
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Per Sorensen: Portrait of a Legionary

The 27 year old Danish Army Lieutenant Per Sorensen
(formerly Adjutant of the Viborg Battalion) was the ideal
model of what the Germans were looking for when they
launched the Legionary Movement. On 1 July 1941,
Sorensen volunteered for service with the ‘“Freikorps Dan-
mark’’ motivated by anti-communist feelings and a vague
sort of National Socialist attitude. In the autumn nonths he
attended the Waffen-SS Officer School at Bad Toelz and in
the spring of 1942, rejoined the ‘‘Freikorps’ as commander
of the 1st Company.

During the summer months he led hiscompanyinthe tough
back-and-forth fighting that raged in the relief corridor to
the Demyansk Pocket. After several engagements, 1st Com-
pany had been reduced from over 200 men to only 40. They
had to hold a long stretch of front against strong communist
forces. On the afternoon of 16 July 1942, Sorensen tele-
phoned ‘‘Freikorp’s” HQ that he didn't know whether his
troops could survive another strong attack but they would
stay in position no matter what. That night a Red Army in-
fantry battalion attacked with tank support. The commun-
ists were soon in 1st Company’s trenches. From sundown to
midnight hand-to-hand fighting raged for possession of the
positions. Then suddenly it was all over with the Russians
either dead or driven out. Thanks to Sorensen's leadership,
1st Company held.

In the years to come, whether in White Russia or Estonia,
Lativia or Pomerania, the troops under Sorensen’'s com-
mand would always do the job. Before every action, the tall,
slender Dane would make a personal reconnaisance of the
terrain and during the fighting he was always as the hot-
test spots with a machine-pistol dangling from his neck.

To his soldiers, Sorensen had the uncanny habit of at-
tracting the enemy. They passed around the phrase:
“Wherever Sorensen is—the Russians will come!" And they
usually were right. For his endless solicitude and patience,
he received the nickname ‘‘P& Sorensen' from his men.
Time and-time again, Sorensen provided the special quali-
ties so vital in a leader. In January 1944, he took over an en-
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trapped battalion near Vitino in northern Russia and literal-
ly led it to safety by staying at the point of the column on a
journey through thick, snow shrouded forests.

After commanding battalions and battlegroups, Sorensen
received command of the 24th SS Regiment ‘‘Danmark’ just
to the east of Berlin in April 1945, Finally, the Regiment was
reduced to trying to defend a street-car station in the heart
of Berlin. While climbing a telephone pole to try and survey
the terrain, Sturmbannfiihrer (Major) Sorensen was
picked off by an enemy sniper. On the next day, in the midst
of the desperate, last battle for the German capital,
Sorensen was given a military funeral in the Ploetzensee
cemetery by Germans and Danes from the ‘“Nordland’ Divi-
sion.

With shells detonating all around, the body of Sorensen
was taken to the cemetery in an armored troop carrier.
Over the open grave, Sturmscharfiihrer (Sgt.) Hermann
gave a brief eulogy:

We are standing here by the graveside to take our last de-
parture from a courageous Danish comrade, the foremost of-
ficer and leader of the Regiment ‘Danmark’’: Per Sorensen!
I must, even in this hour give the thanks of my people for you
and your many Danish comrades who have stood so loyally
beside us. I would like to express from my heart: may you
find peace at last in our bleeding city!

As Hermann spoke, the coffin (constructed from ammuni-
tion crates by ‘‘Nordland” engineers) was lowered into the
grave. Two of the Danish officers attending struggled to
contain their emotions. Hermann led a last salute and the
eight man honor guard fired three salvos over the grave. A
woman flak helper tossed flowers into the grave, and each
of the Danish and German soldiers attending passed by
throwing in a handful of earth. As the great city shook
under rumbling artillery fire and great clouds of smoke ob-
scured the sky, the haunting strains of I had a Comrade”
echoed over Sorensen’s grave as the funeral reached its
conclusion. The tragic symbolism was complete and fitting:
in the very heart of Europe, on its last battlefield, a proto-
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typical representative of the European Voluntesr Movement
had met his end.
The European Movement takes Shape

In 1943, the European Volunteer Movement which had
been individually developing in the Legions and the Waffen-
SS was finally amalgamated and consecrated within the
ranks of the Waffen-SS. The spiritual citadel of the ‘‘Move-
ment'’ now became the SS Officers’ School at Bad Toelz in
Bavaria, which in 1943 established its first ‘‘class’ (or ‘‘in-
spection”’) exclusively for West European Volunteers. Pre-
viously the volunteers had received no specialized treat-
ment but were treated like Germans. Now all of that
changed and a sense of European unity with respect for all
nationalities and cultures was openly fostered. Within the
next two years, SS-JS Toelz would produce more than 1000
highly motivated European officers from 12 different coun-
tries exclusive of Germany.

Bad Toelz was considered the premier officers’ training
school in World War II and in addition to a thorough train-
ing program that featured live ammunition in most field
exercises, it offered well-rounded athletic, cultural and ed-
ucational opportunities. The great opera, musical and
theatrical troops of central Europe made frequent visits
while the athletic facilities were unsurpassed in Europe.
Twelve different coaches, each one either an Olympic
or world class champion in his field, supervised a vast
sports program that even included golf and tennis. In the
academic arena, freedom of speech was not only permitted
but encouraged and the writings of such disparate souls
as Marx, Hitler, Jefferson and Churchill were openly dis-
cussed and debated.

What Bad Toelz produced was literally a ‘‘Renaissance
man'' who was also a top-notch military officer, In early
1945, the staff and students were mobilized into the newly
authorized 38th SS Division ‘Niebelungen,” and one of
the great ironies of the war took place: a mostly German
division was officered by non-German Europeans (the offi-
cer cadets) instead of the other way around. Once in action
against the Americans in southern Bavaria, the Scandina-
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vians, Lowlanders and Frenchmen found themselves op-
posing an enenmy whom they thought could only have existed
on the Eastern Front. Like all of the Waffen-SS units to
serve in the west in 1945, ‘‘Niebelungen’’ was soon victim-
ized by numerous “‘war crimes.” Entire companies and bat-
talions were bludgeoned and shot to death after going into
U.S. captivity. To date this grisly story has only been re-
vealed in bits and pieces and has—naturally enough—been
largely suppressed by the Allied side. However, it is inter-
esting to note that some former members of the Waffen-SS
consider it likely that more of their comrades were killed in
American captivity than on the battlefield itself!

1944-45: A European Army at War

The year 1944 opened with the Flemish SS Storm Brigade
“Langemarck’ fighting a savage retrograde action near
Zhitomir in southern Ukraine. Simultaneously the Scandin-
avian ‘““Nordland” Division and Dutch ‘‘Nederland’’ Brigade
were desperately trying to stem a massive Red Army offen-
sive in the Leningrad sector, and the European *‘Wiking”
Division and Belgian Brigade ‘‘Wallonien’’ were going into
the *‘sack’ west of Cherkassy. The breakout from the Cher-
kassy Pocket on the southern Eastern Front was a true epic
of heroism: a sacrificial struggle that bound troops of differ-
ent nationalities firmly together. In the post-war years the
survivors have held annual rememberence meetings so that
to this day ‘*Cherkassy’’ remains a living symbol of the Euro-
pean Voluntary Movement.

The spring of 1944 saw the three Baltic SS Divisions fight-
ing with steadfast courage on the eastern boundaries of
their countries. In Lithuania, the nucleus for a new SS Div-
ision began taking shape under the guidance of former Lith-
uanian Army generals, but the country was overrun by the
communists before the project could be brought to fruition.
Against the Anzio beachead in Italy, the first combat ready
Italian SS battalion grimly held its ground against all Ameri-
can breakout attempts. All over Europe, manpower was
being voluntarily mobilized into the Waffen-SS to partici-
pate in what many people saw as the forthcoming, decisive
struggle for the freedom of the continent.
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The summer of 1944 saw the ‘‘battle of the European SS”’
on the Narva Front in Estonia. Here, nationals from
Germany, Denmark, Sweden, Flanders, Holland and Estonia
shared the trenches and fought shoulder-to-shoulder to
throw the Bolsheviks back off ‘“‘Orphanage Hill" and
“Grenadier Hill.”" Leon Degrelle personally led a battalion
from his ““Wallonien’ Division in a brilliant defensive action
near Tartu on the west shore of Lake Peipus. Near Brody in
Ukraine, the 14th Ukranian SS Division fought a life-or-
death battle to escape from a Soviet encirclement; only
about one-fourth of the Division survived the fighting, but
they had acquitted themselves well.

As the year went on, more and more foreign volunteer
divisions were formed. This meant that flexible leadership
was needed to handle the different cultural distinctions and
surprisingly, the Waffen-SS was equal to the task. Although
organized religion was kept separate from the Waffen-SS,
volunteers from devout Catholic, Moslem, Greek Catholic
and Orthodox countries were given total freedom to prac-
tice their religions with their own clergy. For morale pur-
poses, ethnic cultural activities were actively encouraged.
It was quite a contrast to the way some minority groups
were treated in the Allied armies at the time.

Some of the foreign SS divisions composed of Russian and
Moslem volunteers had to be disbanded, since the time and
personnel needed to develop these units were lacking. By
the autumn of 1944 the Waffen-SS European volunteer tally
sheet contained the following elements: 2 Dutch brigades, 2
Belgian brigades, 1 French brigade and 1 Italian brigade,
(all being transformed into divisions), 2 Croat Moslem divi-
sions, 1 Albanian Moslem division, 2 Hungarian divisions
with 2 more in the works that never panned out, 2 Scandin-
avian/German divisions, 2 Latvian divisions, 1 Estonian div-
ision, 2 Russian divisions (both of which would later be
transferred to the Vlasov Liberation Army), 1 Ukranian div-
ision, 1 Italian/German division, 1 Hungarian/German divi-
sion, 1 Balkan/German division, 1 Serbian division, numer-
ous ethnic brigades from the Soviet Union, and small de-
tachments of Spaniards, Britons, Greeks, Romanians, Bul-
garians, Arabs and Indians. The foreign SS units were all
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suitably supplied with national badges, insignia and unit
distinctions. And while there were many volunteers from
such neutral countries as Ireland, Sweden and Switzer-
land they could not be openly designated as such so as not
to offend their respective governments. .

On the Eastern Front, the war raged with unending inten-
sity. In White Russia, part of the French SS Storm Brigade
fighting with the 18th Hungarian/German SS Division
““Horst Wessel,”' sacrificed itself completely in hard defen-
sive action, losing two-thirds of its personnel in the process.
In Estonia, a regiment of Estonian soldiers who had been
serving in the Finnish Army returned home to fight for their
country. They were reformed into a battalion of the 20th
Estonian SS Division and in desperate combat on the Lat-
vian frontier, were virtually annihilated. With grim deter-
mination the Latvian 15th and 19th SS Divisions fought the
communists for every square foot of their homeland, while
in the Carpathian Mountains, the Ukranian Volunteer Divi-
sion was reassembled.

In Slovenia and Hungary, the brave Moslems of the 13th
SS Division ‘“Handschar' performed well against both
Tito's partisans and the Red Army, but in France the 30th
White Russian SS Division had virtually collapsed while in
action against the Americans and French Maquis. These
soldiers had only wished to fight the communists and saw
no point in what they were doing in the west.

This was not the case in regard to both the 29th Italian SS
Division and the 34th Dutch SS Division ‘‘Landstorm Neder-
land."” The Italian SS troops fought both the Americans and
the rear area communist partisans, and they distinguished
themselves as perhaps the best troops that Italy produced
during the war. “Landstorm Nederland’’ first battled the
British at Arnhem as part of a hurriedly organized self-de-
fense brigade, but during the winter of 1844-45 it was en-
larged into a full-scale 12 000 man infantry division. In the
spring of 1945, the almost exclusively Dutch ""LN’" SS Divi-
sion gave the British and Canadians fits as they tried with
little success to advance into northwest Holland. None of the
Allies could figure out why so many Dutchmen chose to join
the “‘Landstorm’ Division, so to avoid embarrassment, the
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story of this unit has been largely suppressed ever since.
For the Dutch volunteers, there was no motivation prob-
lem. The Allies had joined with the Bolsheviks against not
only their homeland but what they perceived to be Euro-
pean civilization as well. Like their fellow countrymen on
the Eastern Front, the men of ‘“Landstorm Nederland”
fought with a dedicated resolve.

The Belgian and French SS Divisions were brought up to
strength in the fall of 1944 from among the many refugees
that had fled to Germany plus veterans of the war with
Russia. In Holland, volunteers flocked to the Waffen-SS re-
cruiting offices like never before and not because they had
to. It didn't take a clairvoyant to see that Germany was vir-
tually finished, but still the European volunteers rushed to
join the battle.

The establishment historians have never been able to
understand this phenomenon, perhaps because it involved
an abstract concept alien to most of them: conscience.
There was a great desire for many people, who had until
this point sat out the war, to finally be ‘‘true to themselves’’;
to make the ultimate sacrifice out of loyalty to their beliefs,
their homelands and their fellow countrymen who had al-
ready done so much. This was Europe's moment of crisis
and many young men made the decision to leap into the cru-
cible. It was a manifestation of spiritual honesty.

The Waffen-SS also managed to project a certain natural
attractiveness. Littlejohn, in his book The Patriotic Traitors
(p123), described the pull of the Waffen-SS as follows: ‘“The
Runic Flag evoked a heroic pagan spirit, a swaggering
defiant attitude to life equally contemptuous of bourgeois
timidity and of communist anarchy.” The far-sighted Leon
Degrelle, who had almost obtained political power in pre-
war Belgium also saw a powerful attraction and purpose in
the Waffen-SS. In his words: ‘‘True elites are formed at the
front . .. the young leaders are born there ... the emblem
of the SS shows Europe where political and social truth is to
be found ... We are preparing the political cadres of the
post-war world in the Great Seminary of the Front Line.”” A
good many volunteers agreed with him.
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The end of 1944 saw Leon Degrelle’s 28th SS Division
“Wallonien'' moving into that part of Belgium that had been
retaken in the Ardennes Offensive, where it Teceived a
hearty welcome and new recruits! But the curtain was
rising on the last act on the Eastern Front, and in the weeks
ahead most of the European volunteer forces would be in
action there. In Kurland, Western Latvia three SS divi-
sions—11th “Nordland,’” 23rd ‘‘Nederland’ and 19th Lat-
vian—were caught up in an unequal life-or-death struggle
in January 1945. A few extracts from the history of the 49th
Dutch SS Regiment ‘“De Ruyter'' gave the flavor of the
action: (From the series of articles titled ‘‘Soldiers of Eur-
ope: The III. SS Panzer Korps" in Siegrunen Magazine)

After a surging, back-and-forth struggle, the south bastion
of Ozoli Hill fell irretrievably to the Russians. The over-pow
ered First Co./SS Rgt. “De Ruyter” fell back to the west.
Untersturmfiiher Schluifelder, the commander, was badly
wounded and shot himsslf rather than fall into enemy hands.

The Red Army infantry was storming forward. Guided en-
tirely by radio reports, Obersturmfihrer Behler directed the
heavy weapons fire of his Dutch gunners at the center of the
enemy onslaught. But by mid-day, Behler's positions were
entirely surrounded by the enemy. In bloody, close combat,
Obersturmfihrer Behler and a few of his men managed to
break out to the west.

In the same battle area, Danish Obersturmfiihrer
Johannes Hellmer's company from Second Battalion/‘‘De
Ruyter,” was fighting for its life . . . Using his own initiative,
Kanonier Jenschke, a private, led a small battle group to a
successful breakout. Jenschke's rank insignia had been ob-
scured by his camouflage jacket so the men that he had been
ordering about were unaware that they outranked him!

During these two days of heavy fighting all of the compan-
ies in the main battle line were fully extended. There was no-
thing to fall back on ... only 7 men could be spared to de-
fend the whole town of Kaleti. .. This, the defensive strug-
gle of SS Division ‘“Nederland” was the most heroic battle
thatI have sver lived through. Everyone stayed in position to
the finish. The attack came right up to the barrels of our ar-
tillery pieces. The firing pits were the main battle line. But .
although we were weakened and dispersed, we had acquit-



72 THE JQURNAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW

ted ourselves with honor. (This extract from the war diary of
Untersturmfiihrer Horstmann.)

By the end of the fighting, the SS Regiment ‘‘De Ruyter”
with a nominal strength of 2000 men had been reduced to 80
combatants! The Regiment was rebuilt on the run and
thrown into action again on the Pomeranian Front less than
two weeks later. For the first time ‘‘De Ruyter'' received a
Third Battalion, this being composed of Dutch and German
war reporters whose jobs had become rather superfluous
given recent military reversals.

Remaining in Latvia was the 19th Latvian SS Division,
which time and again had proved itself the mainstay of
bitter defensive fighting and had received several mentions
in the Wehrmacht war bulletins. The Latvian volunteers re-
ceived more decorations than any other non-German group
in the Waffen-SS, including the award of 13 Knight's Cros-
ses; a good indication of their contributions on the battle-
field. In Poland and Silesia, the Hungarian and Estonian SS
Divisions were temporarily able to stop the enemy on-
slaught, even though the commander of the 26th SS Division,
“Hungaria,” Oberfiihrer Zoltan von Pisky had been killed in
action at Jarotschin.

As the Eastern Front was pushed slowly westwards, bits
and pieces of the 27th Flemish SS Division ‘‘Langemarck”
were rushed to the Oder River line from various training
camps. Here they served alongside their co-national rivals,
the Walloons, in a spirit of unbridled comradeship. First
Battalion of the 66th SS Regiment/Division ‘‘Langemarck’
picked up the nickname ‘‘leaping tiger’' for the way its sol-
diers threw themselves into battle. But even more amazing
was the fact that the battalion was composed mostly of
teenagers from the Flemish Hitler Youth who had volun-
teered for service in the Waffen-SS after their country had
been overrun by the Allies. If there was one drawback to
service in this battalion it was that the regimental quarter-
master stubbornly saw that the young troopers received
a special ration of chokalade and bon-bons instead of the
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schnapps and cigarettes passed out to the older soldiers!

With a good sense of historical irony, the Eastern Front
slowly bent and folded itself around the German capital city
of Berlin, throwing a good many of the foreign volunteers
into the battle for the city. Regiments of the 15th'Latvian SS
Division, battered beyond belief, had naively decided to
throw in their lot with the western allies against the commu-
nists (which proved to be an unfortunate decision for many
of the officers who were forcibly repatriated to the death
camps), and made a complete circuit of Berlin travelling in
no-man's land all the time, until they saw a chance to make
it to the American lines. The Division’s reconnaissance bat-
talion went out a little too far on a scout mission and wound
up being impressed into the defense of the city.

To the north of Berlin, 500 survivors of the 33rd French
SS Division ‘‘Charlemagne’’ which had been decimated in
the defense of Pomerania, actually volunteered to go to the
defense of the German capital, even though the Divisional
commander had absolved them from any more service obli-
gations. In the week of the epic battle that followed, these
Frenchmen constituted the core of defense in the city cen-
ter, displaying courage and fortitude on a scale seldom
seen. When the fighting was over, only a few dozen would
still be alive and four of their number would be decorated
with Knight's Cross. One could call their mission a ‘‘beau
geste,” but the French soldiers saw it as a moral obliga-
tion—another abstract concept the establishment scholars
choke on. The following is a description of these soldiers
from the aritlce ‘‘Defeat in the Ruins: France’'s Last Battle
for Europe,” by Gustav Juergens (Siegrunen, June 1980):

By this time, the warriors of the ‘‘Charlemagne’ Division
didn't even look like human beings any more. Their eyes
waere burning and their faces skull-like and covered in dirt
and mortar dust. Supplies only came in negligible amounts,
the most telling being the lack of water. The young SS men
moved like robots through the hell of Berlin. The future was
the farthest thing from anyone’s mind. The only motivating
idea that burned in their consciousness and kept them from
collapsing was their flaming desire to come to grips with the
Bolsheviks! They had to throw hand grenades, destroy
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tanks, and hold out against the Reds. That was their only
reason for living and for dying.

The SS Divisions ‘“Wallonien,” ‘‘Nederland” and ‘‘Nord-
land after spearheading the last successful offensive on the
Vistula sector to relieve the trapped garrisons at Arnes-
walde, had been driven jnexorably westward. ‘‘Nederland”
was split into two segments, one being trapped and des-
troyed in the Halbe Pocket to the south of Berlin and the
other retreating to the north of Berlin. Much of the ‘“Nord-
land’’ Division, including the staff elements, wound up in
Berlin itself.

At Prenzlau, due north of Berlin, the Flemish ‘Lange-
marck’ Division led by the ‘leaping tigers’ of its Hitler
Youth battalion, made the last relief attack against the com-
munist encirclement on 25 April 1945. In violent, savage
fighting “‘Langmarck’’ was burnt to a cinder along with the
“Wallonien” Division and parts of ‘“‘Charlemagne’ and
“Nordland'’; the survivors were forced to fall back towards
the Elbe River. In Silesia, the 20th Estonian SS Division was
surrounded and forced to surrender to the Soviets; begin-
ning what for most, would be a long, final journey to the Gu-
lags. One the Austrian frontier, the Ukrainian, Moslem and
Cossack SS formations fought with skill and valor before re-
treating to the west. Most of the Moslems and Cossacks
would later be forcibly repatriated to their deaths at the
hands of the Yugoslav and Soviet communists; the Ukrain-
ians escaped this real ‘‘holocaust’” by posing as pre-war
Polish citizens.

Going with the Cossacks of 15th SS Army Corps to the Gu-
lags, was their beloved commander, Gen. Lt. Helmuth von
Pannwitz, the first foreign national ever to be freely elected
Ataman of the Cossack tribes. He chose to share the fate of
his men although he could have gone into comfortable Allied
internment. In 1947, von Pannwitz, along with the Cossack
leaders of the 15th SS Corps, was hanged in Moscow as a
“war criminal’’; the Cossack soldiers and about one-half
million others of their nationality were physically extermin-
ated with the assistance of the United States and Great
Britain.
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In Italy, after putting up a brave fight, the 29th Italian SS
Division surrendered either to the Americans or to the Red
partisans and almost to a man, the Italian SS men were put
to death. Between 20 000—30 000 of these volunteers were
therefore killed outright in captivity. In Yugoslavia another
great nightmare unfolded. 10 000 Moslem volunfeers from
the 13th SS Division ‘“Handschar’ were exterminated in a
mass execution and their bodies stuffed in an abandoned
mine shaft. Many of the soldiers of the 7th SS Mountain Div-
ision *‘Prinz Eugen,’’ recruited from Yugoslav Germans, met
a similar fate. In Kurland, Latvia, where a small German
Army Group had courageously held out against vastly su-
perior enemy forces until the end of the war, 14 000 mem-
bers of the 19th Latvian SS Division marched into captivity
and oblivion—they were never heard from again.

In Berlin, members of the Spanish SS Legion attempted to
breakout of the city wearing pilfered Red Army uniforms;
none made it. Those caught by the communists were shot
as spies and those intercepted by the Germans were shot as
turncoats. When General Krebs went to surrender the Ber-
lin garrison early on the morning of 1 May 1945, he took
with him the Latvian Waffen-Obersturmfiihrer (1st Lt.)
Nielands as an interpreter. After performing his duty, Nie-
lands returned to the command of his 80 man company from
the 15th SS Recce Battalion. For the Latvians there would
be no surrender —they asked for no quarter from the Sov-
iets and they gave none themselves. In the ruins of the Air
Ministry building the Latvian SS troops made their last
stand. In hand-to-hand combat they fought to the death.

A few of the volunteers trapped in Berlin actually es-
caped. The Danish Obersturmfiihrer Birkedahl-Hansen,
suffering from jaundice, led some men from Regiment *‘Dan-
mark” successfully out of the city through Spandau to the
northwest. They made their way to the seaport of Warne-
miinde and took a row boat back to Denmark, thus escaping
a long trek to Siberia.

The end of the war saw most of the European volunteers
frantically trying to make it to the western Allied lines. Sur-
render, though, only marked the beginning of their prob-
lems. The ‘‘democratic’’ governments of the ‘liberated’
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countries were determined to inact a painful vengeance. In
each country some of the more prominent volunteers were
run through quick “judicial” proceedings and executed,
with the others being stripped of their civil rights and sen-
tenced to prison terms of varying lengths. Those that wound
up in Soviet hands were either: 1) extradited to their home
countries for criminal proceedings or 2) simply shipped to
forced labor camps with the Germans. Those that survived
Ep to a decade or so of this treatment were eventually sent
ome.
The final tally sheet for the European Volunteer Move-
ment ran roughly as follows: (Waffen-SS only)
Western Europe: 162 000 volunteers, ranging from about
55 000 in Holland to 80 from Liechtenstein. Out of this
total about 50 000 were killed or missing. Included in this
figure would be 16 000 Dutchmen and 11 500 Belgians.

Baltic States and Soviet Nationalities: About 250 000 sol-
diers. Casualties and post-war losses through forced re-
patriation and execution were enormous.

Balkan and Slavics: About 100 000. Considerable losses.
Ethnic Germans not from Germany: About 300 000.

Germans from the Reich: 400 000. For the Germans and
ethnic Germans, losses in killed and missing were about
one-third.

In some countries like Holland, the ‘‘volunteer’ problem
was so great, that censorship was imposed, that in most
cases remains in place to this day. The Dutch were particu-
larly brutal in treating their military “*collaborators’’; incar-
cerating many for long terms in concentration camps that
followed the German models faithfully. Many volunteers in
the Netherlands subsequently rose to prominence in the pol-
itical and and business fields, but because of their ‘‘back-
ground'’' remained vulnerable to a form of blackmail that
has seen some of them (including parliamentary leaders)
sent into distant oblivion.

Treatment of returning volunteers was equally harsh in
other countries. Belgium executed many both legally and il-
legally while keeping a majority of their “‘military collabor-
ators'’ locked up in concentration camps run in the German
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style. In France, some of the more prominent officers were
executed, while the rank-and-file of the ‘*Charlemagne’’ Div-
ision was given the option of doing time in Indo-China with
the Foreign Legion. Joining them were numerous Hungarian
and German SS men who had wound up in French captivity.

Norway locked up its volunteers in stone fortresses and
kept them on near starvation rations for between 4 and 8
years. The Norwegian volunteers had sealed their fate
when they had offended a ‘*hanging judge’’ who had offered
them modified clemency for admissions of guilt. The judge
was spat upon and pelted with rubbish by the incarcerated
soldiers so he threw the book at them. Denmark, which pro-
duced a multitude of volunteers (nearly 15 000 including the
cream of the Danish officer corps), was relatively lenient to
most of their soldiers—only the more prominent ones had to
suffer for long. One ex-commander of the ‘'Freikorps Dan-
mark’’ was executed (a decision officially condemned by the
Danish Parliament 30 years later), and the Danish Major-
General Kryssing, who had comanded a multi-national ad
hoc division on the Eastern Front, was kept in prison 5 years
and deprived of his civil rights.

When the volunteers were mentioned at all after the war,
it was always in a very derogatory manner; they were usu-
ally referred to as criminals and mercenaries. The Dutch
went so far as to hire a psychiatrist to buttress this theory.
He interviewed 400 volunteers and later propounded the
thesis that these men had not served out of any moral
committment but had **sold their souls’ for material induce-
ments and adventure. This has been pretty much the estab-
lishment line ever since although it is never mentioned that
the volunteers interviewed (constituting one-half of one per-
cent of the total number of Danish military collaborators]),
were quite willing to say anything to secure release from
their concentration camp.

If one looks at the rigorous screening process that the
Germans applied to their foreign volunteers the myth of
their being ‘‘criminals’” and ‘‘mercenaries’’ is pretty well
exploded. The basic criteria for acceptance in the Waffen-
SS revolved around the applicant's physical fitness, mental
attitude and past record. Anyone with a criminal record
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was simply not accepted, although some did slip through.
Utilizing these standards, the Waffen-SS accepted only 3000
recruits out of about 12 000 who flooded the recruiting offi-
ces of the original Dutch Legion. And out of this 3000 ano-
ther 400 would be culled out during training for either har-
boring a criminal past or an incompatible political attitude.
Similarly we can look at the Ukranian volunteers and see
that out of 81 999 initial applicants only 29 124 were finally
accepted after screening!

If there is any judgement that can be made from this it is
that the men who got into the Waffen-SS usually represen-
ted the best human material that their respective countries
had to offer. There is no way to categorize them individually
since they came from all different classes and backgrounds
sharing only one common denominator: a love of their coun-
try and continent.

It is fair to say that the European volunteers left a mark
on the battlefields of the Eastern Front far out of proportion
to their actual numbers, and this paper would not be com-
plete if it did not include a sampling of their achievements.

In the Linden Hills east of the Oder River, Obersturm-
fiihrer Capelle's company of Walloon volunteers was in its
death struggle. Enemy tanks were swarming all over—
many had been knocked out but all of the panzerfaustewere
now exhausted. At this point, Capelle radioed to ‘“Wallon-
ien”" Division headquarters that he was going to try and
breakout and link-up with the Division. But escape for the
company was no longer possible. Walloon volunteers were
crushed to death by tanks running over their foxholes. The
badly wounded fired their weapons until their last breath.

Finally all that was left was the company command post.
In a heroic stand, the Belgian SS men fought it out until the
end. The severely wounded were humanely put out of their
misery. The survivors fought on with rifle butts and service
revolvers. Incredibly, the command post resisted for the
whole day. As it was finally overwhelmed in the early even-
ing, Obersturmfiihrer Capelle went down firing his pistol.
Two wounded Walloons reached the German lines during
the night totell of this last battle.

On the next day, 27 February 1945, a supplement to the
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daily Wehrmacht war bulletin was read over the German
radio: “‘In Pomerania a battle-group from the SS Volunteers
Grenadier Division ‘Wallonien’ under the leadership of SS-
Obersturmfiihrer Capelle was deployed for flank for flank
protection. Displaying exemplary steadfastness and fanati-
cal battle spirit, it was destroyed (in action).” Capelle was
recommended for the posthumous award of the Knight's
Cross but documentation for the decoration was lost in the
chaos of the war’s end.

* * *

On the morning of 26 January 1944 a Soviet tank force
broke into the town of Gubanizy. The Dutch volunteer
Caspar Sporck drove his self-propelled gun right into their
midst and began shooting them up right and left, eventually
claiming 11 kills. Later, during the last hours of the German
retreat to the Narva bridgehead on 31 January 1944, Sporck
stayed back alone with his armored vehicle and patrolled
far to the east of the main battle lines, seeking out enemy
tanks and vehicles and providing protection for stragglers.
At dusk, with the enemy close behind, Sporck’s assault gun
was the last vehicle to cross into the German lines. For his
initiative and valor, Casper Sporck was later awarded the
Knight's Cross.

* * *

On 12 June 1944 at the ‘‘Sunshine’’ outpost to the south-
east of the Narva bridgehead, the Danish NCO Egon
Christophersen literally saved the main front, when with a
small assault troop he counterattacked German trenches
that had been seized by the Russians and regained them in
hand-to-hand combat. Christophersen and his men then
defended the positions against all attackers, enabling the
broken German lines to reconsolidate and hold.
Christophersen was awarded the Knight’s Cross.

* * *

At the Vepskula bridgehead on the wast bank of the
Narva River in February 1944, the bedraggled German
forces were unable to eliminate a dangerous Soviet inroad.
Fresh Estonian assault troops were brought in. For a time
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they too were pinned down. Then the young Estonian
Sergeant Haralt Nugiseks led a leap-frog attack that broke
through the communist lines. In vicious close combat the
enemy trenches were cleared all the way to the river's
edge. Nugiseks was awarded the Knight's Cross.

* * *

In August 1943 on the Wolchov Front, the Latvian Ser-
geant Zanis Butkus led a storm troop into the enemy lines
and proceeded to capture a string of communist bunkers
without loss. He returned to the German lines with many
prisoners and much booty. Butkus was given an of-
ficer's commission on the spot. Later, after taking part in 59
close combat engagements, Butkus was awarded the
Knight’s Cross.

* * *

In July 1944, on the north side of ‘Orphanage Hill" on the
Narva Front, the Flemish NCO Remi Schyrnen single-
handedly knocked out more than a dozen enemy tanks while
wounded and cutoff from his unit. In a 48 hour period he
turned back-—all by himself--several Soviet tank attacks
that would have encircled the Flemish and Estonian volun-
teer battalions fighting nearby. He even scored a lucky
“double kill” when one shot from his anti-tank gun pen-
etrated through two tanks advancing side-by-side. Incred-
ibly, in January 1944, Schyrnen had pulled off a similar feat
to save the ‘‘Langemarck’’ Brigade near Zhitomir. Schyrnen
was awarded the Knight's Cross.

* * *

Strong Soviet tank forces were attacking along the road
south of Dorpat in eastern Estonia in August 1944 with the
intention of severing the entire Estonian Front. The only
things blocking their way were three anti-tank guns from
the ““Wallonien" Division under the direct command of the
Walloon Lieutenant Leon Gillis. Gillis positioned his guns
directly in the road and flung back attack after attack. In
furious fighting that raged all day, the anti-tank guns were
destroyed and most of the Walloons wounded. The whole
front hinged on Gillis' next move. He chose to attack. The
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Walloon volunteers knocked out three more tanks with
hand grenades and drove back the rest. The enemy was
unable to advance. Leon Gillis was awarded _the Knight's

Cross.
* * *

In February 1945, the communists were closing in on the
military training camp at Neuhammer in Silesia. The
Hungarian Captain, Georg Hermandy in command of the
emergency battalion of the 26th SS Division ‘“Hungaria” led
his unit in a valiant counterattack to prevent a break- -
through. Even after being badly wounded, Hermandy insis-
ted upon staying in the front lines and directed a successful
defensive battle that saved the Neuhammer sector. After
the fighting, the Wehrmacht Colonel in charge of the area
visited the Hungarian SS positions, took off his own Knight's
Cross and draped it around the neck of Hermandy. Waffen-
Haupsturmfiihrer George Hermandy was subsequently
killed on 23 March 1945 leading his men in yet another
counterattack.

* * *

The last bridgehead on the east bank of the Oder River in
March 1945 was held by the I. Battalion/SS Regiment
Division ‘‘Wallonien,” led by the Walloon Major Henri
Derriks. Derriks, or “‘Der Boss' as he was known to his
men, deployed his two tanks and his companies of infantry-
men with cool decisiveness, enabling the last German sol-
diers and refugees to make their way to safety. Finally, with
the communists closing in from three sides, Derriks calmly
pulled back his forces step-by-step and got them safely
across the river, destroying the last bridge behind them. It
was nothing new for "‘Der Boss,’ he had earlier command-
ed the last group of **Wallonien” soldiers to fight their way
out of the Cherkassy encirclement in south Ukraine. Later,
Derriks led the last assault of the **Wallonien' Division on
the Eastern Front. Among his many decorations for brav-
ery, Sturmbannfiihrer Henri Derricks received the German
Cross in Gold.

* * *
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And there were many, many more European heroes, most
of whom would not have their deeds recorded at all but
would instead find a final resting place in an unmarked
grave somewhere in the ““East.”” We cannot begin to do
justice to them in this paper, but we can hopefully, lift part
of the veil that has hidden their exploits for so long a time.

The Reckoning

We are now at the point where it can be asked, what does
this discussion of the European Volunteer Movement prove?
I think that it has at least validated the following statement
by Beadle and Hartmann in their book, The Waffen-SS: Its
Divisional Insignia: (p4)

By 1945, the Waffen-SS had proved by its combat success
that European people could exist together, but as long as
they recognized and accepted the national differences
between one another. It had been in the Waffen-SS that, for
the first time, Dutch had been commanded by Germans and
Germans by Belgians. It was this idealism, dearly bought on
the roads of Russia and later in its slave labor camps, that
created an outstanding spirit of comradeship and combatant
ability among all members, regardless of nationality or rank.

Beadle and Hartmann also made one other trenchant
statement that I hope is born out in this essay: (p4)

The greatest triumph of the Waffen-SS though, was not on
the field of battle. It was in its policy of recruiting non-
German volunteers, not as hired mercenaries, but as co-
fighters for a European ideal.

After a generation of slander, vilification and falsehood
concerning the European volunteers, the first rays of light
are beginning to shine through. Slowly, but surely, their
story is being told. As for the soldiers themselves, many are
" of the belief that they were ahead of their time, both mil-
itarily and philosophically, and that their legacy is yet to be
fulfilled.

For myself, perhaps the most incisive observation was
made by-the former Waffen-SS Colonel Jochen Peiper in a
letter to his comrades while he was being held in American
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confinement under sentence of death: “‘Don't forget that it
was in the ranks of the SS that the first European died. . .”

t e
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Buchenwald and After

LEONHARD FRIEDRICH B

In 1942 I was served with a warrant for my arrest by the
Gestapo. The warrant alleged that I was ‘‘corrupting the
unity of the German people during wartime.”

I appealed against this warrant of arrest but heard abso-
lutely nothing more about it. On 5 October I arrived in
Buchenwald after having spent two nights in a prison in
Halle. In Halle there was very great overcrowding and in-

credibly bad food. There too, as in all prisons in which I had |
been, there were plenty of vermin.

At Buchenwald

Ourreception in Buchenwald was not exactly welcoming.
First, our personal data and possessions were taken and the
experience with the SS man was not exactly pleasant. Then
to the so-called bath house of the camp where we had to
completely undress, leave our clothes in a heap, and take a
bath. From there we were delivered into the hands of the
barbers who shaved the hair completely off the head and all
parts of our bodies. After a medical examination, we were
passed to another department where vests and pants, trous-
ers, jackets and caps were thrown at us. Stockings and socks
did not exist, but we were given wooden clogs which soon
made our feet raw with blisters. We stood up in the zebra
striped uniform ‘“‘pyjamas’’ and could hardly recognize our-
selves or our mates. We were then given numbers and colors -
for identification. There were several different kinds—red
for political prisoners, green for habitual criminals, black for
those regarded as asocial, pink for homosexuals, violet for
Jehovah’s Witnesses and, of course, the yellow ‘‘Star of
David” for the Jews.

We were then taken to a barracks in which all contact with
other inmates of the camp was prevented. We were not only
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political prisoners but all kinds of thieves and criminals.
There were 42 different nationalities in Buchenwald. At the
time of my committal, the concentration camp was not very
big, about 8 000 to 10 000 prisoners, whereas later the popu-
lation increased to 47 000. During the first few days we were
allocated all kinds of unskilled work and eventually [ came
to a work team which was doing some ground levelling in
Weimar where some factories were being built. Apart from
the dreadful pain in my feet as a result of the wooden clogs I
had to wear, I also had great trouble with my hands which
were not used to working with a pick and shovel. I was then
transferred to the penal group—something I still don’t un-
derstand. These people were accommodated in special bar-
racks separate from the rest of the camp. The treatment in
these barracks was for the most part meted out by prisoners
which defies any description. It was not only the SS who
made most trouble for me, but rather some of the old lags who
were in command. When one had the chance to discover
something about their past, one could really understand that
they were the sort of people from whom society should be
protected. Later still I came to work in the stone quarry
company which was building one of the crematoria of the
concentration camp.

Every now and then [ found people who were well inten-
tioned towards me, but the condition of my health deterior-
ated steadily. I had no particular complaint, it was mainly
weakness probably due to lack of food. I had no news from
home, and was not allowed to write. It was, therefore, a great
joy when, at the end of November, an inquiry came from
Mary addressed to the commander of the camp. To begin
with they were angry and shouted at me asking why I had not
written home and when I explained I had not been allowed
to. I was ordered to send off a letter that very night. To my

great joy a new directive had been issued to the effect that
prisoners were allowed to receive parcels of food and essen-

tial clothing from their homes. I wrote this to Mary and said
that I could do with some boots and other things, and from
that time onwards my health improved. While [ was in
Buchenwald Mary sent me a parcel every week, to the con-
tents of which many kind friends contributed. I can say today
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with a clear conscience that it is to them that I owe thanks
?hat [ am still alive. I could hardly have survived the suffer-
ing and brutal treatment had it not been for this material

support and the thoughts and prayers of so many who re-
membered me. '

Winter

In the meantime, I was transferred to a different work
team—the so-called sewerage and drainage squad. In this
team we had to carry out all the drainage operations—that is
to say, digging and closing ditches carrying heavy drain
pipes and everything that went with it. I generally worked
with bandaged hands because I was not very fit to do this
work, but somehow I managed it despite great exhaustion.
While working out of doors we were particularly exposed to
all sorts of harassment by the SS men. They came and went
and took the least opportunity to report us and subject us to
beatings. During the first winter we had very thin coats
which did not afford much protection. As soon as the sky was
a little brighter we were ordered to take the coats off and we
had to work in the freezing cold. Our day began in the
morning at 4:30 and then we were given half a litre of coffee
or the so-called morning soup which consisted of boiled
bran. An hour later we had to stand for a roll call then the
various columns marched to work.

About the tortures and ill treatment meted out to people |
will say very little because this is now well known. I can only
say that I personally experienced quite a bit of it but in the

end by divine providence | was spared the worst.
In Buchenwald the prisoners had to carry out any work,

clearing forests, constructing complete huts and factories.
Any work between these operations, such as road construc-
tion, drainage, electrical engineering, was carried out by
prisoners who eventually worked in the completed factories.

In June 1943 1 was put in a works store and eventually
became in charge of it. Now I had a chance of achieving a
certain personal independence—that is during the working
hours of the day. There was a lot of unpleasantness now and
then, but I did however manage to cope with it. In the con-
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centration camp itself conditions deteriorated increasingly
as so many prisoners came to Buchenwald, especially in the
last winter, when the big camps in the East had to be cleared.
In November, December and January they arrived in open
coal trucks in which they had travelled from six to fourteen
weeks. I cannot talk about the misery I have seen. Food was
scanty, warm clothes were non-existent and travelling for
weeks in an open railway truck without any sanitary
arrangements—it is not surprising that many died. The
camps were overcrowded so that in spite of all safety mea-
sures taken, the prisoners suffered from all sorts of illnesses
and the death rate rose alarmingly. Added to this were the
many atrocities to which we were subjected at the so-called
roll calls. We had often to stand for hours till the result was
correct or if anyone was missing till it had been established
who it was or until he had been found. These roll calls cost
many lives as no consideration was taken whether it was
snowing or raining. There is much I could say about this,
especially about what happened towards the end. Most of
those who came from the camps in the East were again
removed in March 1945, this time on foot since the railways
were no longer running. Those who couldn’t walk any more,
or stepped aside, were shot en route. The corpses were left
lying in the ditches. In this manner the population of the
camp decreased to about 21 000 by the time the allied troops
arrived.

Liberation

The camp of Buchenwald was to be gassed and blown up.
The orders for this were given by SS Brigade Tirlewanger,
but by good fortune the Americans arrived more quickly than
was expected. It was with peculiar feelings that [ watched the
arrival of the “enemy’” who had come to liberate us. We
started breathing again, and once more realized that we were
human beings. The food which in that year had been particu-
larly wretched, became very good since all the stores left
behind by the SS had been given to the camp. After a further
five weeks during which I assisted American officers in the
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Commission for releasing the prisoners. I arrived home in
Pyrmont on Whit Sunday.

I must praise the Jehovah’s Witnesses who, in spite of
ridicule and persecution, held in the most wonderful way
firmly to their beliefs. I am today of the opinion that we in
Germany could only have come to such a state because the
religious strength and the inner life of individuals were
allowed to deteriorate. We will always find that the men and

women who frankly confess their belief in their God without
hesitation will be given the inner strength, even in these

times, to hope for a better future.

As 1 left the camp it became perfectly clear to me that I had
two great duties,, namely not to forget the 51 000 dead left in
Buchenwald, and secondly tohelp show to the world that the
German people are not what the Nazis and criminals made
them appear to be.



‘Holocaust’ Pharmacology
VS.
Scientific Pharmacology

HORST KEHL

THE DEATH CAMP TREBLINKA: A DOCUMENTARY, edited
by Alexander Donat, Holocaust Library, New York, 320pp,
hardback, $9.95, ISBN: 0-89604-009-7

This book is presented as a documentary, and indeed is
catalogued as such in the Library of Congress Index. The
editor has authored only ten pages of the text, the rest is a
collection of testimonies from survivors, collated and chron-
icled bv one Rachel Auerbach, who was never in the camp
herself.

Careful analysis of the testimony of the six eye-witnesses
reveals numerous contradictions and impossiblities. Per-
haps an overactive imagination on the part of the ghost-
writer is responsible. Or perhaps it is the eye-witnesses
themselves who are prone to slight exaggerations; Gerald
Reitlinger, the noted Exterminationist, cautions against
taking too literally the testimony of eastern European Jews
(The Final Solution, Sphere, London, p581). One of the more
obvious exaggerations is the allegation by one eye-witness,
Samuel Willenberg, that he saw a nude girl leap over a 3
meter (9 feet) high barbed wire fence in order to escape the
gas chambers. Let us now look at some of the less obvious
canards.

One of the key issues concerning Treblinka is of course
the duration of its existence, and number of people who
passed through its facilities. According to the Commandant
of the camp, Dr. Irmfried Eberl, the camp was opened on 7
July 1942, and closed on 2 August 1943 after a revolt broke
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out and the camp was burned to the ground.

However, according to the chronicler Rachel Auerbach,
there were mass oxacutions going on at Treblinka from 23
July 1942 through the middle of September 1943. This would
seem to indicate that there were gassings going on at
Treblinka six weeks after the camp and gas chambers had
been burned to the ground!

Since the camp was only in operation for 400 days (give
or take six weeks) there would have had to be a very busy
daily throughput of exterminatees to attain the very high
estimates of total victims. These total estimates range from
as low as 700 000 to as high as 1 200 000 (pp9, 14, 25, 52).
There are even contradictions within one witness's own
testimony. On page 52 we are told that 20 000 corpses were
processed daily by the gas chambers, but on the following
page he says that only 6 000 were killed each day. Another
witness does the same thing: on page 159 we are told that
10 000—12 000 were gassed each day, and then on page 164
it becomes 30 000.

Clearly there are some rather major incongruities with
respect to the daily death toll, and the capacities of the
extermination facilities. The reader can take almost any
figure he pleases. But still one has to bear in mind that the
camp was only in existence for just over a year.

The modus operandi of the gassing itself is likewise
somewhat contradictory. On page 12 it is reported that a
motor was used to gas victims with its exhaust fumes, and
this is further amplified on page 49 when the motor becomes
the engine of a captured Russian tank. Page 157 advises us
that this method took nearly one hour to kill the victims.
Various other methods are bandied around including ‘‘hot
steam' (p130), “‘chlorine asphyxiation” (p24)., but alack
and alas, our old friend Zyklon B does not get a look in. It
seems that the fiendish human devils of the Holocaust king-
dom had not gotten their act sufficiently together to order
the same method of extermination at each of the myriad
mills of death.

The size and capacity of the gas chambers is described in
some detail-Eye-witness Jankiel Wiernik states on page 158
that the gas chambers were 5 x 5 meters, which is 25 square
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meters (250 square feet). Into this chamber 450—500
persons were crowed. Simple arithmetic tells the reader
that each person therefore had only one half square foot
each, or 6 inches by 6 inches. Is this practically possible?
Try it and see.

Later, 10 additional chambers were added (p161) to the
original 3 (p157). These new gas chambers were 7 x 7
meters each, or 49 square meters (500 square feet). While
these new super gas chambers were much roomier than
before, 1000 - 1200 people were crowded into these. The
height of these new chambers is given as 1.9 meters, which
is less than 6 feet. Presumably the victims were either all
short people, or they were asked to stoop!

The total capacity of the entire 13 gas chambers can now
be calculated. 10 chambers times an average of 1100
equals 11 000; the 3 smaller chambers held 500 each, which
is 1500; making a grand total per complete gassing oper-
ation of 12 500 victims. One should compare this with the
reported figures on pages 52, 53, 159 and 164.

What happened to the bodies? Again, we enter a quag-
mire of impossibilities. At first, all the corpses (12 500 a
day?) were buried in large ditches in the camp (pp86, 90, 92
and 105). But as the entire camp was only 15 hectares (p70)
which is about 37 acres, one would soon use up all the
available ditches. A map on pages 318—319 shows that
much of the land was taken up with the camp buildings and
workshops, leaving only about 3 hectares (7 acres) for such
mass burials.

The authors try to get around this problem by telling us
that after April 1943 the bodies were burned, and not
buried. One eye-witness speculates that this was because
the Germans had just discovered the mass-graves of Poles
murdered by Soviets at Katyn, and they didn't want the
same thing to happen to them (p169). But here too we are
presented with a number of contradictory statements.

On page 171 we are told about pyres in winter, but we
are obliged to ask, which winter, since the burning began in
April 1943 and ended in September the same vear. Like-
wise, a bizarre story on pages 190—199 relates how new
arrivals saw the funeral pyres and revolted. They were all
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shot and next morning their bodies were covered with
snow. Although the weather in eastern Europe does leave a
lot to be desired, we were not aware that snow was a
common feature in April - September.

The cremations allow the eye-witnesses’ imaginations to
really run riot. On page 38 we are told that human blood
makes first class combustion material. This will come as a
surprise to us physicians who have been believing all along
that blood is 70% water! On the same page we are told that
young bodies burn better than old ones, which also seem
strange when we consider that younger bodies contain
more water than their elders. Continuing on the same page,
we are startled to learn that “Men don't burn without
women.'’ The “‘explanation’ for this is that the fat of women
is used as kindling and to maintain the fires. On page 32 we
are informed that pans would be placed beneath the grilles
to catch the fat as it ran off, for use in—wouldn't we know —
soap making. Leaving aside the fact that we were told on
page 13 that the victims were all skin and bone, we wonder
what wondrous pathological discovery was made by the
angels of death at Treblinka, which enable them to deter-
mine these qualities of female tissue which were previously
—and since—totally unknown to modern science.

The burnings were carried out in two ways, it seems.
bodies were stacked up on grates or grilles of old railroad
tracks (p170) 100 - 150 meters along (300 - 450 feet). These
grates could hold 3000 bodies at a time, and 10 000 - 12 000
bodies were burned each day. Other burnings took place in
ditches, though how oxygen was supplied to the combustion
in such a ditch is not explained (pp92. 105, 156). Page 170
informs us that the bodies were doused with gasoline, but
surely this would only result in charring, not burning, due to
the flash characteristics of gasoline combustion. (Could it
be that all that female fat acted as some sort of catalyst
perhaps?)

Although Treblinka is classified as a death camp, some
rather lively things seem to have gone on there. If the sole
function of the camp was to process living humans into
ashes / fat / soap / etc. it seems rather odd that a zoo was
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maintained (pp47, 318), Jewish services were conducted
(p63), children lived there (p64), black market activites
went on (p124), gold dollars and fine liquor were traded
(p50), there were cigarette rations (p176), there was a radio
listening post and underground camp newspaper. One eye-
witness reports that some victims arrived in express trains,
complete with dining cars (p64)!

Later on, we are given an example of the bruality of the
guards, when an incident is described where a guard tore a
child in half and the child’s naked feet still stood standing:
frozen to the ground (p163).

It is this kind of lurid imagination which gives the lie to the
entire thesis. If it is impossible to tear a child in half; if it is
impossible to burn bodies in ditches; if it is impossible to
cram people into half a square foot each; if it is impossible
to use women as kindling and scoop up buckets of human
fat; if it is impossible to leap over a 9 feet high fence; just
what other parts of this saga are true?

The authors display their extremism and inattention to
consistency when they place Treblinka as a ‘‘death camp”
just as ‘‘Dachau, Buchenwald, Belsen’’ and others (p54). If
the editors at ‘“Holocaust Library” had done their home-
work properly they would know that the official Extermin-
ationist line is that there were no gassings in the German
camps at all; “‘only in the Polish camps.’” Martin Broszat
(head of the Holocaust Institute in Munich) says so in Die
Zeit of 26 August 1960. Simon Wiesenthal says so in Books &
Bookmen of April 1975. Gitta Sereny says so in the New
Statesman of 2 November 1979. Maybe the ‘““Holocaust Lib-
rarians‘' know something that they don't!
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Letters to the Editor

20 January 1981
Dear Lewis:

[ was quite fascinated by Dr. Howard Stein’s article on Psycho-
history in your Winter 1980 issue. There are two extremely val-
uable books devoted to this subject: A Psychohistory of Zionism
by Jay Gonen (which Stein refers to) and The Israeli Women by
Lesley Hazleton. Both books are reviewed in the excellent *‘Zion-
ism is not Judaism’' issue (December 1978) of The Campaigner
(304 West 58th Street, New York, NY 10019; $2). (Thisissueis also
significant in that the Editorial of this issue says that the ““Six
Million" is a lie; page 2).

Hazleton points out that the Hebrew language is brim full of
sexual-political fantasies. Gever, the Hebrew word for “‘man”
also means rooster or cock. The word for “weapon" is zayin,
which also means penis. The phrase for Israel's armed forces can
therefore be translated as *‘roosters equipped with penises.” The
Hebrew verb '‘to take up arms’* also means ‘‘to have sexual
intercourse."

The Israeli intelligence service. the Mossad. and the Israeli
military use as their code-instructions certain phrases from the
Kabbala, the 15th/16th Century book of Jewish Magick. Soldiers
are mobilized for war exercises with such phrases as *'The
Elders’ Council,’" *'Study of the Torah' and *‘Product of the Soil.”
Ashkenazim (Khazar) Jews from Eastern Europe take up adopted
Hebrew names in Israel, but almost always using words with
virility connotations, such as ‘‘antagonist,’” ‘‘strength,”” '‘tower-
ing,” “'lightning,” "*bear’’ and "lion."

Hazleton notes an incestuous overtone in Zionist philosophi-
zing. She quotes a kibbutz leader Meir Yaari, who openly re-
ferred to the sexual nature of the kibbutzniks' zeal. The land they
tilled, he said, was their bride, and they themselves *‘the bride-
groom who abandons himself in his bride’s bosom. . .thus we
abatgdon ourselves to the motherly womb of the sanctifying
earth.”

Hazelton elso refers to the Old Testament writings of Isaiah
and Ezekiel. “As a mystical idea, the return to Zion afforded the
bond of a future but never-to-be-achieved-in-our-lifetime Redemp-
tion. It was imagined, as Isaiah indicates, in terms of the return of
son to mother in sexual union.”

Then, citing the prophet Ezekiel's characterization of ‘'non-
Jewish' sovereignty over Jerusalem as tantamount to acts of
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“multiple harlotry'' Hazelton writes:

The sons were to mount Zion in the role of rescuer and sex-
ual claimant, the young groom returning to claim his bride; the
son his mother. The result of the intercourse between son and
mother would be the rebirth of the son himself, who would give new
life to his mother by saving her from the iniquities of suffering
under foreign rule, and restors her innocence and light as mother
and life-giver.

It would indeed be interesting to gather evidence of a possible
relationship between and among the following attitudes among
Jews:

SEXUAL-PSYCHOLOGICAL POLITICAL-HISTORICAL
Oedipus Complex Zealous Zionism
Incest “Aliya" (“Return to Zion''}
Sado-Masochism “Holocaust' atrocities; sex-shop
Nazism
Anal Complex Scatalogical references throughout
“*Holocaust' memairs
Homosexuality Ritual circumcision (hatred of an

inadequate penis}; Israeli suppres-
sion of women's rights; rejection of
menstruating wife; not counting
woman’'s evidence in court or pre-
sance in synagogue quorum

Paranoia Imagined ““anti-Semitism"’; wanting
to be “*Holocausted"
Megalomania War Zionism; Zionist suppression of

Free Speech on the “*Holocaust'";
Zionist manipulation of U.S. politic-
ians and media

Without a doubt there is a rich seam of psychohistorical ore to
be mined in this area. Dr. Stein has dug up a fine nugget. Who
will have the courage to start strip-mining?

Revisionistically

Sandra Ross
London, England
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Sir:

The central point of Dr. Howard F. Stein’s article, ‘‘The Holo-
caust and the Myth of the Past as History," is, I believe, wholly
valid. World Jewry does indeed have a psychic need to believe in
the “‘holocaust’” and for that reason, no amount of published
empirical research or logical argument will ever shake that belief
among the commonality of Jews although some sophisticated Jew-
ish academics and intellectuals (Dr. Stein himself, for example)
are at least uneasy with it. It is very similar to the desperate emo-
tional and psychological need of Blacks not to deal with the
theories of Jensen, Shockley, Shuey, et al, in a rational or objec-
tive way.

But we should not overlook the added element in the perpetu-
ation of the holocaust myth which is stressed by Richard Har-
wood among others. There is a tremendous enhancement of pol-
itical power for Jewry in the United States and Western Europe
and of virtually unlimited financial gain for Israel in the myth.
This factor operates both on the conscious and the unconscious
level.

Beyond this, Dr. Stein's enthusiasm for psycho-history needs to
be looked at with some degree of cool objectivity and scepticism.
Good historians have always been aware of the psychological—
often Freudian—determinants in history. Alexander the Great is
only one of the most obvious examples of this: there is, and can be,
almost no dispute about the oedipal factors there. But there is
some danger of psycho-history degenerating into a mere fad—or
at best a kind of monolithic theory of history which explains all
the past. Oddly enough, that particular way of thinking has long
seemed to me very characteristic of the intellectual Jew: Marx's
economic determinism, Freud's libido, Einstein's Unified Field
theory—even Judaic monotheism. Psycho-history has only re-
cently been given a name and it is the latest arrival in the field.
Jews might respond by arguing that racialists fall into the same
trap and sometimes there is truth in such allegations. Personally,
I believe that race is probably the most important single factor in
history and I rejoice in the new insights of Sociobiology but, since
racial instincts can be perverted and corrupted and become a
source of guilt and impotence, it is clear that other factors also
playa part.

Sincerely yours,

29 December 1980 Wayland D. Smith, Ph.D
Los Angeles, California



Confessions of SS Men who
were at Auschwitz

ROBERT FAURISSON

Some SS men have confessed that there were some ‘‘gas
chambers' at Auschwitz or at Auschwitz-Birkenau. The
three most important confessions are those of Rudolf Héss,
of Pery Broad and, finally, of Professor Dactor Johann Paul
Kremer. For a long time the Exterminationists have espec-
ially counted on the first of these confessions: that of Rudolf
Hass, which appeared under the title Commandant of Aus-
chwitz. I think that I noticed, on the occasion of a recent
historical debate in France, that the Exterminationists seem
less sure of the value of this strange testimony. On the other
hand, the testimony of Johann Paul Kremer has been very
useful to them. Personally, I think that the argument furn-
ished by Kremer is in fact, from their point of view, a more
valuable weapon than the absurd confession of Rudolf Hiss.
I must say that first the British and then the Poles made
Hoss speak in such a way that it is easy to destroy his
testimony by simply comparing Commandant of Auschwitz
with his numerous previous statements, among which I
particularly recommend that of 14 March 1946 (Documents
NO-1210 and D-749).

I will limit myself therefore to studying what the Exter-
minationists themselves today seem to consider as the best
of their weapons in respect to the existence and the use at
Auschwitz of homicidal ‘‘gas chambers.” If I add this adjec-
tive “*homicidal,” it is because there are, as you know, non-
homicidal gas chambers which it is impossible to use to kill
men as it is said that the Germans did. All of the armies of
the world have some buildings, hastily equipped, for train-
ing their recruits in the wearing of gas masks. In France,
these buildings bear the name ‘‘chambre d gaz’’ (‘‘gas
chamber"); in Germany, they are called ‘“Gaskammer” or
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“Gasraum’ (“‘Gas Chamber" or ‘‘gas room'). There are
also gas chambers for the disinfecting of clothes, for treat-
ing fruit, and the like.

I will therefore speak to you at some length of the testi-
mony of Johann Paul Kremer. You will see how, at first
sight, it is troubling, and then how, if you analyze it with a
little care, it constitutes a terrible fiasco for the Extermina-
tionists. I prize the Kremer case very much. It shows how
fragile are the proofs that people offer to us, to what extent
they allow themselves to be easily deceived by appear-
ances, how much the official historians have misused the
texts and how it is necessary to work if you wish, in the
study of texts, to distinguish between the true and the false,
between the real meaning and the misinterpretation. This is
what is called text and document criticism. It happens that
it is my professional specialty. I am therefore going to inflict
upon you, to my great regret, a course in ‘‘text and docu-
ment criticism.”’ I ask you to pardon me for the strictness of
the demonstration that I am going to try to carry out in front
of you.

Before entering into the heart of the subject, I would like
to share with you two remarks. The first comes to us from
Dr. Butz. I remember that, in a letter of 18 November 1979
addressed to a British weekly (New Statesman) about a long
article by Gitta Sereny (2 November 1979) he made the
observation that it is quite strange to claim to base a histor-
ical thesis like that of the formidable massacres of millions
of human beings on. . .confessions. That claim is still harder
to defend when you know that those confessions came from
persons who had been conquered and that the ones who
obtained those confessions were the conquerors.

My second remark is to recall that, in the cases from
Ravensbriick where people now know that there never was
any ‘‘gassing,”’ the British and French courts obtained con-
fessions which were particularly detailed on the alleged
‘“‘gassings.’”” People speak to us about the three principal
confessions of Auschwitz, but they no longer speak to us at
all.about the three principal confessions of Ravensbriick:
that of the camp commandant, Suhren, that of his adjutant
Schwarzhuber and that of the camp physician, Dr. Treite.
Do you know what was the size of that ‘‘gas chamber’’ that
never existed? Answer: nine meters by four and one half



106 THE JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW

tin Grays and the Filip Miillers still have a good future
before them. Two of the three persons who confessed at
Ravensbriick were hanged, and Dr. Treite committed sui-
cide. What is horrible is that without this lie about the ‘‘gas
chambers” they would perhaps have saved their lives. In
regard to Suhren, Germaine Tillion wrote, on page 16, that
he began by displaying a *‘stubborn bad faith' in the course
of his two trials (one at Hamburg, by the British and one at
Rastatt, by the French); she adds this terrible sentence:
“But, without that gas chamber created by him, on his own
initiative, two months before the collapse, he could perhaps
have saved his life.”” In note 2 on page 17, she wrote in
regard to Schwarhuber, who confessed immediately, these
still more terrible lines, each word of which I ask you to
ponder:

According to the English investigators, from the first moment
he had coolly faced his position, he judged himself lost and
either to have peace (and the small privileges to which the
prisoners who do not deceive the examing magistrates have
a right, or else due to lassitude, indifference or to quite
another reason) he took his course and held to it, without
regard for himself or for his accomplices. He was not a brute
(like Binder or Pflaum); he had an intelligent expression, the
appearance and behavior of a psychologically normal man.

Let us leave Ravensbriick and the confession of Schwarz-
huber for Auschwitz and the confession of Kremer, the
other SS man who had ‘‘an intelligent expression’ as well
as ‘‘the appearance and the behavior of a psychologically
normal man.” To begin with, let us look at some extracts
from his private diary written during his short stay at
Auschwitz, and then at the explanations that he gave to
those extracts, after the war, to his Polish jailers, explana-
tions that he held to later on in 1960 at his trial which took
place at Miinster (Westphalia) and at the trial of the Aus-
chwitz guards, in 1964, at Frankfurt-on-Main. The name of
Professor Doctor Kremer should not be confused with that
of Josef Kramer. The latter had high positions successively
at the camp of Struthof-Natzweiler (Alsace), then at Aus-
chwitz-Birkenau, and finally at Bergen-Belsen. In his case
also there were various confessions. All are interesting to
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study. On the alleged homicidal ‘‘gas chamber’ at Struthof,
I would like to point out that the French did not wring out of
him, as I until recently still believed, only a single confes-
sion but, as I have recently discovered, two totally absurd
and wonderfully contradictory confessions. Of the one
people sometimes speak, while the other was carefully kept
hidden. I will some day speak about it, as well as about the
two reports of the French Military Courts on that ‘‘gas
chamber’ at Struthof: the one, really childish, which con-
cludes on the existence of ‘‘gassings’; and another one,
which has disappeared from the archives of the military
courts, which reaches the opposite conclusion: this report,
dated 1 December 1945, was done by the eminent toxicolo-
gist, Professor Rene Fabre.

1. EXTRACTS FROM THE DIARY OF DR. JOHANN
PAUL KREMER (DOCTOR AT AUSCHWITZ DURING
THE SUMMER OF 1942), SELECTED AND PRE-
SENTED BY THE OFFICIAL HISTORIANS (LEON
POLIAKOV, GEORGES WELLERS, SERGE KLARS-
FELD,. . .)

2 September 1942: This morning, at three o’clock, I was
present for the first time at a Sonderaktion. Compared to
that, Dante’s Inferno appears to be a comedy. It is not with-
out reason that Auschwitz is called extermination camp.
(the version of Georges Wellers, in Le Monde, 29 December
1978, p8; the author explains beforehand that a Sonder-
aktion is a *‘selection for the gas chambers.")

At three o'clock in the morning, I was present for the first

time at a “'special action' (thus did they refer to the selec-
tion and murder in the gas chambers). In comparison with
the Inferno of Dante that seemed to me almost a comedy. It is
not without reason that they call Auschwitz an extermination
camp.
(the version of Serge Klarsfeld, in Le Mémorial de la Déport-
ation des Juifs de France [Memorial to the Deportation of the
Jews from France,] 1978, p245; the author has obviously
reproduced page 48 of a book (not dated) published in Poland
by the International Auschwitz Committee under the title KL
Auschwitz; Arbeit Macht Frei (Concentration Camp Aus-
chwitz/Work Makes You Free), 96 pages.)
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This morning at three o’clock, I was present for the first time
at a ‘‘special action.” In comparison, Dante’s Inferno ap-

peared to me a comedy. It is not for nothing that Auschwitzis
called an extermination camp.

(Léon Poliakov's version, in Auschwitz, Collection Archives
Gallimard/Julliard, 1973, p40).

For this first date of 2 September, I have cited three
versions. For the following dates, I will content myself with
citing a single version: the official version of the State
Museum of Oswiecim (Auschwitz), such as it appeared in
Auschwitz vu par les SS (Auschwitz Seen by the SS), French
translation. 1974. I will confine myself intentionally only to
what the official historians have the habit of citing in their
works and only to what, in the eyes of the authorities of the
State Museum of Auschwitz, would tend to prove that Dr.
Kremer had participated in the ‘‘gassings'’ of human
beings.

5 September 1942: This noon was present at a special action
in the women'’s camp (‘‘Moslems’') —the most horrible of all
horrors. Hscf. Thilo, military surgeon, is right when he said
today to me we were located here in ‘‘anus mundi’ [anus of
the world]. In the evening at about 8p.m. another special ac-
tion with a draft from Holland. Men compete to take part in
such actions as they get additional rations then—1/5 litre
vodka. 5 cigarettes, 100 grammes of sausage and bread. To-
day and tomorrow (Sunday) on duty.

On the next day, Dr. Kremer said that he had had an
excellent lunch. On numerous occasions, his diary contains
in that way some remarks about food. Historians often cite
these remarks to show the cynicism of the doctor; they say
that the atrocities of the ‘‘gas chambers' do not hurt his
appetite. Dr. Kremer mentions a special action of Sunday, 6
September at 8 o’clock in the evening, then on the evening of
9 September. then on the morning of 10 September, then in
the night of the 23rd and on that of the 30th. He writes then:

7 October 1942: Present at the 9th special action (new arri-
vals and women ‘‘Moslems”’) [. . .]

12 October 1942: [. . .] was present at night at another
special action with a draft from Holland (1600 persons).
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Horrible scene in front of the last bunker! This was the 10th
special action.

18 October 1942: In wet and cold weather was on this
Sunday morning present at the 11th special action (from
Holland). Terrible scenes when 3 women begged to have
their bare lives spared.

8 November 1942: This night took part in 2 special actions in
rainy and murky weather (12th and 13th) [. . .] Another
special action in the afternoon, the 14th so far, in which I
had participated [. . .]

Dr. Kremer is wrong in his counting. He has forgotten
that on 5 September there had been not one but two special
actions, which made a total of 15 special actions for his stay
at Auschwitz. This stay listed for 81 days, of which only 76
were on duty (because of a five day leave).

The notes in the Polish edition say that the dates of these
special actions coincide with the dates of the arrival of the
convoys of deportees.

2. EXTRACTS FROM THE SPONTANEOUS CONFES-
SIONS OF JOHANN PAUL KREMER IN THE POLISH
COURT, IN 1947, SELECTED AND PRESENTED BY
THE POLISH COURT

Here is what one can read in KL Auschwitz seen by the
SS, p214, note 50:

In the official record of the interrogatory of 18 August 1947,
Cracow, Kremer stated as follows: *On 2 September 1942, at
3 a.m. I was already assigned to take part in the action of
gassing people. These mass murders took place in small
cottages situated outside the Birkenau camp in a wood.
These cottages were called ‘bunkers’ (Bunker) in the SS
men's slang. All SS surgeons, on duty in the camp, took turns
to participate in the gassings, which were called 'Sonder-
aktion' (special action—Editor's note). My part as surgeon
at the gassing consisted in remaining in readiness near the
bunker. I was brought there in a car. I sat in front with the
driver and an SS hospital orderly (SDG) sat in the back of the
car with an oxygen apparatus to revive SS men, employed in
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the gassing, in case any of them should succumb to the
poisonous fumes. When the transport with people, who were
destined for gassing, arrived at the railway ramp the SS
officers selected from among the arrivals persons fit to work
and the rest—old people, all children, women with children
'in arms and other persons not deemed fit to work—were
loaded upon lorries and driven to the gas-chambers. I used
to follow behind the transport till we reached the bunker
[Faurisson note: the word is in the singular]. Here people
were first driven to barracks where the victims undressed
and then went naked to the gas-chambers. Very often no
incidents occurred, as the SS men kept people quiet, main-
taining that they were to bathe and be deloused. After
driving all of them into the gas-chamber the door was closed
and an 5SS man in a gasmask threw the contents of a Cyklon
tin through an opening in the side wall. Shouting and
screaming of the victims could be heard through that open-
ing and it was clear that they fought for their lives [Lebens-
kampf]. These shouts were heard for a very short time. I
should say for some minutes butI am unable to give the
exact span of time.”’

On page 215 of KL Auschwitz seen by the SS, note 51
gives another extract from the same interrogation tran-
script. Here is how Dr. Kremer is supposed to have ex-
plained his entry on 5 September 1942 about the *‘Moslem”
women and the anus mundi:

Particularly unpleasant had been the action of gassing ema-
ciated women from the women's camp. Such individuals
were generally called ‘‘Muselmdnner’” (**Moslems’). I re-
member taking part in the gassing of such women in day-
light. I am unable to state how numerous that group ha.d
been. When I came to the bunker [Faurisson note: ‘‘bunker’’ is
in the singular] they sat clothed on the ground. As the clothes
were in fact worn out camp clothes they were not let into the
barracks but undressed in the open. I could deduce from the
behavior of these women that they realized what was await-
ing them. They begged the SS men to be allowed to live, they
wept, but all of them were driven to the gas chamber and
gassed. Being an anatomist I had seen many horrors, had to
do with corpses, but what I then saw was not to be compared
with anything seen ever before. It was under the influence of
these impressions that I had noted in my diary, under the
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date of 5 September 1942: ‘'‘'The most horrible of all horrors.
Hauptsturmfiihrer Thilo—was right saying today to me that
we were located here in ‘anus mundi'. I had used this
expression because I could not imagine anything more sick-
ening and more horrible."”

On the date of 12 October 1942, Dr. Kremer had mentioned
a special action concerning 1600 persons who had come
from the Netherlands: in the margin next to that mention he
had written the name of Hossler, who at that time was one
of the SS men responsible for the camp at Birkenau. Here is
how Dr. Kremer is supposed to have explained that entry of
12 October (see page 224, note 77):

In connection with the gassing action, described by me in my
diary under the date 12 October 1942. I have to explain that
circa 1600 Dutchmen were then gassed. This is an approxi-
mate number which I had put down after hearing it men-
tioned by others. This action was conducted by SS officer
Hgssler. I remember how he had tried to drive the whole
group into one bunker. He was successful except for one
man whom it was not by any means possible to squeeze
inside the bunker. This man was killed by Hossler with a
pistol shot. I therefore wrote in my diary about horrible
scenes in front of the last bunker and I mentioned Hossler’s
name in connection with this incident.

For his entry of 18 October 1942, Dr. Kremer is supposed to
have furnished the following explanation (see 226, note 83):

During the special action, described by me in my diary under
the date of 18 October 1942, three women from Holland
refused to enter the gas-chamber and begged for their lives.
They were young and healthy women, but their begging was
of no avail. The SS men, taking part in the action, shot them
on the spot.

3. IN 1960, AT HIS TRIAL IN MUNSTER, DR. KREMER
PERSISTED IN THESE CLAIMS

The University of Amsterdam in 1977 published its 17th
volume of Justiz und NS-Verbrechen (Justice and the Nazi
Crimes). There we find the text of the decision rendered
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against Dr. Kremer on 29 November 1960. On pages 19 and
20, the court sought to describe the operation of ‘*gassing”’
as well as the part that the accused was supposed to have
taken personally in that operation. The court speaks of a
single “'gas chamber.’ It is a question of a farm near the
Birkenau camp made up of several separate parts. An SS
medical orderly went up on the roof and dumped some
Zyklon through some specially fitted shafts (‘““durch Ein-
wurfschachte”). He wore a gas mask. The doors of the ‘‘gas
chamber” were all air tight. From outside they heard the
victims cry out. And the court continued:

When no more sign of life was shown, the defendant was
taken back to his lodging by the Health Service car. The gas
chambers were opened a short moment afterwards. (Fauris-
son note: I ask that you note well that the opening was made
A SHORT MOMENT AFTER the death of the victims). The
bodies were removed by some prisoners and were destroyed
by cremation. During the events described above (Faurisson
note: The court here alludes to his description of the arrival
of the victims, their disrobing, etc.) the accused was seated
in the Health Service car, which was stopped in the immedi-
ate vicinity of the gas chambers. Whether he had left his car
and whether he had taken an active part in the murderous
action could not be proved. The accused kept himself how-
ever in the car, in accordance with the mission that had
been given to him, prepared for a case where something
would happen to the SS man certified by the Health Service
who was handling the Zyklon B poison; he would bring him
immediate help with the oxygen inhalator. He [the accused]
had himself admitted that in all good faith. But that accident
in reality never happened.

4. IN 1964, AT THE FRANKFURT TRIAL, DR. KREMER
PERSISTS STILL IN HIS CLAIMS

On June 1964, Dr. Kremer, then 80 years old, appeared at
the bar of the court in Frankfurt as a witness for the
prosecution against the former Auschwitz guards. In order
to know exactly what he said on that day, we are reduced to
“pages 72-73 of Hermann Langbein’s book Der Auschwitz-
Prozess/ Eine Dokumentation (The Auschwitz Trial/ A Doc-
umentation), Vienna, Europdische Verlagsanstalt, 1965,
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1027 pages). What is unfortunate is that Hermann Lang-
bein is the Secretary of the International Concentration
Camp Committee and that his works all show a biased and
partisan spirit. The book by Bernd Naumann says almost
nothing on the deposition of Dr. Kremer (Auschwitz, Frank-
furt, Athenaum Verlag, 1965, 552 pages). Therefore, here is
how, according to Hermann Langbein, the deposition of Dr.
Kremer went on the question of the “gas chambers’; I am
reproducing the text in its entirety:

Judge: Where did the gassings take place?

Kremer: Some old farms had been transformed into a bunker
(Faurisson note: the German text indeed gives the singular:
Alte Bauernhduser waren als Bunker ausgebaut) and pro-
vided with a sliding door for secure closing. Upstairs was
located a dormer window. The people were brought in un-
dressed. They entered quietly; only some of them balked;
they were taken aside and shot. The gas was released by an
SS soldier. For that he went up on a ladder.

Judge: And there were some special rewards for those who
participated in such an action?

Kremer: Yes, that was the custom; a little schnaps and some
cigarettes. They all wanted them. They allotted the goods. I
myself also received such goods—this was quite automatic.

Representative of Co-Plaintiff Ormond: You wrote in your
diary that the SS soldiers strove with each other for service
on the ramp [for the arrival of the convays].

Kremer: That is humanly quite understandable. This was
war was it not, and the cigarettes and schnaps were rare.
When someone was eager for cigarettes. . .They collected
the goods and then they took themselves to the canteen with
their bottles.

The testimony of Dr. Kremer on the ‘‘gassings’’ at Aus-
witz is limited to these few questions and answers. Here, in
conclusion, is the commentary of Langbein:

The man who described the process of gassing with these
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bland and indifferent words is the former university profes-
sor Dr. Johann Paul Kremer of Miinster. He had already
been condemned in Poland and in Germany for his partici-
pation in mass murders. At Frankfurt he left the witness
stand smiling softly.

5. EXTRACTS FROM THE DIARY: MY EXPLANATIONS
AND MY COMMENTARIES

I note first that these extracts contain neither the word
‘‘gassing’’ nor the expression ‘‘gas chamber."”

The diary of Dr. Kremer was a private diary. The doctor
expressed himself freely there. He frankly expressed his
horror of the camp. He does not mince words. He compares
what he sees to a vision from Dante. One can therefore
think that, if he had seen those virtual human slaughter-
houses which the ‘‘gas chambers'” would have been, he
would have mentioned that absolute horror. Wouldn't Dr.
Kremer, as a scientist, at least have noted some precise
physical details about these slaughterhouses which, in the
history of science, would have been an amazing invention?

But let us begin at the beginning. Did Dr. Kremer in fact
write what theysay that he wrote? The answer to that
question is no, absolutely not. His text has been gravely
distorted. This is even the work of a forger. As an example I
am going to reproduce the text in the version given by
Georges Wellers but I am going to insert in it, in capital
letters in italic, what he has omitted and I am going to insert
in place of Sonderaktion and of extermination, which are
misinterpretations, the two words which fit; I will also
put them in capital letters. Therefore, here is the text trans-
lated from the original German (see document NO-3408 in
the National Archives):

2 September 1942: This morning, at 3 o'clock, I was present
OUTSIDE for the first time at a SPECIAL ACTION. Compared
to-that, Dante’'s Inferno appears TO ME ALMOST LIKE a
comedy. It is not without reason that Auschwitz is called
THE camp of THE ANNIHILATION!

Every text must be scrupulously respected, especially
when the text is supposed to serve as the basis for a shock-
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ing demonstration and for a terrible accusation. The con-
cealing of the word OUTSIDE is very serious. Why, after
having given us the indication of the time, has the indication
of the place been concealed? The German text says:
DRAUSSEN. Dr. Kremer was not in a closed place as a gas
chamber would have been. He was *‘outside,” ‘‘on the out-
side.”” Without doubt that detail is not very clear, and
perhaps it meant ‘‘out of the camp itself,” but one must not
conceal that possibility. ]

For Sonderaktion, Wellers has kept the German word; in
appearance, this is evidence of scrupulousness and care; in
reality, it is a clever trick. As a matter of fact, this word, at
least for a French reader, has a sound that is disturbing,
Germanic, barbaric, and can only conceal horrible things.
But there is even more: just before citing that entry by Dr.
Kremer, Wellers, in his article in Le Monde, wrote:
“[Kremer] had participated in the selection for the gas
chambers (Sonderaktion).” In other words, Wellers im-
poses on his reader the following lie: in his diary, Dr.
Kremer said in so many words: ‘‘this morning at 3 o’ clock I
was present at a selection for the gas chambers.”

We see very well now that it was nothing of the kind. Dr.
Kremer was contented to speak of a ‘‘special action.” What
is one to understand by that expression? To some people
who, like me, doubt the existence of the homicidal ‘‘gas
chambers' itis absurd to answer, as does Wellers, by
positing their existence at once as an accepted fact. Sup-
pose that someone does not believe in the existence of flying
saucers. To such a person one could not retort that those
saucers exist since, in such and such a report by the police,
it is written: ‘A witness declares that he saw something
special in the sky'’—‘'Some witnesses noted in the sky some
unusual phenomena.” Therefore, for the time being, the
only honest—if not very clear—translation of Sonderaktion
could only be ‘‘special action.”’ I will later come back to the
probable meaning of this word about which, for the mo-
ment, we have no right to speculate.

Dr. Kremer did not write next: '‘Compared to that, Dan-
te’s Inferno seemed to be a comedy’ but: ‘‘Compared to
that, Dante’'s Inferno seemed TO ME ALMOST LIKE a
comedy.” Here, the concealing of three words by Wellers is
perhaps not very important, but it contributes in its modest
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way to doing violence to the meaning of the text, always
with a view to producing the same effect. There is a shade
of difference between ‘‘seemed like,"” in which one senses a
softening, and ‘‘seemed to be,”” which is more affirmative.
Dr. Kremer has not transformed an impression which was
personal to him into an impression common to a whole
human group. In some sense, he did not state: ‘‘Dante’s
Inferno appeared here to everyone around me like a
comedy’’; if he had stated that, one could suppose that he
was present at an unquestionably Dantesque scene. In real-
ity, he contented himself with a confidence of a personal
kind and in effect he wrote: ‘‘Dante’s Inferno here appeared
TO ME, who had just arrived (that impression is personal to
me, yet others can perhaps share it) ALMOST LIKE a
comedy." In other words, the scene is certainly horrible for
this doctor who has just arrived for the first time in his life
in a concentration camp, but all the same not to the point of
decreeing that Dante's Inferno is obviously a comedy to
everybody in comparison with this scene.

But there is something very much more serious that
Georges Wellers has made the Kremer text undergo.
Kremer did not say that Auschwitz was ‘‘called an exter-
mination camp,’ which, in the original German, would have
been: ‘‘genannt Vernichtungslager.”

In reality, we read in the original German:

“‘genannt DAS Lager DER Vernichtung” (*‘called THE camp
of THE annihilation").

If Wellers had respected the presence of the two articles
and if he had given to ‘‘Vernichtung’' the meaning of
“extermination” which is indispensible to his extermina-
tionist thesis, he would have gotten the following phrase: ‘It
is not without reason that Auschwitz is called the camp of
the extermination.” Thus constructed, the phrase sounds
bizarre both in German and in French. That has to be for us
-.the sign that a word of the text undoubtedly has been badly
translated. That word, as will be seen later on, is ‘‘Vernich-
tung.”’ The context will reveal to us that that word is not to
be translated as ‘‘extermination’” (a meaning that it can
very well have in other contexts] but by ‘‘annihilation.”
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There is here no extermination, murder, assassination,
killing, nor massacre; there are not the results of an act, an
action, or a will; there is nothing here about a ‘‘camp where
they exterminate,’’ there is here no ‘‘extermination camp"
(an expression invented by the victors, some years after
1942, to designate camps allegedly endowed with ‘‘gas
chambers'’). What there is here in reality is an annihilation;
men and women are reduced to wasting away; they are
annihilated, reduced to nothing by the epidemics and not-
ably by that illness whose name “‘typhus” (in Greek tipos) .
signifies precisely: torpor, stupor, a kind of lethargy, a
rapid destruction of the faculties, sometimes up to the point
of death. Auschwitz is not ‘an extermination camp’ (an
anachronistic expression, and we know that anachronism is
one of the most reliable signs of the presence of a falsehood)
but the camp, yes, indeed, the camp par excellence of
general annihilation. Without doubt, just as the moment of
taking his post at Auschwitz, this newcomer, Dr. Kremer,
had heard his colleagues say: *'You know, this camp, they
call it the camp of annihilation. Look out for typhus! You
yourself also take the risk of contracting it and dying from
it.”

And, at the end of his entry for 2 September 1942, Dr.
Kremer puts an exclamation point. That point indicates the
doctor's emotion. If one conceals it, as does Wellers, the
phrase takes on another tone: one would perhaps believe
that the doctor is cruel and cynical. One would perhaps
believe that Dr. Kremer coldly thought: ‘“The Auschwitz
camp is called an ‘‘extermination camp.’” So it is. It is
indeed. Let us take things as they are.” In reality, he is
overwhelmed.

Due to lack of time, I cannot devote myself to the criticism
of the texts given by Léon Poliakov, by Serge Klarsfeld, by
the authorities of the State Museum of Oswiecim, by the
official translation of document NO-3408, etc. I would only
like to point out an especially serious fact. It concerns the
German courts. The court at Miinster which, in 1960 tried
Dr. Kremer, quite simply skipped over the word Draussen
when it reproduced the entry of 2 September 1942. It piled
up other serious dishonesties. Here is an example of them:
to overpower Dr. Kremer, the tribunal appealed to the
‘““Calendar of Events at Auschwitz” as it was drawn up by
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the Communist authorities in Poland. It is already strange
that a court in the western world thus shows confidence in
a document drawn up by Stalinists. But there is more. The
courts have established that, for most of the convoys that
arrived in the camp, the Polish in their “‘Calendar” indi-
cated with extraordinary precision the number of persons
“gassed.’” Since we know that, according to the Extermina-
tionist standard literature the people ‘‘gassed’’ were not the
object of any accounting, of any counting, an honest man
could only be astonished to read in this ‘‘Calendar’” that,
from the time when Dr. Kremer was at Auschwitz, they had,
on such and such a day, ‘‘gassed’’ 981 persons and, on
another day, 1594 other persons. Also, the court at Miinster
cynically used a subterfuge. It reproduced in its text num-
erous citations of the ‘“Calendar’ and while making it clear
that it was a question of this ‘*Calendar,” but. . .each time
that the “*Calendar” uses the word ‘‘vergast' (‘‘gassed’’),
the court itself substituted for that clumsy word the word
“umgebracht’ (‘‘killed’). Thus the reader of the judgement
at Miinster is deceived. Whoever might find it suspect that
they can talk to him about ‘981 gassed’ or about ‘1594
gassed’’, easily lets them talk to him about ‘981 dead" or
about 1594 dead.”

Finally, two remarks about the entries other than that of
2 September: (1) The expression anus mundi would not be
appropriate, it seems to me, to scenes of ‘‘gassings’’ but
rather to a repugnant and nauseating scene of groups of
people fallen prey to disgusting diseases, to dysentery, etc.
(2) When Dr. Kremer says that he was present at a special
action in rainy, cold weather or in grey and rainy autumn
weather, it is probable that those actions took place outside
in the open air, and not in a gas chamber.

6. THE TRUTH OF THE TEXTS: AUSCHWITZ AS PREY
TO EPIDEMICS DURING THE SUMMER OF 1942.

It is sufficient to read the diary with a minimum of good
faith in order to see the evidence. Here is the complemen-
tary information that this diary gives us. I will summarize it.
Dr. Kremer came to Auschwitz to replace a sick doctor
there. Typhus had ravaged not only the camp, but also the
German-Polish city of Auschwitz. Not only the internees
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struck, but also the German troops. There was typhus,
malaria, dysentery, tropical heat, innumerable flies, and
dust. The water was dangerous to drink. Diarrhea, vom-
iting, stomach aches made the atmosphere stink. The scene
of people reduced to nothing by typhus was demoralizing. In
that hell, Dr. Kremer himself contracted what he called
“the sickness of Auschwitz.”” However, he underwent sev-
eral vaccinations, at first against exanthematic typhus,
then against abdominal typhus (a name which, in itself,
would explain very well the term anus mundi). The princi-
pal bearer of typhus is the louse. On 1 September 1942, he
wrote: “‘In the afternoon was present at the gassing of a
block with Zyklon B against lice.” Zyklon B is stabilized
hydrocyanic acid. That product is still used today through-
out the entire world. Many documents prove to us that that
disinfection operation was delicate and could demand the
presence of a doctor to bring help, should the occasion
arise, to certified personnel charged with carrying out the
gassing of a barrack and, 21 hours after the beginning of
the airing out of such a barrack, testing for the disappear-
ance of the hydrocyanic acid before permitting people to
return to live in their barracks. On 10 October 1942, the
situation was so serious that, for everyone, there was a
quarantine of the camp. The wife of the Obersturmfiihrer or
Sturmbannfiihrer Casar died of typhus. All of the city of
Auschwitz was in bed, etc. It is sufficient to refer to the text
of the diary. For more details of that epidemic of the year
1942, one can also consult the calendar of the Hefte von
Auschwitz (year 1942). In the Anthology of the International
Auschwitz Committee, Volume [, second part, page 196 (in
the French edition), we read that the SS physician Dr.
Popiersch, head doctor of the garrison and of the camp, had
died of typhus on 24 April 1942 (four months before the
arrival of Dr. Kremer). In Volume II, first part, published
also in 1969, we read on page 129 and in note 14 on page 209
that the Polish physician Dr. Marian Ciepielowski of War-
saw also died of typhus while caring for the Soviet prison-
ers of war.

The work of Dr. Kremer at Auschwitz seems to have been
principally to devote himself to laboratory research, to dis-
sections, to anatomical studies. But it was also necessary
for him to be present at some corporal punishments and
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some executions. He was not present at the very arrival of
the convoys, but, once the division between those fit for
work and those not fit for work had been made, he arrived,
in a car with driver, from his hotel room in Auschwitz (room
#26 at the Train Station Hotel). What took place then? Did
he lead people into some ‘‘gas chambers’ or to disinfection?
Let us see below what they claim that he said first in 1947 to
the Polish communists; secondly, in 1960 to the court at
Miinster; and thirdly, in 1964 to the court at Frankfurt.

7. THE TRUTH OF THE TEXTS: NO “GASSING."”

We recall that, in his diary, on the date of 12 October
1942, Dr. Kremer wrote:

[...] Was present at night at another special action with a
draft from Holland (1600 persons). Horrible scene in front of
the last bunker! This was the 10th special action.

In the same manner, on 18 October he wrote:

In wet and cold weather was on this Sunday morning pre-
sent at the 11th special action (from Holland). Terrible
scenes when 3 women begged to have their bare lives
spared.

These two texts are easy to intrepret. The ‘‘last bunker”
could only be the bunker of barracks #11; it was located at
the end of the camp of Auschwitz (the original camp) and
not at Birkenau or near Birkenau which is 3 km. away. The
executions took place in what they called the courtyard of
block 11. Itis there thatis located the ‘‘black wall.”’ It
happened usually that persons condemned to death were
transported into a concentration camp to be executed
there. Such was probably the case with the three women
who came from the Netherlands. I suppose that it would be
“easy to find their names and the motives for their condem-
nation either in the archives at Auschwitz or in those of the
Historical Institute in Amsterdam. In either case, these
three women were shot. _

‘The Polish have been terribly embarrassed by this ref-
erence to the ‘‘last bunker.” By a sleight of hand they have
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converted this bunker which is in the singular into. . .peas-
ant farms allegedly transformed into ‘‘gas chambers’” and
located near Birkenau. And there the absurdities pile up.
What is the doctor supposed to have done? NOTHING. He
remained seated in his car, at a distance. And what did he
see of a ‘‘gassing’’ of human beings? NOTHING. What can
he tell us about what took place after the alleged
““gassing’’? NOTHING, since he left by car with his driver
(and the medical orderly?). He is not able to talk either
about the installation, nor about the processing of putting to
death, nor about the personnel employed in this putting to
death, nor of the precautions taken to enter into an incred-
ibly dangerous place. It is not Dr. Kremer who will tell us
how some men would be able to enter into this terrible place
“A SHORT MOMENT" after the alleged victims finished
crying out. It is not he who will be able to let us know by
what secret means they were able to pull out some thou-
sands of bodies saturated with cyanide lying amidst vapors
of hydrocynanic acid, and all that done with bare hands
(although that acid poisons by contact with the skin), with-
out gas masks (although this gas is overwhelming), while
eating and smoking (although this gas is inflammable and
explosive). It is Rudolf Héss, in his spontaneous confessions
to the same Polish court, who recounted all of those aston-
ishing things. Let’s be decent about this. Let us suppose that
the members of the Sonderkommando (Special Detachment)
nevertheless did possess some gas masks, provided with the
particularly strong filter, the J filter, against hydrocyanic
acid. I am afraid that we are no further ahead. I have in
fact here, in front of me, a text from a technical manual of
the American army, translated from the text of an Amer-
ican manual dating from 1943 (The Gas Mask, technical
manual No. 3-205, War Department, Washington, 9 October
1941, a manual prepared under the direction of the Chief of
the Chemical Warfare Service, U.S. Printing Office, 1941,
144 pages.) Here is what is written on page 55 (I write the
most important words in CAPITALS):

It should also be remembered that a man may be overcome
by the absorption of hydrocyanic gas through the skin; a con-
centration of 2 percent hydrocyanic acid gas being sufficient
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to thus overcome a man in about 10 minutes. Therefore,
EVEN IF ONE WEARS A GAS MASK, exposure to concen-
trations of hydrocyanic gas of 1 percent by volume or
greater should be made only in case of necessity and then
FOR A PERIOD NO LONGER THAN 1 MINUTE AT A TIME. In
general, places containing this gas should be well ventilated
with fresh air before the wearer of the mask enters, thus
reducing the concentration of hydrocyanic gas to low frac-
tional percentages.

The spontaneous confessions of Dr. Kremer with those
closures ‘‘provided with a sliding door for secure closing”
make us laugh. The total airtightness demanded by a homi-
cidal gas chamber using hydrocyanic acid would be impos-
sible to achieve with a sliding door. But how could Dr.
Kremer, who had never left his car, describe that door as if
he had seen it? And the SS man who released the gas—
how did he do it? Did he release ‘‘the contents of a box of
Zyklon through an opening in the wall’’ (version of the
confession of 1947)? Or ‘‘by some shafts (Einwurfschachte)”
(version of 1960)? Or indeed through a ‘‘dormer window”
that he reached "*above’ while going up ‘‘by a ladder” (ver-
sion of 1964)? Everything in these confessions is empty and
vague. One can simply deduce from them with certainty two
things which are quite probable:

(1) Dr. Kremer convoyed some people who were led into
some barracks in order to undress (and without doubt
they next went to disinfection or to the showers);

(2) Dr. Kremer was present at some gassings of buildings or
of barracks for their disinfection by Zyklon B.

It was while helping himself by the combining of these
two real experiences that he constructed for his accusers
or his accusers constructed for him the poor and absurd
account of the ‘‘gas chambers.” A very characteristic point
of the false testimonies regarding the homicidal ‘‘gassings’’
is the following: the accused says that he was at a certain
distance from the place of the crime; the most that one can

find is a defendant who said that he had been forced to
release the Zyklon through a hole in the roof of the ‘‘gas
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chamber’ or even one who ‘*had helped push’ the victims
into the ‘‘gas chamber.” That ought to remind us of the
unfortunates who in the Middle Ages were accused of
having met the devil on such and such a day, at such and
such an hour, in such and such a place. They would have
been able to deny it fiercely. They would have been able to
go so far as to say: ‘“You know very well that I could not
have met with the devil for one excellent reason, which is
that the devil does not exist.”” The unfortunates would have
condemned themselves by such responses. They had only
one way out: to play the game of their accusers, to admit
that the devil was there without doubt, but. . .at the top of
the hill, while they themselves, located below, heard the
horrible noise (sobs, groans, cries, racket) made by the
victims of the devil. It is shameful that in the middle of the
20th century there are found so many judges and also so
many lawyers who will admit as evidence the bewildering
confessions of so many accused persons without having
ever had the least curiosity to ask them what they had
really seen, seen with their own eyes, without posing to
them some technical questions, without going on to some
comparisons between the most obviously contradictory ex-
planations. Unfortunately I must say in their defense that
even some intelligent technicians and even some well-
informed chemists imagine that almost any small place can
easily be transformed into a homicidal ‘‘gas chamber.”
None of those people has had the chance to visit an Ameri-
can gas chamber. They would understand the enormity of
their error. The first Americans who thought about ex-
ecuting a condemned man by gas also imagined that it
would be easy. It was when they tried to actually do it that
they understood that they risked gassing not only the con-
demned man but also the governor and the employees of the
penitentiary. They needed many years to perfect a nearly
reliable gas chamber.

As to the “'special actions” of Dr. Kremer, they are easy
to understand. It is simply a question of what, in the vocab-
ulary of the French Army, is called by the pompous name of
“missions extraordinaires.”” 1 believe that the American
equivalent is ‘‘special assignment.”” A *‘special assignment”’
does not imply necessarily that there is a moving of the
person. It is a question of a sudden assignment which comes
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to break the habitual unfolding of his duties. Dr. Kremer, for
example, worked especially in the laboratory but, from time
to time, he was required for extra work: reception of a
convoy to be led to disinfection, sorting out the contagious
or the sick in the hospital, etc. It is thus that as a good
military man and as an orderly man he noted in his diary
each of those tasks which were, probably, each time worth
a supplementary allowance to him, as to the SS volunteers
who cleaned the railroad cars at the arrival of each convoy.
In any case, if Auschwitz appeared to him like a hell, it was
not at all because of frightful crimes like the executions of
crowds of human beings in the enclosures allegedly turned
into ‘‘gas chambers,"” but because of the typhus, malaria,
dysentery, the infernal heat, the flies, the lice, the dust. One
can determine that by a slightly attentive reading of the
very text of his diary. That is what I, for my part, did first.
And then, one day, I fell by chance upon the proof, the
material proof, that such was indeed the correct interpre-
tation.

8. TEXTUAL CONFIRMATION OF THE CORRECTNESS
OF THE REVISIONIST INTREPRETATION OF THE
DIARY OF DR. KREMER

On page 42 of Justiz und NS-Verbrechen we learn that in
the trial at Miinster, in 1960, Dr. Kremer had had someone
appear as a witness for his defense. That witness was a
woman whose name began with Gla. (German law author-
izes that, in a public document, certain names may be
revealed only in abridged form.) That name was very prob-
ably that of Miss Glaser, the daughter of Dr. Kremer's
housekeeper; one about whom he speaks on several occa-
sions in his diary. The witness brought to the court some
post cards and some letters that the doctor had sent to her
at the time of his stay in Auschwitz. The witness said that
the doctor “*had not been in agreement with what took place
at Auschwitz" and that he had hurried to leave the camp.
Miss Gla[ser] then put into evidence a letter of 21 October
1942 that Dr. Kremer had sent to her. The content of it is of
extreme importance, which apparently eluded the tribunal.
It proves that, when Dr. Kremer spoke of the Auschwitz
camp as a hell, it was indeed as I have said, because of the



typhus and the other epidemics. Here are the very words
used by the doctor in his letter:

I don't really know for certain, but I expect, however, that
I'll be able to be in Miinster before 1 December, and thus
finally turn my back on this hell of Auschwitz where, in__
addition to the typh01d and so on, typhus has once again |
broken out strongly. .

Here is therefore that *'Dante’s Inferno’’ from the entry of
2 September 1942! Professor of Medicine Johann Paul
Kremer had seen the horrors of a formidable epidemic at
Auschwitz wiping out internees and guards; he had not
seen monstrous ‘‘gassing’’ operations, exterminating
crowds of human beings.

9. THE HUMAN CHARACTER OF DR. KREMER

In considering his life and reading his diary, we perceive
that Dr, Kremer was absolutely not a brute, or a fanatic or
a cynical human being. He was human, too human; he was a
free spirit but perhaps without great courage. He had
quickly become a sort of ‘‘old boy’’ attached above all to his
profession. In the first pages of Volume XVII of Justiz und
NS-Verbrechen his biography is sketched out. Johann Paul
Kremer was born in 1883 near Cologne of a father who,
after having been a miller, became a peasant. He did his
advanced studies at the Universities of Heidelberg, Stras-
bourg and Berlin. He obtained a doctorate in philosophy
and a doctorate in medicine. He worked in succession at the
Charité Hospital in Berlin, at the hospital of Berlin-Neukoln,
at the surgical clinic of the University of Bonn, at the ana-
tomical institute of the same university; finally, he became a
deputy lecturer at the University of Miinster; he gave
courses there up until 1945 (when he was 62 years old).
Those courses dealt with the doctrine of heredity, sports
medicine, X-rays, and especially anatomy. In 1932, at the
age of 48, he joined the National-Socialist Party. In 1936, at
the age of 52, he was made SS-Sturmmann (soldier of the
first class). In 1941, at the age of 57, he was promoted to
Untersturmfiihrer (second lieutenant) in the Waffen-SS. He
served his active duty. He was in the service only at the
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time of university vacations. In 1942 he spent two months at
Dachau as a doctor attached to the SS hospital; he had not
contact with the camp of the internees. In 1941, at the age of _
57, he published a paper on heredity which seems to have
brought him some worries in regard to the official author-
ities. In August of 1942, he was serving at the SS hospital in
Prague when, suddenly, he received an assignment for Aus-
chwitz to replace a doctor who had fallen ill there. He
stayed at Auschwitz from 30 August to 18 November 1942,
and then he resumed his activity at the anatomical institute
of the city of Munster. He was 58 years old. He served as
the president of the Discipline Commission of North West-
phalia of the Union of National Socialist Doctors. In 1943, he
was named Lieutenant in the reserves of the Waffen-SS.
Here is how he was judged:

Calm personality, correct; sure of himself, energetic; above
the average in general culture; excellent understanding of
his specialty. Lengthy education as surgeon and anatomist;
since 1936, deputy lecturer at the Univeristy of Miinster.

On 12 August 1945, he was arrested at his home in Miinster
by the British occupying forces (the ‘‘automatic arrest” of
former SS men). They seized his diary at his home. He was
interned at Neuengamme, then turned over to the Poles. He
was imprisoned at Stettin, then in succession in fourteen
Polish prisons, then finally in the prison at Cracow. The
preliminary investigation of the case was carried out by the
famous judge Jan Sehn, the same one to whom we owe the
interrogations of Rudolf Hdss and the confession, ‘‘spontan-
eous’’ no doubt, of Rudolf Hoss. In 1947, at the age of nearly
64 years, he was freed for good conduct, because of his
advanced age and since he was ill. He returned to his home,
at Miinster. He was arrested on the order of the German
court, then freed on bail. At the time he was receiving a
pension of DM 70 per week. He had married in 1920, at the
.age of 37, but he was separated from his wife at the end of
two months since she suffered from schizophrenia. He had
not been able to obtain a divorce until twenty years later, in
1942. Dr. Kremer did not have any children. A housekeeper
took care of him. Unless I am mistaken, he was never at the
front nor did he ever fire a shot, except, without doubt, in
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training. He kept his diary beginning at the age of 15%4. I
have not read the part of his diary prior to the Second
World War. On 29 November 1960 Dr. Kremer, age 76, was
condemned to ten years in prison but those ten years were
considered as purged. In consideration of his advanced age,
his civil rights were only cancelled for five years. He was
condemned to pay the court costs, he was deprived of his
responsibility as course attache, deprived of his title of
professor and deprived, I believe, of his two doctorates. On
4 June 1964 he came to the witness stand in the ‘‘Frankfurt
Trial” to testify against the ‘‘Auschwitz guards.” 1 doubt
that this old man of 80 years thus came spontaneously to
make charges against his compatriots in the hysterical at-
mosphere of this famous witch trial. His ‘‘spontaneous con-
fessions' to the Polish communists were thus, to the end of
his existence, to cling to his skin like the tunic of Nessus. It
was thus that beginning in 1945 the existence of this pro-
fessor had become a drama. Here therefore is a man who
had devoted his life to relieving the sufferings of his fellow
men: the drama of a war lost and then he was made offici-
ally a sort of monster who had, it seemed, suddenly devoted
two and one-half months of his life to gigantic massacres of
human beings according to a truly Satanical industrial
method.

The diary of Dr. Kremer is dull in style (at least that part
that I have read) but when one considers what was the
destiny of that diary and of its author, one cannot prevent
oneself from thinking of it as a work which, very much more
than some highly valued historical or literary testimonies, is
profoundly upsetting. I think often of that old man. I think
sometimes also of his tormentors. I do not know what be-
came of Dr. Kremer. If he were still alive today, he would be
97 years old. I hope that one day a student will write a
biography of this man and that to do so he will visit the city
of Miinster (Westphalia) where there certainly still live
some people who knew —permit me to return to him his
titles—Professor Doctor Johann Paul Kremer.

Dr. Kremer certainly did not have National Socialist con-
victions. On 13 January 1943 he wrote in his diary: *‘There is
no Aryan, Negroid, Mongoloid or Jewish science, only a true

or a false one.” On the same date, he furthermore wrote
this:
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[...]I had never even dreamed there existed anything like
‘‘a gagged science.’’ By such manoeuvres, science has
received a mortal blow and has been banished from the
-country! The situation in Germany today is not any better
than in the times when Galileo had been forced to recant and
when science had been threatened by tortures and the stake.
Where, for Heaven's sake, is that situation going to lead us
to in the twentieth century!!! I could almost feel ashamed to
be a German. And so shall I have to end my days as the
victim of science and the fanatic of truth.

In reality, he was to end his days as the victim of the
political lie and as a poor man obliged to lie.

At the date of 1 March 1943, we read in his diary:

Went today to shoemaker Grevsmiihl to be registered and
saw there a leaflet sent him from Kattowitz by the Socialist
Party of Germany. The leaflet informed that we had already
liquidated 2 million Jews, by shooting or gassing.

The Exterminationist historians do not use the argument
that this passage of the diary seems to furnish them. On
reflection, that is understandable. Every one knows well
that a thousand rumors of German atrocities circulated
during the war. The socialist opposition made use of them,
as did all of the opponents of Hitler. In this type of tract one
says anything and everything. That is the rule for that type
of work. Dr. Kremer made no commentary on that pamphlet.
Perhaps he believed in what the author of the tract stated.
It is even probable since he took the trouble to note it. That
is precisely what is interesting about this incident. Dr.
Kremer must certainly not have been a very good Nazi, or
otherwise his shoemaker would not have run the risk of
making him read a secret pamphlet, and especially a pam-
phlet “which had been addressed to him." This last detail
indeed proves that Dr. Kremer did not fear to confide to his
diary very delicate information.

On 26 July 1945, or about two and one half months after
the German surrender, Dr. Kremer witnessed the distress
of his fellow countrymen. That distress wrung from him
nearly the same words as did the horrors of Auschwitz. I
present in italic type those words in the quotation that
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follows:

The weather is still very hot and dry. The corn ripens before
its time, gnats are pestering us more and more, the for-
eigners* are still greatly worrying the starving, needy and
homeless inhabitants. People are crowded into goods trains
like cattle pushed hither and thither, while at night they try
to find shelter in the stench of dirty and verminous bunkers.
Quite indescribable is the fate of these poor refugees, driven
into uncertainty by death, hunger and despair.

*(The Polish authorities here have altered the original Ger-
man text, which spoke not of “‘foreigners” but of ‘“Rus-
sians, Poles and Italians.")

The fact that immediately after this passage Dr. Kremer
spoke about the gathering of berries does not mean that he
was insensitive to the suffering of his fellow countrymen.
Anyone who keeps a diary passes in this way, without
transition, from the serious to the trifling. After the death of
a person dear to him, Goethe noted something to the effect:
“Death of Christiane!! I slept well. I feel better.”” And this
“better’’ referred to health—his own health—which up
until then had given him some concern. As to Kafka, [
believe that I recall that on that day he had gone to the
swimming pool. I am not sure of these quotations and I
propose to verify them one day.

10. FORCED CONFESSIONS

We all know that forced confessions are common coin-
age, especially in time of war. The GIs in Korea, as in
Vietnam, did not fail to confess ‘‘spontaneously” to the
worst absurdities. People often believe that ‘‘spontaneous
confessions' are a specialty of the Communist world. That
ignores the fact that the French, British and Americans
made great use of torture towards, for example, the con-
quered of the last war. As regards what the French did, I
have carried out an investigation of an almost surgical
precision on the summary executions in a whole small re-
gion of France at the time of the Liberation in 1944. It is
absolutely impossible to have my manuscript published,
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given the scandal that it would cause and that would have
repercussions, I can tell you, right up to the Presidency of

the Republic, which is opposed (imagine it!) to the exhum-

ation of people who were executed by units of the Maquis.
Those people were sometimes tortured. But experience has
also taught me that it is necessary to distrust some tales of
physical torture. There are some perverted persons who
take a real pleasure in inventing all sorts of stories of that
kind. In The Hoax of the Twentieth Century, on pages 188-
192, Dr. Butz presents a profound and suggestive analysis of
forced confessions and torture. His brilliant intelligence,
not to say his genius, dictates to him sometimes, as you well
know, observations of such great pertinence that one is
astonished and is ashamed not to have made them oneself.
Here is an example of that, dealing with physical torture; it
is not lacking in humor:

Finally we should observe that almost none of us, certainly
not this author, has ever experienced torture at the hands of
professionals bent on a specific goal, and thus we might sus-
pect, to put it quite directly, that we simply do not know
what we are talking about when we discuss the possibilities
of torture. (page 192)

It is, I think, easy to obtain forced confessions from a man
whom one holds at his mercy. Physical torture is not absol-
utely necessary. I mean to say that it is not absolutely
necessary to strike the victim. It is sufficient sometimes to
shout and to threaten. A seclusion and a prolonged isola-
tion, as was the case with Aldo Moro, can create a feeling
of panic and lead to a sort of madness. One will be prepared
to sign any kind of declaration in order to get out of there. If
an officer refuses a confession, he can be threatened with
losing his men, and vice versa. They will threaten him with
losing his wife and his children. I am sure that all physical
or mental resistance can be wiped out by very simple
means. For example, they will offer a prisoner conditions of
lodging worthy of a decent hotel and will give him as much
as he wishes to eat, but. . .they will give him nothing to
drink. Or indeed he will have enough to eat and to drink, but
they will light his cell day and night with such power (see
the example of Niirnberg) that he will no longer be able to
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sleep. Very quickly he will become a human rag prepared to
mutter any kind of confession.

One fearful effect of torture is to bring the victim closer to
his torturer. The panting victim detaches himself in thought
from those whom he ought to love in order to attach himself
to the one whom he ought to fear and hate. He no longer
wishes to have anything in common with those whose ideas
he shares: he comes to hate those ideas and those people
because those ideas, finally, have cost him too much suf-
fering and those people—his friends—appear to him as a
living reproach. To the contrary, there is everything to
expect from the torturer. He is in possession of power,
which always, in spite of everything, enjoys a certain pres-
tige. The gods are on his side. It is he who possesses the
solution to all your sufferings. The torturer is going to
propose to you this solution when, if he wished, he could kill
you on the spot or torture you without respite. That tor-
turer, who proposes that you sign a simple sheet of paper on
which some words are written, he is good. How can you
resist him when you feel yourself to be so weak and so
alone? That torturer becomes irresistible when, in place of
demanding from you a confession that is precise and totally
contrary to the truth, he proposes to you a sort of compro-
mise: a vague confession based on a partial truth. In 1963-
1965, at the Frankfurt trial, the judge of the tribunal had as
his first concern not the truth, since he thought that the
truth had already been completely found, but the measuring
of THE DEGREE OF REPENTANCE of each of the accused!
On page 512 of the book by Hermann Langbein, cited above,
we see the judge show his preoccupation with discerning to
what degree the accused Pery Broad had a feeling of Evil:
he declared in all candor: ‘*You see, an awarness of wrong
doing plays a large part in this proceeding.” How many
times must the German defendants have heard that remark
from the mouths of their jailers, their investigating magis-
trates, and especially from their lawyers! After that, how
would an intelligent and sensible man like Pery Broad re-
fuse to tell the stupid story about an anonymous SS man
whom he is supposed to have noticed one day, from a
distance, in the process of releasing a mysterious liquid
through the opening of the ceiling of. . .the *'gas chamber”
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of Auschwitz (the original camp)? Pery Broad probably
knew that no one would come to ask him, among other
questions:

But how could you know that that was the ceiling of a ‘‘gas
chamber’ and not of a morgue? Did you enter into the place?
If you did, can you tell us how it was arranged? Is it not mad
on the part of the Germans to have placed a ‘‘gas chamber”’
just under the windows of that SS hospital and under the
windows of the administrative building where you found
yourself on that day? The evacuation of vapor from the
hydrocyanic gas would therefore have been directed toward
the SS men of the hospital or the SS men of the administra-
tion? Isn't that so?

Such are the questions that the tribunal did not ask Pery
Broad.

It would be inhuman to reproach Pery Broad, Dr. Kremer,
Rudolf Hoss, and some SS men again for their absurd forced
confessions. One must be astonished at the laughable num-
ber of those confessions when one thinks of the hundreds of
SS men from the concentration camps who were imprisoned
by the Allies. Among all those who were hanged or shot or
who committed suicide, how many left confessions? A hand-
ful regarding the subject of the alleged ‘‘gas chambers." In
regard to other subjects, perhaps there are more numerous
confessions. I am led to believe that the Polish and the
Soviets must have obtained a crowd of confessions; the SS
men had to charge each other as all the men of the same
lost-cause were more or less obliged to do. If there were
very few confessions from the SS men concerning the ‘‘gas
chambers,’ it was not thanks to the courage of the SS
men—since, once again, it seems to me that no one can truly
resist a torturer who is something of a psychologist—but
quite simply because, on this subject, their torturers did not
know very well what to make them state precisely. Not
having any material reality on which to construct their lies
about the ‘‘gas chambers'’ —those slaughterhouses which
in fact never existed—the torturers were reduced to in-
venting some poor things and some stereotypes that they
attributed to people like Rudolf Hoss, Pery Broad and
Johann Paul Kremer.
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11. A PRACTICAL CONCLUSION

In conclusion, if, in your presence, an Exterminationist

should base his thesis about the reality of the ‘‘gas cham-
bers” of Auschwitz or of any other camp on the argument

of some confessions, here, in my opinion, is the conduct to
follow:

1.

2.

3.

7.

Ask if he will first enumerate those confessions one by
one;

Ask him to point out the confession which, in his opinion,
is the most convincing;

Agree to read that one confession in the language (acces-
sible for you) and in the form that, again, your questioner
will freely choose;

Compare the supposedly original text of that confession
with the text that your questioner will have furnished to
you;

Decipher that text line by line and word by word, without
making it say either more or less than it does say; note
carefully what the author of the confession alleges that
he personally saw, heard or did; a traditional trick of the
German courts has consisted, as was the case for the
judgement of Johann Paul Kremer at Miinster in 1960, in
slipping a weak confession that the accused made into a
very long presentation about ‘‘gassing’ in such a way
that the reader believes that the whole report comes
from the accused; the reader imagines that the accused
made a detailed report of the events; it is nothing of the
kind; it is necessary to ‘‘scour’ from the text all of the
contributions of the judge in order to make the judgement
that the testimony is nearly as inconsistent as it is brief
and vague.

See if the confession stands up, if it is coherent, if it does
not break any law of physics or of elementary chemistry;
be very materialistic, as if you had to study a miracle
from Lourdes; try to see the places where the action is
said to have taken place; see what remains of it; some
ruins can be very instructive; seek out the plans of the
places or of the buildings;

See, possibly, if the text of the confession is in the
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handwriting of the man who confessed; see if this text is

in his mother tongue or in another language; the Allies

usually made the Germans sign texts drawn up in French

(Josef Kramer) or in English (Rudolf Hoss) and they

added in all peace of conscience that they guaranteed

that this text had been translated to the accused in his
own language, very faithfully (and that besides in the
absence of any lawyer);

8. Seek to know who obtained that confession, when and
how; ask yourself the question: upon whom did the man
who confessed depend for drinking, for eating and for
sleeping?

I do not think that I need to add other recommendations
(for example, as to the material or documentary authen-
ticity of the text to be studied). You understood that I am
setting out a method of investigation that is elementary and
not at all original. It is a routine method that one would
apply automatically if it were a question of ordinary crim-
inal matters which are exceptional by their supposed
nature, very far from redoubling prudence and making
appeal to a proven method, they display an incredible light-
ness. The good method always consists when it is a question
of an inquest, of an analysis or of whatever work, of
“beginning with the beginning.”” In fact, experience has
taught me that often nothing is more difficult and less spon-
taneous than ‘‘to begin with the beginning.” It is only after
some years of research on the ‘‘gas chambers” and after
having pronounced those words ‘‘gas chambers” perhaps
several thousands of times that one fine day I woke up with
the following question: ‘*‘But in fact, what indeed can those
words signify? To what material reality can they indeed
relate?” To ask those questions was to very quickly find in
them an answer. That answer you know: it is that the
homicidal ‘‘gas chambers’ of the Germans were only born
in sick minds. It is time that the entire world wakes up and
realizes this. Germany, in particular, ought to wake up from
this frightful nightmare. It is time that a truthful history of
the Second World War be written.



Confessions of SS Men who were at Auschwitz 135

NOTES

I reproduce here the text of the entry of 2 September 1942
(Diary of Johann Paul Kremer) after the photocopy of the
original as it is found in the National Archives in Washing-
ton (Doc. #N0O-3408). Some Exterminationist works repro-
duce the photograph of this entry among other entries from
the diary. But the reader has little chance to go about
deciphering each word of the German handwriting of Dr.
Kremer. He will be inclined to have confidence in the
printed reproduction that they will propose to him, for
example, in the margin; that is the case with KL Auschwitz,
Arbeit Macht Frei, edited by the International Auschwitz
Committee, 96 pages (not dated). On page 48 there appears
a photograph of a manuscript page of the diary on which
are found three entries relating to five dates (1 through 5
September 1942). In the margin, you discover the alleged
printed reproduction of the single entry of 2 September.
That reproduction appears in French, English and German.
In French and English the text is outrageously distorted. In
German, it was very difficult to distort the text in a similar
way since the photocopy of the manuscript is available to
the reader. But we must have unlimited confidence that the
Exterminationists will falsify texts that embarrass them.
The International Auschwitz Committee has found a solu-
tion thanks to a typographical trick. After the word Sonder-
aktion the authors of the book have printed in the same
typeface the following parenthesis, as if it were from Dr.
Kremer: '*So wurde die Selektion und das Vergasen
genannt” (“*“Thus did they refer to selection and gassing’’).
Either the reader, as is highly probable, will not notice the
difference between the manuscript text and the printed text
and then will believe it to be a confidence imparted by Dr.
Kremer, which will appear to him to be all the more normal
since, according to an Exterminationist myth, the Nazis
spent their time inventing a coded language in order to
cover up their crimes; or else the reader will see the dif-
ference between the texts and then the authors will plead a
simple and innocent typographical error. Serge Klarsfeld,
as I said above, has used this fallacious page in his Mem-
orial of the Deportation of the Jews from France. It is thus
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that historical tricks are spread and perpetuated. Here is
the original manuscript text in its authentic form:

Zum 1. Male draussen um 3 Uhr friih bei einer Sonderaktion
zugegen. Im Vergleich hierzu erscheint mir das Dante’ sche
Inferno fast wie eine Komodie. Umsonst wird Auschwitz
nicht das Lager der Vernichtung genannt!

Finally, here is the text of the passage from the letter of
21 October 1942 addressed to Miss Gla[ser]:

[...] Definitiven Bescheid habe ich allerdings noch nicht
erwarte jedoch, dass ich vor dem 1. Dezember wieder in
Miinster sein kann and so endgultig dieser Hélle Auschwitz
den Riikken gekehrt habe, wo ausser Fleck usw. sich
nunmehr auch der Typhus machtig bemerkbar macht. . .

I reproduce the text with its errors in punctuation and
spelling.



The Civil War Concentration Camps

MARK WEBER

No aspect of the American Civil War left behind a greater
legacy of bitterness and acrimony than the treatment of
prisoners of war. ‘*‘Andersonville” still conjures up images -
of horror unmatched in American History. And although
Northern partisans still invoke the infamous Southern camp
to defame the Confederacy, the Union had its share of
equally horrific camps. Prison camps on both sides pro-
duced scenes of wretched, disease-ridden and emaciated
prisoners as repulsive as any to come out of the Second
World War.

Partisans in both the North and the South produced
wildly exaggerated novels, reminiscences of prisoners, jour-
nalistic accounts and even official government reports
which charged the enemy with wanton criminal policies of
murderous intent. It took several decades for Revisionist
historians to separate fact from propagandistic fancy and
deliberate distortion from misunderstanding. Even today
the bitter legacy of hate lingers on in widespread but often
grossly distorted accounts from this tragic chapter of
American history.

Neither side deliberately set out to maltreat prisoners.
Arrangements were made hurriedly to deal with unexpec-
ted masses of men. As neither side expected the war to last
long, these measures were only makeshifts undertaken with
minimum expenditure. Management was bad on both sides,
but worse in the South owing to poorer, more decentralized
organization and more meager resources. Thus, prisoners
held by the Union were somewhat better off.

In the first phase of the war, 1861-1862, the relatively
small numbers of prisoners taken by both sides were well
treated. Both sides agreed to a prisoner exchange
arrangement which operated during the latter half of 1862.
Under the cartel, captives remaining after the exchanges
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were paroled. But the agreement broke down, in part
because of Northern refusal to recognize the Confederate
authorities as anything other than ‘“rebels,” and in part
over the Negro question.

“In a war of this kind, words are things. If we must
address Davis as president of the Confederacy, we cannot
exchange and the prisoners should not wish it,”" declared
the influential Harper's Weekly.

Following the promulgation of the Emancipation Proc-
lamation on New Year's Day, 1863, the North began en-
listing former slaves into the Federal army. Confederate
President Jefferson Davis declared that ‘‘all Negro slaves
captured in arms’ and their White officers should be de-
livered over to the South to be dealt with according to law.
That could mean rigorous prosecution under strict laws
relating to Negro insurrections.

Still, special exchanges on a reduced scale continued, but
from 1863 onwards, both sides were holding large numbers
of prisoners.

On 17 April 1864, General Grant ordered that no more
Confederate prisoners were to be paroled or exchanged
until there were released a sufficient number of Union
officers and men to equal the parolees at Vicksburg and
Port Hudson and unless the Confederate authorities would
agree to make no distinction whatsoever between White
and Negro prisoners.

On 10 August, the Confederate government offered to
exchange officer for officer and man for man, accompan-
ying the proposal with a statement on conditions at Ander-
sonville. This offer induced General Grant to reveal his real
reason for refusing any further exchanges. “‘Every man we
hold, when released on parole or otherwise,” Grant re-
ported to Washington, “‘becomes an active soldier against
us at once either directly or indirectly. If we commence a
system of exchange which liberates all prisoners taken, we
will have to fight on until the whole South is exterminated. If
we hold those caught they amount to no more than dead
men. At this particular time to release all rebel prisoners
North would insure Sherman’'s defeat and would compro-
mise our safety here.”” (Rhodes, pp499-500)

In October, Lee proposed to Grant another man-to-man
exchange of prisoners. Grant asked whether Lee would turn
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over Negro troops ‘‘the same as White soldiers?”” When Lee
declared that ‘Negroes belonging to our citizens are not
considered subjects of exchange,” the negotiations com-
pletely broke down.

After the cessation of prisoner exchanges under the car-
tel, the camps of the South became crowded and the grow-
ing poverty of the Confederacy resulted in excessive suf-
fering in the Southern stockades. Reports about these con-
ditions in the Northern press created the belief that the ill
treatment was part of a deliberate policy. The inevitable
war hatred made such a belief readily credible.

After the war, Confederate partisans laid responsibility
for camp conditions (on both sides) at the feet of the Federal -
authorities. They pointed to the Northern cancellation of
the parole and exchange cartel which put a heavy and
unexpected strain on the Southern prisoner program. They
also condemned the North for its deliberate cut in rations
for Confederate prisoners as a reaction to reports of bad
conditions in the Southern camps.

The best known of all the Civil War camps today is
Andersonville. Officially designated Camp Sumter, the pri-
son stockade was located in south-central Georgia, about 20
miles from Plains. More than 45 000 Union soldiers were
confined there between February 1864, when the first pri-
soners arrived, and April 1865, when it was captured. Of
these, 12 912 died, about 28 percent of the total, and were
buried on the camp grounds, now a National Cemetery.
(Baker, p10)

Andersonville was a prison for enlisted soldiers. After
the first few months, officers were confined at Macon. The
camp was originally designed to hold 10 000 men, but by
late June that number bad jumped to 26 000. By August the
26Y2 acre camp was holding over 32 000 soldiers. Over-
crowding continued to remain a serious problem. Guards
kept watch from sentry boxes and shot any prisoner who
crossed a wooden railing called the ‘‘deadline.” A strip of
ground between the ‘‘deadline” and the palisades was
called the "*deadrun.”

The Confederates lacked necessary tools for adequate
housing. Some of the early prisoners were able to construct
a few rude huts of scrap wood. Many more sought shelter in
dilapidated tents. Others dug holes in the ground for protec-
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tion, but hundreds had no shelter of any kind against the
pouring rain, southern heat and winter cold.

No clothing was provided, and many prisoners who were
transferred to Andersonville from other camps were
dressed only in rags. Even decent clothing deteriorated
quickly, and some prisoners had virtually nothing to wear.

The prisoners received the same daily ration as the
guards: one and one-fourth pound of corn meal and either
one pound of beef or one-third pound of bacon. The meager
diet was only occasionally supplemented with beans, rice,
peas or molasses. Northern soldiers were unused to this ra-
tion. But Southern troopers had fought long and hard on the
usual fare of ““hog and hominy."”

A stream flowed through the treeless stockade, dividing it
roughly in half. It quickly became polluted with waste,
creating a horrible stench over the whole camp.

Almost 30 percent of the prisoners confined to Ander-
sonville during the camp’s 13 month existence died there.
Most succumbed to dysentery, gangrene, diarrhea and
scurvy. The Confederates lacked adequate facilities, per-
sonnel and medical supplies to arrest the diseases. An
average of more than 900 prisoners died each month. The
poorly-equipped and -staffed camp hospital was woefully
inadequate to deal with the wretched conditions. Confed-
erate surgeon Joseph Jones called Andersonville ‘‘a giant
mass of human misery."

Thieves and murderers among the prisoners stole food
and clothing from their comrades. The most notorious were
part of a large, organized group called the ‘*‘Andersonville
Raiders’ which held sway within the stockade for nearly
four months. Robberies and murders were daily occurren-
ces until six of the ringleaders were caught and hanged.
Other members of the Raiders were forced to run a gauntlet
of club-wielding prisoners.

The camp guard force consisted of four regiments of the
Georgia militia, generally made up of undisciplined older
" men and untrained young men. Efforts by the camp com-
mander to replace them with more seasoned soldiers re-
mained futile since every able-bodied man was needed to
meet Gen. Sherman's troops advancing toward Atlanta.

Prisoners on both sides were held in some 150 prison
camps. And while Andersonville is the best remembered,



Civil War Concentration Lamps 1°21

several others equalled or even surpassed the Georgia
camp in squalor and deadliness.

Some 12 000 Union soldiers were confined at Richmond in
several centers, the worst of which was Belle Isle, a low-
lying island on the James River. Less than half of the 6000
prisoners could seek shelter in tents; most slept on the
ground without clothing or blankets. Many had no pants,
shirts or shoes, and went without fuel or soap. At least ten
men died a day in vermin-ridden conditions of inexpressible
filthiness. The entire surface of the island compound be-
came saturated with putrid waste matter. Hospitals for the
prisoners in Richmond quickly became overcrowded and
many died on Belle Isle without ever having seen a doctor.

Rations were meager indeed. Christmas Day, 1863, saw
the prisoners without rations of any kind. The daily ration
of a pound of bread and a half-pound of beef was steadily
reduced. Bread gave way to cornbread of unsifted meal.
One small sweet potato replaced the meat. For the last two
weeks of captivity the entire daily ration consisted of three-
fourths of a pound of cornbread.

The Confederate diet was hardly better. A Confederate
official declared that the prisoners in Richmond were given
the same rations as the Southern troops and that if the food
was inadequate, it was due to the destructive warfare
being waged by the North. Confederate soldiers in Rich-
mond went without meat by January 1864. Severe shortages
in the Southern capital brought astronomical food prices
and bread riots.

The camps at Salisbury, North Carolina, and elsewhere
reproduced the worst features of Andersonville on a
smaller scale. A lack of water at Salisbury brought con-
ditions of filth and unbearable stench. The daily ration
there for both prisoner and guard was soup and twenty
ounces of bread without meat or sorghum. Many interness
lacked clothing or shelter and ‘‘muggers’” among the pri-
soners robbed their comrades. The disease rate soared.
From October 1864 to February 1865, 3479 prisoners died
out of the 10 321 confined there, or over one third of the
total. (Hesseltine, 1964, p170)

Conditions in the North were little better. One of the
worst of the Union camps was Ft. Delaware, located on an

island about 14 miles south of Wilmington. The filth and
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vermin in the damp fortress prison encouraged a high death
rate. Most of the 2436 Confederate prisoners who died in
what some called “The Andersonville of the North” suc-
cumbed to scurvy and dysentery.

Another infamous Union camp was Rock Island, located
on an island in the Mississippi River between Davenport,
Iowa, and Rock Island, Illinois. A report in the New York
Daily News of 3 January 1865 stated that the Confederate
prisoners were reduced to eating dogs and rats, and that
many were virtually naked and without adequate protec-
tion against the chilling winter cold. Recalcitrant prisoners
were subject to a variety of imaginative punishments, in-
cluding hanging by thumbs.

A total of 12 409 men were confined to Rock Island prison
during its 20 month existence. Of these, 730 were trans-
ferred to other stations, 3876 were exchanged, 41 success-
fully escaped, 5581 were paroled home, and some 4000
enlisted in Federal units slated for Western duty, and 1960
died in captivity. (Hesseltine, 1972, p58)

By far the most horrendous Northern camp was Elmira,
located in New York a few miles from the Pennsylvania line.
Some 9000 prisoners were confined to a camp meant to hold
only 5000.

Two observation towers were erected right outside the
prison walls. For 15 cents, spectators could watch the
wretched prisoners within the compound. When winter
struck Elmira in late 1864, prisoners lacking blankets and
clad in rags collapsed in droves from exposure. By early
December, half-naked men stood ankle-deep in snow to
answer the morning roll call.

“A one-acre lagoon of stagnant water within the 30-acre
stockade served as a latrine and garbage dump, giving rise
to disease. Scurvy and diarrhea took many lives. By Nov-
ember 1864, pneumonia had reached plague proportions.
An epidemic of smallpox broke out a month later and re-
mained an ever-present killer.

Repeated requests for badly needed medicines were ig-
nored by officials in Washington. The pathetically equipped
hospital lacked beds, equipment and personnel. By late Dec-
ember 1864, at least 70 men were lying on bare hospital
floors and another 200 diseased and dying men lay in the

regular prison quarters, contaminating their healthier com-
rades.
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Non-cooperative prisoners were punished in a variety of
ways. Some were confined to the ‘‘sweat box’" in which the
occupant stood immobile and received no ventilation, food
or water for the duration of the punishment period. Other
men were gagged or hung by their thumbs. Because no
prisoner received his regular rations while serving a sen-
tence, punishment meant virtual starvation.

One prison commander would often visit the camp at
midnight in freezing weather to have the men called out for
“roll call.” .

In February 1865, the camp held 8996 prisoners, of whom
1398 were sick and 426 died. In March an average of 16
prisoners were dying each day. Of a total of 12 123 soldiers
imprisoned at Elmira during its one year existence, 2963
died, or about 25 percent. The monthly death rate, however,
topped the one at Andersonville. (Hesseltine, 1972, p96)

In addition to camps for captured soldiers, the North also
established concentration camps for civilian populations
considered hostile to the Federal government. Union Gen-
eral Thomas Ewing issued his infamous Order Number 11 in
August 1863, whereby large numbers of civilians in Mis-
souri were relocated into what were called *'posts.”

In Plain Speaking, ‘‘an Oral Biography of Harry S. Tru-
man,’’ the former President tells what happened:

Everybody, almost the entire population of Jackson County
and Vernon and Cass and Bates counties, all of them were
depopulated, and the people had to stay in posts.

They called them posts, but what they were, they were
concentration camps. And most of the people were moved in
such a hurry that they had to leave all their goods and their
chattels in their houses. Then the Federal soldiers came in
and took everything that was left and set fire to the houses.

That didn't go down very well with the people in these
parts; putting people in concentration camps in particular
didn’t. (pp78-79)

President Truman's grandmother loaded what belongings
she could into an oxcart and, with six of her children,
among them the President's mother, made the journey to a
“post’” in Kansas City. Martha Ellen Truman vividly re-
membered that trek until she died at the age of 94.

Perhaps the most relevant aspect of this whole chapter
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for our generation is not the existence of the camps or even
the wretched conditions there, but rather the enormous
prison propganda campaign complete with charges that the
camps were really killing centers designed to exterminate
the inmates. That war psychosis campaign during and fol-
lowing the Civil War is strikingly reminiscent of the one
which grew out of the Second World War.

Journalists, preachers and politicians on both sides por-
trayed the enemy as fiends who relished in diabolical atro-
cities. Imaginative prisoners had neither the will nor the
ability to make objective judgments about what was going
on around them. They often greatly exaggerated conditions
and claimed that their suffering was part of a monstrous
conspiracy.

As the war progressed, the prisons of the South became
crowded and Confederate poverty and organizational dis-
ruption resulted in excessive suffering. Reports about these
conditions in the North encouraged the belief that the suf-
fering was part of a deliberate design.

The worst cases of the sick prisoners from Belle Isle who
were still able to travel were sent North. The ghastly and
emaciated condition of these survivors confirmed the al-
ready widespread impression that all prisoners held by the
South were being slowly killed off.

Northern polemicists declared that the Union had been
too cool to these barbarities and demands for retaliation
grew.

In anticipation of retaliatory measures, a Northern Gen-
eral ordered ‘‘special treatment similar to that which the
rebels extend to Union prisoners in Richmond prisons’ for a
captured Confederate General. (Hesseltine, 1964, p186).
This Civil War rendition of Sonderbehandlung never achi-
eved the sinister notoriety of its Second World War counter-
part.

“Retaliation,”” stated the New York Times, ‘‘is a terrible
thing, but the miseries and pains and the slowly wasting life
of our brethren and friends in thoses horrible prisons is a
worse thing.”” (Hesseltine, 1964, p194). The result of the
campaign was that prisoners in Northern prisons were
forced to suffer needlessly in retaliation for alleged South-
ern cruelty.

Lieutenant Colonel William H. Hoffman, the Federal Com-
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missary General of Prisons, ordered a preliminary 20 per-
cent reduction of rations in the Union camps. He then
ordered increased guard forces in preparation for further
ration cuts. Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton approved
another order by Hoffman to further sharply reduce food,
fuel, shelter and clothing of prisoners to levels which Union
propagandists claimed were equal to those prevailing in the
South. Much of the death and suffering in the Northern
prisons was a direct result of this action.

Only a sharply increased guard force was able to contain
the serious danger of rioting at Camp Morton when the new _
rations went into effect.

Inspired by the stated policy of retaliation, some camp
commanders vindictively took it upon themselves to impose
even more suffering on the prisoners in their control.

Congress gave official sanction to the propaganda cam-
paign. The House Committee on the Conduct of the War
investigated the condition of prisoners in the Confederate
camps. Secretary of War Stanton told the Committee that
“the enormity of the crime committed by the rebels toward
our prisoners is not known or realized by our people, and
cannot but fill with horror the civilized world when the
facts are fully revealed. There appears to have been a
deliberate system of savage and barbarous treatment the
result of which will be that few, if any, of the prisoners that
have been in their hands during the past winter will ever
again be in a condition to render any service or even to
enjoy life.”” (Hesseltine, 1964, p196)

The House Committee published Report No. 67, which
included eight pictures of naked or partly naked prisoners
released from Belle Isle in the worst state of emaciation and
utter despondency. The official report declared that the
evidence proved a fixed determination by the Confederates
to kill the Union soldiers who fell into their hands.

Several months later, the United States Sanitary Com-
mission (a forerunner of the American Red Cross) published
its own Narrative of the Privations and Sufferings of the
United States Officers and Soldiers while Prisoners of War
in the Hands of the Rebel Authorities. Complete with col-
ored pictures of sick released prisoners, the Narrative con-
tained all of the atrocity tales told up to that time, and then
some. It falsely contended that prisoners were stripped of
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their clothing and robbed of their money upon capture, and
that naked bodies were heaped into piles awaiting burial to
be eaten by hogs, dogs and rats. Not surprisingly, the offi-
cial Narrative concluded that the suffering and death was
the result of “‘a predetermined plan, originating somewhere
in the rebel counsels, for destroying and disabling the sol-
diers of their enemy, who had honorably surrendered in the
field.” (Hesseltine, 1964, p199). By contrast, conditions for
prisoners in the Union camps were described in glowing
terms of comfort and abundance.

The Union hailed the account as a truthful portrayal of
conditions. Harper's Weekly predicted that it would help
the Federal cause not only at home but in Europe as well.

Both of these official reports gave an aura of authenticity
to the wild propaganda campaign that was sweeping the
North. They helped legitimize Federal measures which re-
sulted in preventable suffering and death in the Northern
camps. And they helped to justify the harsh and vengeful
occupation policy of ‘‘reconstruction’ imposed by the North
at the end of the war.

Federal newspapers blamed the social-political system of
the Confederacy for the horrors of the Southern camps.
Reports of wretched conditions in the camps confirmed the
view that the Confederate system was incurably evil and
had to be unconditionally destroyed.

““We've not heard as much lately as formerly of the
maltreatment of prisoners in Richmond,”” wrote the New
York Times, ‘‘but it has not abated. Nay, their diabolism will
never abate as long as it is in their power to exercise it The
slaveholder is born to tyranny and reared to cruelty.” (Hes-
seltine, 1964, p195). Another paper declared that ‘‘only
slavery could so harden a man,’’ ignoring the fact that
owning slaves was still legal in some Union states, and that
Washington and Jefferson had been slaveholders!

The New York Times went a step further to malign even
the personal character of the Southerner: ‘**'The Southern
character is infinitely boastful, vainglorious, full of dash,
without endurance, treacherous, cunning, timid, and re-
vengeful.”

The propaganda campaign did not die at all with the end
of the war. In fact, accounts of conditions in the southern
prison camps became even more exaggerated. In 1869, the
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House of Representatives issued another official publica-
tion on the Treatment of Prisoners of War by the Rebel
Authorities. This House Report No. 85 amplified the distor-
tions contained in the 1864 House Report and the Sanitary
Commission Narrative.

The new Report stated:

The opinion of the committee carefully and deliberately
formed (is) that the neglect and refusal of the rebel author-
ities to provide sufficient and proper rations was the result
of a premeditated system and scheme of the confederate
authorities to reduce our ranks by starvation, and that they
were not forced to these deprivations from accident or nec-
essity. (Rhodes, pp503-04)

Former prisoners kept on turning out personalized and
rabidly polemical accounts of camp conditions which found
ready readerships. Many of those who published *‘personal
memoirs”’ of their experiences rewrote copiously from the
official Federal government ‘‘documentary’” reports. But
many dubious readers were impressed by the volume of
camp literature. The years 1862-66 saw 54 books and arti-
cles published describing the experiences of prisoners in
the South. Of these, 28 appeared in the years 1865 and 1866.
Twenty more appeared in 1867-70. (Hesseltine, 1964, pp247,
252)

The author of Prisoner of War, a typical example of the
genre, wrote: ‘I send out this book trusting that whatever
influence it may exercise will aid in bringing the guilty
leaders of Treason to just punishment for their enormous
crimes against humanity."”

The polemical post-war writers faced something of a
problem with figures in trying to prove that the South had
killed off prisoners as part of a deliberate extermination
policy. The number of Union prisoners who died was not
large enought to substantiate the claim. So the myth-makers
either ignored the numbers completely, or came up with
new figures of their own. One writer claimed, for example,
that no record remains of the many prisoners who ‘‘were
pursued through fen and forest by bloodhounds and demons
and their mangled corpses left to the carrion birds.”

Republican party politicians waved the ‘‘bloody shirt’ of
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Southern atrocity stories to keep themselves in power. But
the most regrettable effect of the post-war propaganda
campaign was to exacerbate the horrors of Reconstruction
in the occupied South.

The high point in the atrocity campaign came with the
farcical show trial and execution of Henry Wirz, the com-
mandant of Andersonville. Next to the assassination of Pres-
ident Lincoln, the Andersonville story was the most effec-
tive propaganda weapon in the arsenal of those who
wanted to deal harshly with the defeated South.

During the war, the Northern press described Wirz as a
“monster” and a ‘‘beast” and portrayed him as a vicious
sadist. He was nothing of the kind, but because he spoke
with a foreign accent and was the officer with whom the
prisoners had the most contact, he bore the brunt of blame
for conditions in the camp.

Henry Wirz was born in Zurich, Switzerland, and emi-
grated to the United States in 1849. He worked as a weaver
in Massachusetts and as a doctor’s assistant in Kentucky
before moving to a plantation in Louisiana. He joined the
Confederate army when war broke out and was severely
wounded at the Battle of Seven Pines. After recovering he
was promoted to Captain and assigned as commandant of
Andersonville in March 1864.

Wild rumors about Wirz made their way within the stock-
ade. What one prisoner suspected was told to the next as
fact. In the imagaination of the inmates, Wirz became the
cruel and inhuman author of all their sufferings.

After his arrest, Wirz was taken to Washington where a
military commission charged him with ‘‘conspiring’ with
Confederate President Davis, General Robert E. Lee and
others to “‘impair and injure the health and destroy the lives
of large numbers of Federal prisoners.” All of this was
allegedly done *‘in furtherance of his evil design.” The
commission further charged Wirz with several specific acts
of murder *‘in violation of the laws and customs of war."”

While Wirz was sometimes gruff and ill-natured, the
prosector could not prove that he ever murdered a single
prisoner. Neither the judge-advocate who drew up the
thirteen specifications nor any of the witnesses called by
the government were able to name any of the alleged vic-
tims. To substantiate the conspiracy charge, the prosecu-
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tion cited an order by Confederate General Winder which
instructed an artillery battery to open fire upon the Ander-
sonville camp. The order was a forgery. Other '‘documents”
cited to prove a conspiracy were equally baseless.

The Northern press couldn’t find words strident enough to
characterize the defendant: ‘‘the Andersonville savage,”
“the inhuman wretch,” ‘‘the infamous captain,” ‘‘the bar-
barian,” ‘‘the most bloodthirsty monster which this or any
other age has produced.”

Actually, Wirz was merely an unfortunate victim of cir-
cumstance—a target of unrestrained hysteria. Confederate
officers sent to inspect the camp during the war were
unanimous in their praise of Wirz's energy and diligence.
His commanding General praised his performance. An in-
spector from Richmond declared that he was firm and rigid
in discipline but kind to the prisoners. Wirz tried repeatedly
to provide adequate shelter, food and medical supplies, but
governmental red tape, local opposition, and the rapidly
deteriorating economy of the beleagured South frustrated
his efforts.

Held in the vengeful climate that followed the Lincoln
assasination, the trial was used to boost the post-war cam-
paign to new heights of hysteria. The New York Times
commented on the Wirz case in vindictive and emotional
prose that could almost have been written in the late 1940s:

The assassins of the president disposed of, the Govern-
ment will next take in hand the ruffians who tortured to
death thousands of Union prisoners. The laws of civilized
warfare must be vindicated; and some expiation must be
exacted for the most infernal crime of the century. In respect
to Captain Werz (sic), for instance it may be shown that he
went into his business of wholesale murder on express in-
structions by superior authority. It is manifest that this
maltreatment must have proceeded from some general de-
sign upon the part of the rebel Government. The persons
detailed for the charge of the military prisons in the *‘Con-
federacy” were men whose natural disposition especially
qualified them for a brutal and base business.

The influential paper demanded full punishment for
“every rebel official who has been concerned, directly or
indirectly, in the torturing and murdering of our prisoners.
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Of all rebel crimes, that was the most devilish, the least
capable of extenuation or pardon.’”” (Hesseltine, 1964,
pp237-38)

A Federal official sent to Andersonville recommended
that the camp be taken over by the government and main-
tained as a permanent reminder of Confederate horror.
(Shades of Dachau!) The New York Times agreed: ‘‘The
thing most needed since the prostration of the rebellion is to
make it (Andersonville) odious and famous.” Another lead-
ing Union paper stated that the South must be made to
“face’ the horrors of Andersonville. It advised the Federal
government to publish the most self-incriminating docu-
ments in the Confederate archives and declared the that
“loyal men should strive to keep alive the infamy of the
rebellion.” (Hesseltine, 1964, p239). For added justification
and propaganda effect, the Federal government issued a
lengthy publication, The Trial of Henry Wirz, which gave a
veneer of legitimacy to the trial and execution.

The commissioners were grossly unfair in their conduct
of the trial. Wirz' defense attorneys despaired of fair treat-
ment for their client and quit in frustration. They returned
to represent Wirz only after the friendless defendant beg-
ged their help in utter despair. Despite the pathetic lack of
evidence, the commisson found Wirz guilty and sentenced
him to death. He was hanged in Washington on 10 Novem-
ber 1865.

In the wake of the publicity surrounding the trial, former
prisoners founded the ‘‘Andersonville Survivors Associa-
tion” and the ‘‘National Ex-Prisoners of War Asseciation”
to lobby Congress for disability pension legislation. The
“Survivors’’ claimed that the mere fact of having spent the
summer of 1864 at Andersonville should be adequate evi-
dence of permanent disability.

Many aspects of the Wirz trial are strikingly similar to
the ““‘war crimes’’ trials following the Second World War.
Both followed intense propaganda campaigns to which the
government contributed authoritative but spurious ‘‘doc-
umentation.”” Both were concerned only with the ‘‘crimes”
of the defeated power. Both were used to indict the social-
political system of the losing side. Both called upon self-
serving witnesses who had motives of their own for testi-
fying. Both trials alleged an elaborate ‘‘conspiracy’’ of mur-
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derous intent. Both used phoney ‘‘documents’ to substan-
tiate their case.

It took several decades before intense vindictiveness gave
way to a modicum of reconciliation. Truth-seeking historical
accounts slowly replaced the bitterly partisan diatribes.
Revisionist historians eventually discredited the many
phoney ‘‘documents,” ‘‘memoirs,” and ‘‘true accounts”
about the Civil War prison camps.

There is, of course, no doubt that prisoners on both sides
suffered and died, often under regrettable conditions. But
neither side deliberately killed prisoners. Prisoners on both
sides were always well treated at the front. It was behind
the lines where bad management, especially in the South,
resulted in so much death and suffering.

The same factors which contributed to military defeat
also made it virtually impossible for the Confederacy to
operate an efficient prisoner-of-war system. Southern in-
dustrial output was inadequate for logistical support of the
armed forces, with the result that prison camps were ex-
tremely primitive in construction and maintainence. For
various reasons, the military leadership was never able to
properly clothe and feed Confederate soldiers, much less
enemy prisoners of war. And finally, the Southern rail and
water transportation system was so crippled during the
final two years of the war that movement of supplies, espec-
ically to peripheral points like Andersonville, frequently
became impossible.

Exact figures on the number of prisoners held on both
sides and a precise comparison of the mortality rates on
each side are impossible to obtain. After the war, Confed-
erate and Federal partisans each cited statistics to prove
that the death and suffering had been greater in the enemy
camps. Former Confederate President Davis and former
Vice President Alexander Stephens cited rather dubious
figures to support their claim that the mortality rate in the
Northern prisons was twelve percent, as compared to less
than nine percent for the South.

The best and most reliable estimate available seems to be
the one provided by Adjutant General F.C. Ainsworth in
1903 to the eminent historian James F. Rhodes. The Chief of
the Record and Pension Office stated that the best inform-
ation obtainable from both Union and Confederate records
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showed that the North held 214 865 Southern soldiers, of
whom 25 976 died in captivity, while the South held 193 743
Union men, of whom 30 218 died in captivity. Rhodes con-
cluded that slightly over 12 percent of the prisoners held by
the Union perished, while 15.5 percent died in Southern
camps. But Rhodes felt that given the superior hospitals
medicines, and abudance of food, mortality in the Northern
prisons should have been lower.

“All things considered,”” Rhodes concluded, ‘‘the statis-
tics show no reason why the North should reproach the
South. If we add to one side of the account the refusal to
exchange the prisoners and the greater resources, and to
the other the distress of the Confederacy, the balance
struck will not be far from even. Certain it is that no delib-
erate intention existed either in Richmond or Washington to
inflict suffering on captives more than inevitably accom-
panied their confinement.”” (Rhodes, p508)

In the Civil War, as in the Second World War, the victor-
ious side hysterically distorted the actual conditions in the
camps of the enemy to brand the defeated adversary as
intrinsically evil and to justify a harsh and vindictive oc-
cupation policy. All the suffering and death in the camps of
the side thatlost the war was ascribed to a deliberate
policy on the part of an inherently atrocious power. The
victorious powers demanded ‘‘unconditional surrender”
and arrested the defeated government leaders as ‘‘crim-
inals.”

After both wars, Revisionist historians who worked to set
the record straight were denounced for trying to ‘‘rehabil-
itate’’ a discredited and abominable social order. The
social-political system of the side that lost each war was
deemed not merely different, but morally depraved. The
defeated side was judged ethically in terms of its readiness
to atone for past sins and embrace the social system of the
conquerers.
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Allied War Crimes Trials

ANDREAS R, WESSERLE

On 14 November 1945, the proceedings of the Interna-
tional Military Tribunal at Niirnberg (Nuremberg) were
opened. The twenty-four accused, whose number was later
reduced to twenty-two by disease and death, among the top
officials of the National Socialist Party, the top leadership of
the armed forces and of the state administration of the de-
feated German state, were confronted with three classes of
accusations:

1. Crimes against peace;

2. War crimes in a more restricted sense, e.g., violations of

the laws and customs of war;

3. Crimes against humanity.

Nine months later, twelve of the defendants were indeed
condemned to death on the basis of two or more of the
charges, three were set free, and the remainder was sen-
tenced to prison terms of varying duration. !

Controversy was aroused among jurists and the general
public alike, above all in regard to the validity and treatment
of points (1) and (3).

On 3 May 1946, the proceedings of the International Milit-
ary Tribunal for the Far East were opened at Tokyo. The
twenty-eight accused, whose number was later reduced to
twenty-five by death and insanity, among the top officials of
the administration and the armed forces of the state of Japan,
were confronted with the charges of having committed
crimes against peace and war crimes (violations of the laws
and customs of war); there were no accusations of crimes
against humanity. One year and a half later, seven of them
were indeed hanged, and sixteen sentenced to lifetime im-
prisonment on fifty-five counts. 2

The prehistory of the Tokyo Trials was somewhat different
from those at Niirnberg. The principles and methods for the
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latter were laid down, at first provisionally, at a meeting
between representatives of Britain, the U.S.A. and the USSR
in October 1943 at Moscow and with greater clarity during a
conference in June 1945, between delegates of the three
first-named states and those of France. In Moscow, two kinds
of classifications were established: (1) those officers and men
who had committed, or carried out, atrocities in a particular
country would be sent back to that country to be tried; (2) in
the case of major war criminals whose offense had no par-
ticular geographic location, they would be ““. . . punished by
the joint decisions of the Governments of the Allies.” 3 The
purpose of the London meeting in 1945 was to provide a
systematic procedure and a code of law for the subsequent
Nirnberg process. 4 The accomplishments of the London
conference, and some of the problems arising from it, will be
treated in greater detail below.

The International Military Tribunal in Tokyo, on the other
hand, was first contemplated at the Cairo Conference of 1
December 1943. Further references concerning the trial of
alleged Japanese war criminals were made in the Declaration
of Potsdam of 26 July 1945, and in the Instrument of Surren-
der of 2 September 1945. On 19 January 1946, General McAT-
thur, as Supreme Commander of the Allied forces in the Far
East, established the Tribunal for the trial of offenses similar
to those charged against the accused at Niirnberg, with the
exception of “crimes against humanity.”

In addition to these major legal processes, “war crimes
trials” were also conducted against individual enemy offi-
cials and commanders, and against subordinate organiza-
_tions, both in the Orient and in Europe, by individual victor
powers. The proceedings against General Yamashita, the
trials in the four zones of Germany conducted according to
Law Number 10 of the Allied Control Council, and the twelve
“lower’”’ Niirnberg trials of 1947 and 1948, are commonly
included in discussions of the war crimes trials. 6

For the epoch-making International Military Tribunal at
Niirnberg, which lasted for nine months, members of the
Tribunal were selected from among the four large victor
nations: Britain, France, the U.S.A., and the USSR. On the
side of the prosecution, the Main Prosecutor for the U.S. was
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Justice Robert H. Jackson (who was also Chief of Counsel); for
Britain, State Attorney General Sir Hartley Shawcross; for
France, Francois de Menthon, Auguste Champetier de Ribes;
for the USSR, General R.A. Rudenko.” On the side of the
Tribunal sat Mr. Francis Biddle, member for the U.S., and his
alternate, Judge John J. Parker; M. le Professeur Donnedieu
de Vabres, member for France, and his alternate, M. le Con-
seiller Falco; Major-General I.T. Nikitchenko, member for
the USSR, and his alternate, Lieutenant-Colonel L.T. Vol-
chkov; and, finally, Sir Geoffrey Lawrence (now Lord Oak-
sey), member for the United Kingdom, and his alternate, Sir
William Norman Birkett (now Lord Justice). Sir Geoffrey was
elected Chairman of this panel of jurists. 8

The mechanical aspect of the proceedings was impressive
by itself. The trial was conducted in four languages, involved
the calling of thirty-three witnesses in open court for the
Prosecution, sixty-one for the Defense, a further 143 for the
Defense via written answers, and some thousands of others
giving evidence by affidavit for Defense and Prosecution. 9

The judgment of the Court was delivered on 30 September
and 1 October 1946. Of the twenty-one defendants person-
ally present (Martin Bormann was unavoidably detained)
three were acquitted: Franz von Papen, Chancellor of the
Weimar Republic in 1933, before the takeover of Hitler,
Ambassador to Turkey afterwards, and imprisoned by Hitler
in the closing months of the war as untrustworthy; 10 Hans
Fritsche, National Socialist radio propagandist; and Hjalmar
Schacht, erstwhile Director of the German Reichs-Bank, in-
ternationally esteemed financial expert, and, together with
Papen, supporter of the ‘“‘strongman’’ Hitler in the waning
days of the Weimar Republic, similarly subject to change of
mind, and similarly imprisoned.!? Three defendants re-
ceived life sentences: Rudolf Hess, once Second-in-
Command to Hitler and best known for his “‘peace flight” to
Britain (1941); Walter Funk, National Socialist economic
organizer and Erich Raeder, Grand Admiral of the former
German Fleet and advocate of a stronger surface fleet before
1939, cautioning against military involvement with Bri-
tain. 12 Four received jail sentences of ten to twenty years:
Baldur von Schirach, National Socialist youth leader; Albert
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Speer, expert Organizer of armaments production (although
once an architect by trade); Constantin von Neurath, Foreign
Minister before 1938 and Reichsprotektor of Bohemia-
Moravia prior to 1942; and Karl Doenitz, capable submarine
admiral and head of the German Reich in its last days in
1945. 13 The remaining twelve accused were condemned to
death, among them the top leaders of the National Socialist
party-and-state machine: Hermann Wilhelm Goering,
Joachim von Ribbentrop, Wilhelm Keitel, Ernst Kaltenbrun-
ner, Hans Frank, Wilhelm Frick, Alfred Rosenberg, Julius
Streicher, Fritz Sauckel, Alfred Jodl, Arthur Seyss-Inquart
and Martin Bormann. In addition, the following groups and
organizations were declared criminal: the SS and SD
(Schutzstaffel, Sicherheitsdienst—Himmler’s private army
and security police); the SA (Sturmabteilung—the storm-
troopers powerful during the dusk of the Weimar Republic,
under their leader Roehm, who was liquidated by Hitler in
1934); the Gestapo (Geheime Staatspolizei—the secret police
under the wing of the SS and Himmler); and the Leadership
Corps of the National Socialist Party. The Reich Cabinet and
the General Staff and High Command of the German Armed
Forces (OKH and OKW —Oberkommando des Heeres, Ober-
kommando der Wehrmacht) were, as corporate entities, ac-
quitted of the charge of criminality. 14

Treading in the footsteps of the International Military Tri-
bunal at Niirnberg with regard to the three points of accusa-
tion, and especially in harmony with the principle of per-
sonal responsibility for “criminal’’ orders established there,
the war crimes trials which were held against German lead-
ers of subordinate level were conducted by so-called victor
powers in many European countries, including the four in-
dividual occupying powers acting within their segments of
Germany.

Aside from the obviously biased and political proceedings
in Communist-occupied Europe, 15 two of the Western pow-
ers acted on the strength of the Allied Control Council Law
Number 10 (mentioned above) which authorized the four
Zone Commanders to set up tribunals for the punishment of
war crimes, crimes against peace and crimes against human-
ity. The British occupation authorities, the Government of
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which had shown mixed feelings about the extent of the
categories of offenses punishable under the Niirnberg Char-
ter, did not follow Law Number 10, but heeded the Royal
Warrant of 14 June 1945, which instituted prosecution of
““violations of the laws and usages of war’’ only. In addition
to the trials held by occupation authorities, a number of
persons were also charged before German courts with crimes
committed against German nationals or stateless persons. 18
Furthermore, the Allies, among them especially the U.S,,
created special Denazification Courts—which were later
handed over to the Germans—to carry out the task of ““cleans- -
ing” the mass of small-time fellow-travellers. In the Ameri-
can Zone, 3.6 million out of 16 million adults were thus
processed and filed in an elaborate classification and penalty
scheme. 17

In the British Zone, military tribunals tried 937 persons,
acquitted 260, and sentenced 230 to death. In the U.S. Zone,
177 persons were tried by military tribunals, 24 were sen-
tenced to death, 35 acquitted. In the small French Zone,
military courts tried 2,107 people, condemned 104 to death,
acquitted 404, and gave 1,235 shorter prison terms. 18

In Western Europe, military trials were also conducted by
the Netherlands (35), Norway (11), Canada (5), and Greece
(1). Additionally, the three big Western powers tried German
defendants in countries where the latter had held official
positions. Thus, Generals von Mackensen, Maelzer and Kes-
selring were tried in Rome and Venice, respectively, by
British authorities, while General Dostler was subjected to a
similar process by the United States in Rome.19 In addition,
twelve subsequent Niirnberg trials were carried out from
January 1947 to October 1948. In these, a motley and highly
divergent collection of defendants was tried; many sen-
tenced to death or to long prison terms. These “lower”
Niirnberg proceedings were conducted by the United States
Government against the following groups: (1) the Concentra-
tion Camp Medical Case, (2) the Milch Case against Air Field
Marshal Milch, a deputy of Goering, (3) the Justice Case
against a number of high-ranking judges of the Third Reich,
(4) the SS Case against some surviving leaders of the SS, (5)
the Flick Case against this steel magnate and five associated
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industrialists, (6) the Farben Case against twenty-four offi-
cials of the Interessen-Gemeinschaft Farben chemical trust,
(7) the Hostages Case against army officers charged with
violating the customs of war; let it be briefly noted here that
some of these twelve generals, among them Speidel, Lanz,
and Foertsch, had actively conspired against Hitler and vai-
nly tried to get in touch with Allied leaders since 1942/43 29,
(8) the RUSHA Case against National Socialist “Race Ad-
ministrators,” (9) the Einsatzgruppen Case against leaders of
anti-partisan commandoes, (10) the Krupp Case against this
industrial leader and eleven of his collaborators, (11) the
Ministries Case against chief administrators in the war
economy and the foreign office, (12) the High Command
Case against fourteen high-ranking generals of the Army and
Air Force.21

The main trial of alleged Japanese war criminals, corres-
ponding in scope to the Niirnberg case for the European
theater, was the International Military Tribunal for the Far
East, convened in Tokyo on 3 May 1946, and concluded on
11 November 1948, or some two years later than its European
counterpart. Eleven states furnished judges and prosecutors:
Britain, China, France, the U.S.A., the USSR, Canada, Aus-
tralia, India, New Zeland, the Netherlands and the Philip-
pines. In distinction to the Niirnberg trials, where all defense
counsels were Germans, a mixed team of both Japanese and
American attorneys managed the defense. Also in distinc-
tion to the Niirnberg proceedings, the defendants were ac-
cused of but two classes of offenses, crimes against peace and
war crimes. There were no charges of membership in crimi-
nal organizations and of crimes against humanity, except
where they bore directly upon war crimes. Out of the
twenty-five surviving defendants, one received a prison term
of seven years (Ambassador Shigemitsu), one a term of
twenty years (Ambassador and Imperial Foreign Minister
Togo); sixteen were sentenced to life imprisonment, and
seven were condemned to die. 22 The accused given life
sentences were: Araki, Imperial War Minister; Hashimoto;
Hata; Hiranuma, Prime Minister; Hoshino, President of the
Economic Planning Board; Kaya, former Finance Minister;
Kido; Education Minister; Koiso, Prime Minister; Minami,
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War Minister; Oka; Oshima, Ambassador; Sato; Shimada,
Navy Minister; Shiratori, Ambassador; Suzuki, President of
the Economic Planning Board (a post also held by Hoshino};
Umezu, Minister Without Portfolio. The seven who were
hanged were: Dohihara; Hirota, Prime Minister; Itagaki, War
Minister; Kimura; Matsui; Muto; and Hideki Tojo, Chief of
the Army General Staff and Prime Minister. 23

Aside from the military trials held by Australia (number-
ing 275) and China (numbering two), Britain and the United
States conducted further proceedings. Thus, the U.S. heard
317 cases in Japan, 11 in China, 97 in the Philippines, 25 in
the Pacific Islands, for a total of 3,095 defendants tried, 448
acquitted, 689 condemned to death. 2% Perhaps the most
famous of these cases (or, most infamous, according to one’s
interpretation of justice) was the trial of the able General
Yamashita, conqueror of Malaya and Singapore against an
enemy vastly superior in numbers, and later, commander of
the Japanese Army in the Philippines. Sentenced to death,
his case was appealed to the ultimate pinnacle of the U.S.
Supreme Court which upheld the conviction.25

The Japanese ‘“‘democratization’” counterpart to the Ger-
man Denazification was also numerically impressive, in-
volving the examination of millions of questionnaires; it
seems to have been more efficient, as “‘only” some 200,000
persons of formerly higher status were purged from public
life.26 SCAP, Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers,
however, had other deep-going reforms in store for the
Japanese, including the renunciation of divinity by the Em-
peror (the revering of whom was enshrined in the official
state religion, Shinto), and the democratization of the Meiji
Constitution of 1889 in harmony with the principles of the
Potsdam Declaration. Wisely, SCAP, General McArthur and
his advisors retained the office of Constitutional Emperor,
making him the titular *‘. .. symbol of the State and of the
unity of the People ...”’27 Again, the scope of this paper
prohibits further unravelling of this fascinating theme.

In sum, one may safely say that millions of people in the
occupied countries of Europe and the Far East were directly
or indirectly affected by the war crimes trials conducted by
the Western Allies. In conjunction with the lost war, the
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numerous and multilayered judicial proceedings against
members of the former Axis Governments—and, by exten-
sion, against the peoples ruled by them —radically uprooted
social and political patterns which, in certain instances, had
stood the test of centuries, or of millenia. Purists may argue
that the suffering of the defeated (as well as of some of the
victors) was brought on by the aggressive and brutal conduct
of their leaders, and that the victors only strove to re-impose
order and justice on “‘the world.” One may ask that, if all was
well with the world before the so-defined aggressions
started, why did they start at all; and, if all was not well, why
did the wise victors-to-be not change it for the better, or,
failing in this, refrain from bandying about ‘‘idealistic”
statements purporting to show that they could? In other
words, the preconditions and the conduct of the war crimes
trials were not based on traditional legal foundations, but
were tainted with uncertainty and “politics.” Therest of this
paper will be occupied with tracing the rationalizations of
the Allied judges and with laying bare a few crucial weak
points in the plaidoyers of the Allied persecution. Viewed
positively, the content of the paper will center about the
struggle carried on against legal uncertainty and the exigen-
cies of a war-ridden world by those Allied jurists who de-
sired to arrive at new, more comprehensive, and less chal-
lengeable, principles of international law—a struggle
against themselves. so to speak. We shall try to examine the
actions of the Western powers at the trials by the guiding
light of these questions: (1) how did they justify their palice
and judicial proceedings? (2) did their procedures accord
with their professed substantive principles, and could these
principles claim to be extensions of existing international
usage and law? (3) possibly, could the failures alleged of the
trials be said to spring from failures and contradictions in the
Grundnormen (to paraphrase Hans Kelsen) of Western
Civilization, of the Western Powers, or of their principal
leaders? The questions have been raised, but they cannot
with finality be laid to rest within the confines of this paper.

With emphasis on the actions of the International Military

Tribunal at Niirnberg, such orientation will necessitate
locating the foundations of the war trials, outlining a his-
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tory of attempts at humanizing warfare, including the draw-
ing of inferences from the development of international rela-
tions between the wars, and touching on the main criticism
of the trials. These, showing errors of omission and commis-
sion, as it were, of the Western Allies, will be treated in
separate sections—errors worthy of high rank on any peren-
nial list of war crimes—yes, deeds unpunished, unmitigated,
but glorified, as having contributed to the annals of civiliza-
tion and ‘‘progress.’’28 (to be continued)
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The Malmédy Massacre and Trial

RAY MERRIAM

In 1977, I received a newspaper clipping from a reader of
my own publication, The Military Journal. The clipping con-
tained an interview with Paul Martin, a survivor of the so-
called ‘‘Malmédy Massacre,” and had apparently been
published on the previous anniversary of the incident.

Martin's comments are quite interesting. It is readily ap-
parent that he has no grudge against the men of Peiper’s
unit for what they did, and he states:

““They were just doing their job. Besides, we did the same
later on. I talked to men in the hospital who said we killed
unarmed prisoners of war.”

However, based on what I had read about the ‘‘mas-
sacre'’ previously, some points made by Martin and the
interviewer did not seem quite correct. This led to my
re-reading just about everything I had on the subject
(which, at the time, was limited to other historians’ pub-
lished accounts). I not only discovered some points where
the interview did not seem factual, but also that the other
accounts could not agree on certain important points. Thus,
I added some editorial notes in several places when I pub-
lished the interview in early 1979.

A number of people wrote in to comment on this inter-
view. Though I did not feel my editorial notes were espec-
ially controversial, since they were based entirely on fairly
standard works, I did expect to receive some mail from irate
readers.

However, out of over a dozen letters and brief comments
made by readers concerning the Martin interview, only
three, surprisingly, questioned my editorial comments. Two
were strictly emotional outbursts. The third, however, was
considerably less emotional and attempted to refute my
comments by utilizing two sources I had not consulted.
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The publication of that letter, and rebuttals to it by Mr.
Landwehr and myself, produced additional responses,
largely favorable to our point of view. The publication of the
Martin interview and the subsequent debate in the letters
column of my journal, led to Mr. Brandon of the Institute for
Historical Review inviting me to this convention to speak on
the subject of the ‘‘massacre,’ the trial and its aftermath.

However, in the short time I had available (about four
months), I was unable to acquire all the material that one
should really examine in order to discuss this subject
sufficiently. Certain items. of prime importance to any ser-
ious research of the ‘‘massacre,” have been difficult to
locate. Perhaps the most important of these, the published
record of the Malmédy Massacre investigation conducted
by a Subcomittee of the Comittee on Armed Services of the
U.S. Senate, had been most elusive for me. Numerous
unsuccessful attempts to acquire this book through my local
library led me to various used book dealers in an attempt to
purchase a copy. Finally, just one week ago, a book dealer
located a copy which I have purchased; naturally, a few
days later the library informed me they had the same mat-
erial! Unfortunately, acquiring this work only a few days
before the convention would not allow me time to even fully
read its over 1600 pages, let alone use it in the preparation
of this paper.

Some material did not arrive until the last moment and
there is still a considerable amount of material I am still
trying to locate. Thus, I am presenting today only some of
the important points concerning the incident, the trial and
its aftermath. My research will continue beyond this and I
will provide the Institute for Historical Review with articles
based on my continuing research. At some appropriate
point in the future, after I am satisfied with my research
efforts, I will produce a book covering the entire subject.

The unit commanded by 29-year-old Lieutenant Colonel
Joachim Peiper consisted basically of his First SS Panzer
Regiment, a battalion plus an additional company of panzer-
grenadiers, two companies of motorized combat engineers,
an anti-aircraft company, a few King Tiger tanks of the
501st Heavy Tank Battalion, and a company of Luftwaffe
paratroopers. Such composite formations were known as
kampfgruppes, or battle groups, and were formed to per-
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form a specific task. The task of Kampfgruppe Peiper, as
the spearhead of the 1st SS Panzer Division, and, indeed,
the 6th Panzer Army, was to reach the Meuse River with all
possible speed.

Eventually, the route they actually travelled would take
them through Honsfeld, Bullingen, Baugnez, Ligneauville,
Stavelot, Trois Ponts, La Gleize, and Stoumont, with ele-
ments of his command going to Petit Thier, Wanne, Lutre-
bois, and Cheneux. In each of these towns, and at times on
the roads between them, it is alleged that men from Peiper’s
command killed various numbers of unarmed American
soldiers as they were surrendering, or after they were cap-
tured. Additional numbers of dead civilians have been
largely attributed to Peiper’s men also.

The exact count of the dead, American military and civil-
ian, has never been conclusively established. At the trial, the
prosecution declared they would prove the murder of from
538 to 749 prisoners of war and over 90 Belgian civilians
(and they suggested that the number was probably even
higher.) It appears that the figures finally settled on were
350 American soldiers and 111 civilians.

And of these, it is not certain how many may have
actually been justifiably killed: some Americans may not
have totally surrendered to their captors; some may have
attempted to delay or impede the progress of Peiper’s
troops, or made outright sabotage attempts; some may not
have surrendered all their weapons; others may have been
slow to obey commands or even totally disobeyed them.
There was the possibility of accidental shootings as well.

Yet, one cannot deny the fact that atleast some American
prisoners had been killed under highly suspect circum-
stances, if not murdered outright.

The matter of civilian deaths along Peiper’s route of
advance is even more clouded. Many were, indeed, killed,
but it could not always be clearly established by whom and
under what circumstances. In house-to-house fighting it
was a common tactic to toss grenades into buildings first
and then rush in with weapons firing.

Accidental deaths of civilians caught in battle zones was
the rule rather than the exception. One woman, carrying
her baby, was killed while running from house to house.
trying to escape the battle; it was not determined which
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side fired the fatal shots, but it was most certainly acciden-
tal.

In one instance, a Belgian killed a wounded German
soldier with an ax, and was promptly shot by Peiper’s men.

Evidence given at the trial, however, did indicate that
some civilians were killed without justification by Peiper’s
troops.

Claims that Belgian guerrilla fighters were active through-
out the area were proven truthful. One defendant told how
an officer instructed him to shoot a Belgian, the officer
claiming the Belgian was a guerrilla fighter.

The mere thought of the presence of guerrillas, who
would be virtually indistinguishable from the rest of the
population, would obviously make any soldier trigger-happy
around civilians in a combat zone. Some defendants, includ-
ing Peiper, claimed to have seen civilians firing on German
troops.

But in some cases, the claim by the prosecution of the
killing of civilians and military personnel by Peiper's troops
could not be proven or was effectively disproven.

The prosecution claimed at least nine civilians were mur-
dered by Peiper’s men in Bullingen. One of the defense
lawyers made a brief investigative trip to Bullingen. He
brought back an affidavit from the village mayor and regis-
trar, whose task it was to keep track of the citizenry (and
not a very hard task in a small community of about 300),
which stated only two citizens had died since 16 December
1944: one of natural causes, in 1946, the other by shrapnel
from American artillery fire (the latter claim was supported
by an affidavit from the husband of the woman who was
killed). Still, it was possible that transient civilians might
have been killed in Bullingen by Peiper’s men.

The prosecution, on the basis of a number of sworn
statements, alleged that as many as 311 American prison-
ers had been killed in La Gleize. Hal McCown, ultimately the
defense’s star witness, was a major at the time of the
Offensive and spent several days as Peiper’s prisoner in La
Gleize. He maintained that during that time he had not seen
a single dead American prisoner. The prosecution pointed
out that McCown had not seen all parts of the village.

The defense was. however, able to offer several affi-
davits by La Gleize residents who had been present during
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the Germans’ stay there. None had seen any American
prisoners shot, nor the dead bodies from any alleged shoot-
ings, nor had they even heard of any such incidents.

These were followed by testimony from German witnes-
ses who supported the observations of McCown and the
civilians. But, as in other instances during the trial, the
Belgians’ testimony in favor of the defendants was highly
effective, since they had no stake in the outcome of the case.
Indeed, they would tend to be hostile towards the defend-
ants if anything.

The defense was often able to counter the prosecution’s
allegations, though not always successfully. Part of the
problem was in trying to defend 74 men at once. Although
all were accused of the same basic crime, each played a
different part in it. Separate charges, though not always
specific, were brought against each, however, the U.S.
Military Government had determined they be tried en
masse for the sake of “‘efficiency.”

The first review of the trial was performed by Maximilian
Koessler, a civilian attorney of the War Crimes Branch of
the Judge Advocate General's Department. Koessler be-
lieved the mass trial, and especially the use of numbered
placards worn around the defendants’ necks as a means of
identification, made it difficult for the judges to distinguish
one prisoner from another. The result was that evidence of
guilt against some would tend to be damaging to all.

The defense did request that two separate trials be held:
one for those accused of having issued illegal orders, and
another for those accused of having carried them out. This
request was denied by the court, in the first of many in-
stances where the court would favor the prosecution, even
when the defense was clearly in the right.

The bench assembled for the trial consisted of eight men.
The presiding officer was Brigadier General Josiah T. Dal-
bey. The crucial position of law member was filled by
Colonel Abraham H. Rosenfeld; it was his duty to interpret
applicable law and determine procedure. (Rosenfeld had
recently acted for the prosecution in the Mauthausen Con-
centration Camp case and thus one has to suspect his
objectivity in the Malmédy case.) Line officers, all colonels,
made up the rest of the bench.



170 THE JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW

Chief defense counsel was Colonel Willis M. Everett, Jr.
Everett had only just arrived overseas and was actually
horrified by his assignment. He accepted it with reluctance,
due partly to the awarness of his own professional inad-
equacies (having had virtually no courtroom experience

previously), but primarily for the repugnance he felt for the
ostensible crimes of his clients.

After the trial, his continuing efforts for the Malmédy
defendants was due to his belief that justice had not been
properly served.

Six Army attorneys were designated assistant defense
counsel; of these, only one, Lieutenant Colonel Granger G.
Sutton, had had extensive courtroom experience.

A civilian member of the defense staff, Herbert J. Strong,
born and raised in Germany, was a Jew and refugee from
Nazi Germany. Being fluent in German, he was an invalu-
able member of the defense staff. Later, during the Senate
hearings on the trial, Strong criticized the Army’s conduct
of the investigation and trial. He also believed, that while
some of the defendants were guilty, it had not been proven
beyond a reasonable doubt. And his testimony could not be
easily brushed off as pro-Nazism or anti-Semitism.

The defendants were also allowed to engage native Ger-
man counsel, and some did so, but their value was limited
due to the ever-present language problem and their unfam-
iliarity with American legal procedure.

The orginial investigation team assigned to the case in-
cluded Captain Dwight Fanton, a graduate of Yale Law
School, Captain Raphael Shumacker, First Lieutenant Wil-
liam R. Perl, and two civilian Army employees, Morris Elo-
witz and Harry Thon. Perl, Thon, Elowitz, Shumacker, and
another investigator, Joseph Kirschbaum, were accused,
during the trial, of having used physical and psychological
duress in order to extract sworn statements from the defen-
dants. The use of mock trials and threats was admitted by
the investigators, but all manner of physical abuse was
denied.

The following allegations were made by defendant
Hendel:

...on 4 April 1946 I was led from my cell under a black
hood, was put into a cell facing the door and was then
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beaten in the abdomen and face until I fell to the ground.
When a moment later the hood was taken off, Lieutenant
Perl and Mr. Thon stood before me. During the subsequent
interrogation, I was also beaten several times. No notice was
taken of my request to have the interrogation postponed
since I was not in condition for it at that time. The facts
described happened before my interrogation. During the
interrogation, promises were made to me but since I did not
know anything and today still do not know anything of an
order, all sorts of threats were made to me and since things
were immaterial to me and I wanted to avoid further beat-
ings, etc., [ wrote down everything that was dictated to me.

Many additional allegations were made by defendants,
all in the same vein.

Later, the Senate investigation would show that at least
some of these allegations of physical brutality, denied by
the interrogators at the trial, were founded in evidence.

The prosecution team for the trial included interrogators
Perl, Thon, Elowitz, Kirschbaum and Shumacker, plus First
Lieutenant Robert E. Byrne and Lieutenant Colonels Homer
B. Crawford and Burton F. Ellis. Ellis became chief prose-
cutor.

The guards at the prison where the interrogations took
place were not under the control of the war crimes team.
They also, for a time, included Polish refugees who har-
bored considerable resentment towards Germans-—-and es-
pecially SS men. Some defendants specifically mention
physical abuse by these guards as they were being led
between their cells and the interrogation rooms and while
waiting in halls, all the time wearing black hoods over their
heads. (The hoods were claimed to be necessary to keep the
prisoners form recognizing each other and to prevent them
form speaking to fellow soldiers.) Kicking, punching, beat-
ing about the arms, and pushing prisoners down stairs, in
addition to verbal abuse, was conducted frequently, much
to the amusement of the perpetrators.

After the trial, Everett attempted to get the Supreme
Court to hear the appeal of the Malmédy Case defendants.
In May 1948 the Court’'s decision not to hear the appeal
prompted the Secretary of the Army, Kenneth C. Royall, to
order a stay of execution of the sentences pending further
investigation.
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This decision by Royall prompted at least some persons
who had been close to the case to comment.

A letter from James R. Rosenfeld, father of one of the
American soldiers alleged to have been shot by Peiper’s
men at the Baugnez crossroads, to Senator Irving M. Ives,
was in protest to Royall’s decision. It stated in part:

It appears that the defense attorney for the Germans,
Colonel Everett. does not ask that the sentences be set aside
because of their innocence but solely because of the weird
procedure allegedly used by the American prosecutors in
seeking confessions.

I am altogether in favor of accused German soldiers being
ably defended to the last ditch. However, I am certain that
they received a fair trial and due justice rendered in their
sentences. But in view of the fact that the act for which they
were convicted was such an outrageous atrocity, I feel that
the War Department would be indulging in mock sentimen-
tality were their sentences to be remitted because of overly
shrewd legal tactics or the invoking of minor technicalities of
the law.

I would therefore appreciate anything that you can prop-
erly do in behalf of the memory of my son and those other
American soldiers so cold-bloodedly massacred to the end
that just law and not legal technicalities shall prevail.

One of the survivors, Virgil P. Lary, also protested,
writing directly to Royall. He stated:

I was the only officer to survive this ordeal and I am now
in a retired status due to disability received at that time. I
mention this as I feel that it is necessary for you to know that
I am competent to discuss this case. It was my pleasure to
return to Dachau and to testify with other survivors.

Before the Malmédy Case was heard we spent three
months in Europe awaiting the trial to begin. During this
period I personally observed the techniques and methods
used by the War Crime Teams in obtaining confessions. . .
only the fairest methods were used in the interrogations. No
group of Army personnel have ever, in my opinion, conduc-
ted their investigation more thorougly or efficiently. Any
criticism from an individual that did not have an opportunity
to observe this work is unfair, unkind to the parents, wives
and children of those American men and is not based on
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truth. I am certain that you will quickly find that what I say
here is correct when you conduct your investigation.

If you so desire I would be happy to present a true,
unquestionable picture to you or your investigating group.

However, a letter from Fiske H. Ventres to Royall, pro-
vides a different view:

...at Bremen, Germany, I was billeted with a member of
the War Crimes Commission who had just resigned his post
because of the methods employed by ‘*‘Americans’ to gain
confessions and convictions. According to him confessions
were the sole evidence against the accused and no methods
were too brutal to employ in gaining the confessions. One
defendant was beaten to death because of his refusal to sign
a confession and as a lesson to his other unwilling fellow
defendants. To prove his point the resigned agent produced
from his trunk the blood-caked hood he, himself, had
removed from the head of the murdered German.

From one end of Europe to the other, people are quite
aware of the true character of these so-called trials, from
Nuremberg to the Bulge. They know full well the identity of
those conducting the proceedings and, I might add, a great
many Europeans are more than a little suspicious that what
is being done is more in the interest of another nation than to
the United States.

The first two letters characterize the general mood of the
country towards the trial and its defendants. Not until the
Senate investigation did that mood begin to change. After
the investigation, things quieted down. But then in 1956,
after Dietrich had been released from prison and Peiper's
release was immient, the call for vengeance was renewed.

Articles in magazines and newspapers retold the story of
the atrocities and the trial-too often glossing over, or totally
ignoring, the irregularities in the interrogations and trial.
And it made little difference that the facts in these articles
were often grossly inaccurate.

One article in particular, written by Emile C. Schur-
macher and published in the May 1956 issue of a sensation-
alistic pulp magazine called Real Adventure, was titled,
“Who Turned the Killers Loose?’’ Schurmacher’s account of
the incident reads more like fiction; the majority of his errors
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could have been corrected had he examined the trial rec-
ords.

Peiper was, of course, released despite the outcry from
“concerned citizens”’ and most of the veterans organiza-
tions. In 1964 he moved to France where he made a com-
fortable living as a translator. But in 1976 a sensational
article on Peiper appeared in a French communist news-
paper. A two-week campaign of threats and harassment
followed, during which time Peiper was preparing to leave
France, and on the night of 14/15 July, he was killed in a
fire-bomb attack on his house.

A CIA agent in Bern, Switzerland, claimed to have un-
masked Peiper and put the information of his whereabouts
in the hands of his killers. Yet Peiper’s residence was not a
real secret. A group calling themselves the ‘‘Avengers”
(supposedly composed of former members of the French
resistance) claimed responsibility for Peiper's death. But it
is believed that Israel's Mossad was actually responsible;
they were operating in France at the time against Palestin-
ians; they were the only ones with the motivation and means
to kill him, and Simon Wiesenthal had also suddenly started
up a campaign against Peiper.

There are still, however, many unanswered, and even
unasked, questions:

Why are the statements and testimony of a handful of the
survivors continuously repeated as evidence of a massacre?

What about the statements made by the other survivors?

In the initial attack on the American column at the Baug-
. nez crossroads, some GIs were wounded. Descriptions of
the attack indicate that the column was fired on by all
manner of tank cannon, mortars, machine gun and small
arms fire. Photos clearly show the destroyed, burned-out,
and bullet-and-shrapnel-riddled vehicles of the column. It
would seem highly unlikely that no one would be killed in
such a battle. Were any Americans killed in the battle,
prior to the alleged massacre? If so, how many-and are
they included in the number of dead alleged to have been
murdered by Peiper’s men?

What was the “‘new information’’ Everett wired Peiper he
was on his way over with? (Everett died before he could"
make the trip.)
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The big question seems to be whether or not an order
existed that prisoners were to be shot. No proof of a written
order has ever been found. Many of the defendants claimed
orders to such effect were given by their superiors, prior to
and during the Offensive.

The prosecution’s claim that such an order had been
given by Hitler or at least some higher authority above
Dietrich could not be conclusively proven, although some
comments made by Dietrich and others to their subordin-
ates could be interpreted in different ways.

If such an order was given by any higher authority above
Peiper, why was his unit the only one to carry them out? If
the order originated with Peiper, why did they kill only some
prisoners and not others?

U.S. troops not only brutalized and killed German pri-
soners on their own-before, during and after the Battle of
the Bulge--but orders to that effect had been given. An
order issued on 21 December 1944 by Headquarters of the
U.S. 328th Infantry Regiment stated:

*No SS troops or paratroops will be taken prisoner, and
will be shot on sight.”

Isn't just the issuance of such an order a war crime?
Weren't some of the Malmédy Case defendants being
accused of the exact same crime? How many German bod-
ies littered the battlefields who had been the victims of
American and Allied war crimes? Where is their justice?

And there are many more questions that need to be
asked. More importantly, they need to be answered,
although many will probably never be satisfactorily an-
swered.

For those who desire to do some further reading on this
subject, I can recommend James J. Weingartner’s Cross-
roads of Death: The Story of the Malmédy Massacre and
Trial, published last year by the Unversity of California
Press. This work, above all others that I have examined to
date, is the most complete and, perhaps, the most objective
account, but it is still far from the final word on the subject.

Another account which I have been informed is some-
what objective is Charles Whiting's Massacre at Malmédy,
originally published in 1971 by Stein and Day. Some groups
thought the book too objective and apparently forced the



176 THE JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW

publisher to stop selling it; copies of that edition have
proven hard to find. However, earlier this year Stein and
Day's new catalog included a listing of this title in a paper-
back edition.

At the trial Everett concluded his closing summary with a
quote from Tom Paine:

He that would make his own liberty secure must guard
even his enemy from oppression, for if he violates this duty,
he establishes a precedent which will reach himself.

And finally, a personal interview with Peiper had been
arranged for Weingartner. Unfortunately, Peiper’s
untimely death occurred before the interview took place.
Ultimately, Weingartner concludes his book with:

“In some sense, Peiper was one more victim of the cross-
roads of death. May he be the last.”



Fire In The Reichstag

PETER WAINWRIGHT

By the early 1930s, the situation in Germany was becom-
ing highly explosive. A third of the workers were un-
employed, and democracy was on the verge of collapse. The
Communists saw in this their best opportunity to seize
power since their abortive revolution in 1918. A revolution
was clearly in the offing, but despite the support of a few
million voters and the Soviet Union, power seemed to be
slipping from the Marxist grip.

The German people were turning to a new kind of
socialism —National Socialism—and even some of the
Communists were looking to Adolf Hitler for their salvation.

The Red response to this situation was one of extreme
violence. One notable victim was the 21-year old poet and
voluntary social worker Horst Wessel, who was murdered in
1930 after writing a stirring marching song for his Brown
Shirt comrades. Two years later, as the General Election of
July 1932 loomed nearer, the Reds abandoned all pretence of
gebate and discussion. Bloody terror became the order of the

ay.

In the six week period before the election there were more
than 450 political riots in Prussia alone. In July, 38 Nazis and
30 Communists were killed. But the Red Terror failed. In the
election, the Nazis more than doubled their number of seats
in the Reichstag, and became the largest party; and in
January 1933 President Hindenburg bowed to the inevitable
and asked Adolf Hitler to lead a coalition government. The
general election in the March of that year resulted in a clear
victory for the Nazis and their nationalist allies.

Red fury now knew no bounds. In the campaign of vio-
lence and illegality that followed, the Union of Red Fighters
openly called on their followers to disarm the SA and SS,
while a few days later an official Communist publication,
Red Sailor, urged: “Workers to the Barricades: forward to
victory: fresh bullets in your guns: draw the pin of the hand
grenades.” A bloody revolution seemed imminent. A signal
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for its commencement was anxiously awaited, and it ap-
peared to come on 27 February when the Reichstag building
in Berlin was set on fire.

A Dutch communist, Van der Lubbe, was arrested near the
scene, and subsequently he and four other suspects, includ-
ing Torgler, the leader of the communist group in the
Reichstag, were put on trial. The official report of the provi-
sional inquiry showed that the Red group had had *a re-
markable number of party meetings in the Reichstag of late,
without any reason which could be traced.” At
Liebknechthaus (the Communist HQ named after a leader of
the abortive 1918 revolution), the authorities found lists of a

large number of people who were to have been killed or
arrested.

Van der Lubbe admitted that he had fired the building and
that it was meant to be a signal for revolution. But, he
claimed, contrary to expert testimony at the trial, that he had
destroyed the building single handed. He stuck to his story,
but elsewhere the Reds were spreading the lie that the fire .
had been started by the Nazis themselves, and that Van der
Lubbe was a degenerate half-wit and homosexual prostitute
planted on the scene as a ““fall guy.”

Just two days after the fire the Daily Worker (forerunner of
the Morning Star) official organ of the British Communist
Party, carried the banner headline “Nazis burn down the
German parliament,'* and then went on to state that the
“Fascists’” had accused the Communist Party of having done
it “without a shred of evidence.”

Thus was born one of the great myths of modern history —
that the Nazis set fire to their own Parliament to provide an
excuse for curbing the activities of the Communists. It might
be said that some plausibility was given to the myth by the
action of President Hindenburg (who was not a Nazi) on the
day after the fire.

Fearing that another Communist revolution had started,
he declared martial law and suppressed Marxist propaganda
in Prussia. More substance was provided for the myth when
the old Weimar Constitution was changed by the passing of
the Enabling Act, which has been falsely represented as
giving dictatorial powers to Hitler.
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The act had nothing to do with the Reichstag fire, but was a
necessary part of the Government’s program for overcoming
the grave social and economic crisis in Germany. Nonethe-
less, such actions provided hooks on which the anti-Nazi
media and politicians could hang their multi-colored coat of
lies and misrepresentation which came to be seriously ac-
cepted as authentic history.

The trial of Van der Lubbe and the other suspects should
have dispelled any suspicion of Nazi guilt. It was a scrupul- .
ously fair trial which resulted in the acquittal of all the
defendants except Van der Lubbe himself.

Anti-Nazi propagandists, however, were far from being
dismayed. They turned their attention on a Brown Book of
alleged evidence compiled by communist exiles, and a farci-
cal “counter-trial”’ which they staged in London which, not
surprisingly, found the Nazis guilty.

According to the Brown Book, a group of Nazis entered the
Reichstag via a tunnel which was connected to theresidence
of Herman Goring, President of the Reichstag. They were
supposed to have gained entry at 8.40pm, set the building on
fire and then left, after pushing the half-wit Van der Lubbe
into the huilding just after 9pm. The police arrived on the
scene at 9.22pm. Evidence was given at the “counter-trial”
by witnesses, purporting to be Nazis seeking repentance,
that they were led by a Brown Shirt named Heines. It was
ascertained later that Heines was making a speech elsewhere
at the time of the fire.

Another confession was supposedly made by Karl Ernst,
then chief of the Brown Shirts in Berlin. Apart from the fact
that this confession did not turn up until after Ernst’s death,
it slipped up on one vital point. As with the other “confes-
sions,” it alleged that the Nazi arsonists were in the
Reichstag from 8.40pm until 9.30pm. But at 8.45pm, a post-
man entered the building to collect the mail, and left again at
8.55pm without seeing anything out of the ordinary or notic-
ing the smell of gasoline or other fire raising substances.

The full truth is not yet known, but sound basic facts—
certainly more than enough to discredit allegations of Nazi
responsibility were brought to light in Britain by the liberal
historian Professor A.]. P. Taylor, who admits that he had



180 THE JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW

accepted the myth unquestioningly “without looking at the
evidence.”

Later, however, writing on “Who burnt the Reichstag’ in
the August 1960 issue of the specialist magazine History
Today, Taylor, working largely on evidence provided by
Fritz Tobias, an anti-Nazi German civil servant, and which
had been published earlier in Der Spiegel, points out that the
Nazis made no attempt to manufacture evidence against the
Communists—which seems a strange omission if, as alleged,
the whole affair was staged to justify the suppression of the
Communists.

As for the counter-trial, one of the witnesses there was
“muffled to the eyes” according to Taylor, who wryly adds:
“This was a wise precaution: he was in fact a well-known
communist and unmistakably Jewish.”

When considering the facts, it seems incredible that the
myth of Nazi responsibility for firing the Reichstag could
ever have been accepted at all. Yet it was, and by reputable
historians such as Alan Bullock. author of Hitler: A Study in
Tyranny, and Anthony Sutton, author of Wall Street and the
Rise of Hitler. One wonders what other mythical versions of
historical incidents have been accepted by historians and
others ““without looking at the evidence.”



Zionism & American Jews

ALFRED M. LILIENTHAL

It had been a nasty, rainy night when an elderly, affluent
Hartford couple made their way from their home to a meet-
ing. As their car slowly turned left at the entrance to the
Jewish Community Center, another automobile raced out of
the fog and rammed into them. My cousin, whose countless
civil and philanthropic deeds had endeared her to the com-
munity, was dead before she could reach the hospital; her
husband seriously injured.

Ever since the appearance of my Readers’ Digest article,
in which I crossed swords with Zionist Organization chief-
tain, Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver, my relatives in Hartford had
looked upon me as a plain and simple nut, if not a traitor.
Former close family ties had deteriorated to a point of near-
total ostracism. Nevertheless, blood is thicker than water,
and I rushed to Connecticut for the last rites of a wonderful
woman, and was among the 800 to pay Sunday morning
tribute to her in a packed synagogue—the very one from
which, in the presence of many family members, I had been
excoriated by the rabbi during the High Holy Days services
thirty years earlier for daring to speak out publicly against
Zionism.

Having flown up from Washington, I spent the night at the
home of other cousins from whom my iconoclastic views had
separated me even before the Digest piece appeared.

Cousin Bern and I stayed up reminiscing late into the
night, and, of course, the Middle East crisis came into our
conversation. **You know, I have never been a Zionist,”" he
said. *‘But something had to be done to provide a home for
Jewish refugees. That is why I have always supported the
State of Israel, given substantially to the UJA, and even
headed the Hartford drive.”” This reasoning, so typical of
thousands of other Jews, has been responsible for the Zion-
ist takeover of the American Jewish community—Ilock, stock
and barrel.

My rejoinder, I feared, fell on ears as deaf as those I had
encountered in my continual efforts to open doors to reason-
ing and to banish emotionalism. Americans of Jewish faith
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cannot visualize the extent to which their rabbis and sec-
ular leadership, operating through Organized Jewry, have
totally deceived them into confusing humanitarianism with
nation-building, religion and nationalism. A home could
have been found in 1947 for the 285 000 survivors of Hitler's
concentration camps without ever establishing a state; just
as today security for the Jews of Israel can be obtained
without the continued expansionism wrought by the West
Bank settlements policy or the ruthless repression of the
rights of the Palestinian people.

But only an ever-larger state will appease the hungry
ambitions of Zionist leaders. Privately they have incessantly
declared that they have no interest in refugees, only in
creating a sovereign state. In their atheism and agnostic-
ism, they have manifested even less concern for Judaism,
the religious faith. Adroitly exploiting Nazi genocide, their
propaganda has used the Holocaust to extract a blank
check from Zionist and non-Zionist coreligionists which en-
abled them in 1948 to bet the future of American Judaism on
the roulette of power politics.

Speaking unqualifiedly in the name of all Jews, Zionist
acumen made certain that the politicians remained hypno-
tized more than ever by the “‘Jewish vote.”” All they had to
do was to remind both political parties that their eloquent
support of Israel was a prerequisite for their conquest of
pivotal election states.

When so much is at stake in the Middle East, inevitably
the question must arise: How has the Zionist will been
imposed on the American people? Far from all Jews beli-
eved in the concept of the Jewish state, and the Jews them-
selves constituted but a very small minority of the American
population, less than three percent. Is it possible that Amer-
icans have been so apathetic that six million can manip-
ulate 230 million?

But there are many compelling reasons why population
figures are of little relevance to the Zionist success story.
Mahatma Gandhi once remarked: ‘“Numbers are not crit-
ical to any struggle. Strength and purpose are.’” This
strength, matched by wealth and position, can be summed
up in one word: power. The Zionists have been able to
muster fantastic muscle at the right moment and at the right
place, or instill the fear that it might be used.
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The triumph of Zionism would never have been possible
without the 20th century’'s Holy Trinity: Hitler, the supine
politicians and the compliant media. By labeling those who
opposed the course upon which Israeli leadership intrac-
tably committed their new state as ‘‘anti-Semitic,” they
crushed budding dissent. Without understanding the under-
lying reasons, the Jewish rank and file could point to the
large number of prominent Christian supporters of the state
and boast: “‘Just as it is not necessary to be Jewish to love
Levy's rye bread, so one need not be Jewish to be a Zionist."”
Everyone loves a winner. What little organized opposition
there was to Zionism totally collapsed with Israel’s stirring
victory in the June 1967 six-day war. The anti-Zionist Amer-
ican Council for Judaism all but vanished, and thereafter,
even non-Zionists were not ashamed to be counted in
Zionists ranks, as Commentary editor Norman Podhertz so
loudly proclaimed in ‘*“Now, Instant Zionism.”’

A principal reason for the remarkable political success
achieved by the Jewish connection and the Zionist con-
nectors lies deep in the American political system. Our
system of representative government has been profoundly
affected by the growing influence and affluence of minority
pressure groups, whose strength invariably increases as
presidential elections approach. This makes it virtually
impossible to formulate foreign policy in the American
national interest. The Electoral College system has greatly
fortified the position of the national lobbies established by
ethnic, religious and other minority pressure groups—the
Jewish-Zionist-Israel lobby in particular.

Under this anachronistic system, state votes go as a unit
to the candidate winning a plurality of the vote, which
endows a well-organized lobby with tremendous bargaining
power. And the Jewish connection has been augmented by
the Jewish location: seventy-six percent of American Jewry
is concentrated in sixteen cities of six states—California,
New York, Pennsylvania, Illinois, Ohio and Florida—with
181 electoral votes. It only takes 270 electoral votes to elect
the next President of the United States.

This explains why the politicians have been mesmerized
by fear of the ‘‘Jewish vote’’ in a hotly contested state. The
inordinate Israelist influence over the White House, the
Congress and other elected officials, stems from this ability
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to pander bloc votes, as well as to fill the campaign coffers
of both parties with timely contributions. The individual Jew
who might not go along with Zionist ideology or Jewish
nationalism is too cowardly to speak out and take the usur-
pers of his voice to task; and so the peddling goes forward.

Few Jews appreciate the methodology employed by the
powerful Zionist lobby in Washington to keep the politicians
in line. It's not exactly pretty, and even in the declining
morality of our day, I am certain that many would be
revolted by what is done in their name to help the Middle
East’s “‘bastion of democracy."”

This lobby, fully integrated within our national elective
process, has become intrinsic to the warp and woof of the
U.S. political system for the past thirty-two years. Show me
a man who is running for President, and I will show you
invariably a politician who will not dare offend this potent
lobby. Show me a legislator in either branch of the con-
gress, and I will show you an office holder who invariably
bows to this powerful pressure group. Whereas other pres-
sure groups may have to comb the congressional offices,
arguing the merits of certain proposals in order to gain the
necessary affirmative votes, the Israeli lobby channels
information to its many allies in Congress, rounds up scores
of assured votes when they are needed, and has the pleas-
ant task of urging well-intentioned, overly eager members
not to wander off with their own competing legislation in
support of Israel.

During the height of the 1973 war, a thirty-six hour phone
blitz by I.L. Kenen, the head of the American Israel Public
Affairs Committee (AIPAC, the Israeli lobby), resulted, on
18 October, in the immediate introduction of legislation in
both houses to transfer ‘‘Phantom aircraft and other equip-
ment in the quantities needed by Israel to repel aggressors
in the amount of $2.2 billion."” A massive campaign prefaced
the passage of this military aid bill, and an attempt to strip
$500 million from the legislation was defeated when Kenen
fired off ninety-five telegrams to House Appropriations and
Foreign Affairs Committee members.

When the influential chairman of the latter committee,
Clement ]J. Zablocki, sought across-the-board reductions in
military exports to Middle East countries, including Israel,
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he found himself forced to bow to Zionist pressure. The
“Israel-Firsters’”” and AIPAC moved to block him from as-
suming the chairmanship of the committee in the 95th Con-
gress. Only after a bitter, behind the scenes, conference
was an amicable arrangement worked out. The Congress-
man has not since opposed any of Israel’s lofty ambitions on
Captiol Hill.

Surprisingly, it was the New York Times itself, usually
the staunchest supporter of Zionist and Israeli goals, which
exposed and analyzed frankly the activities of this most
powerful of pressure groups in an August 1975 article. As a
demonstration of an allegedly new, U.S. impartiality, Presi-
dent Ford had agreed to sell Jordan the improved Hawk
missiles with the NAS systems worth some $256 million. But
the lobby went immediately to work. A secret communi-
cation about the proposed sale, based on a classified De-
fense Department document, sent by the White House to
members of the Senate Foreign Relations and the House
Foreign Affairs Committees, was leaked to AIPAC by Zionist
aides of New Jersey Senator Clifford P. Case and New York
Representative Jonathan B. Bingham. Immediately, the
lobby mobilized its organization in 197 major and 200 smal-
ler cities across the country, warning of the dangers to
Israel. In a two-page memorandum and letter describing the
scope and nature of the proposed sale, the lobby concluded
that it was capable of ‘‘providing cover for offensive opera-
tions against Israel.”

The communities were called upon to act at once and to
apply forceful pressure. Within twenty-four hours of the
memorandum’s distribution, congressmen were besieged
with phone calls, telegrams and mailgrams from constit-
uents urging them to oppose the Hawk sale to Jordan.

Despite the threat that Jordan's King Hussein might turn
elsewhere, even to the Soviet Union, the legislators stuck by
their guns, and the matter was tabled. An unidentified
Democratic Senator was quoted in the Times as saying that
he would only talk without attribution about the Israeli
lobby *‘because they can deliver votes and they control a lot
of campaign contributions. That's why I cannot go on the
record or I'd be dead.”

“It's the strongest lobby,"” the Senator added. ‘It doesn’t
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dilute its strength by lobbying on other issues—a lot of
members resent it, but they don’t feel they can do anything
about it. That lobby wants to do Congress’ thinking on
Israel—they don't want any independent judgements."”’

Demands on the Justice Department to investigate how a
classified White House document had been transmitted to
an agent of the State of Israel were ignored. The lobby was
too strong.

Spade work on the Hill has been carried out by a group of
dedicated, key young staff people. Michael Kraft from Sen-
ator Case’s office; Stephen Bryen of the Middle East sub-
committee of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee; Scott
Cohen, Senator Charles Percy’s aide; Richard Perle of Sen-
ator Henry Jackson's staff; Richard D. Siegel from Pennsyl-
vania Senator Richard Shweicker’'s office; Mel Grossman,
an aide to Florida's Edward J. Gurney; Edward A. ‘‘Pete”
Lakeland, Jacob Javits’ aide; Daniel L. Speigel from Senator
Muriel Humphrey's office; Mel Levine, an aide to Cali-
fornia's John V. Tunney; Jay Berman from Birch Bayh's
office; and Kenneth Davis, an assistant to Hugh Scott of
Pennsylvania when he was Minority Leader.

According to Stephan D. Isaacs in his book Jews and
American Politics, this group has worked ‘‘quietly, drafting
legislation and other materials and mounting ‘backfires’ to
ensure support of appropriate legislation advancing Is-
rael's many causes'’ while Senators Jackson, Javits, Ribicoff
and others worked ‘‘out front"' to garner support among
fellow Senators.

It was this effort that was responsible for the passage of
the Jackson-Vanick amendment to the 1972 U.S. trade agree-
ment with the Soviet Union, the first nail placed in the coffin
of détente. Pleas of President Ford—who had earlier ex-
pressed sympathy for the plight of Soviet Jewry in a “*State
of the World’' address—to reject this amendment as inim-
ical to American interests and relations with the Soviet
Union were to no avail. Jackson, the lobby's stalwart cham-
pion on the issue of Soviet Jewry, insisted on encumbering
the agreement, mutually advantageous to the U.S. and the
Soviet Union, with the amendment guaranteeing an annual
emigration of a set number of Soviet Jews. Whether détente
is good or not for the U.S. is debatable, but to link this issue
with the question of Soviet Jewry is a wholly untenable
position.
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The one senator who, over many years, consistently re-
fused to bow to Zionist pressures and who defied the Israeli
lobby was Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman J.
William Fulbright. He incurred Zionist wrath when he
stated on “‘Face the Nation in 1973 that: “The Israelis
control the policy of the Congress and the Senate. . .Some-
where around 80% of the Senate of the U.S. is completely in
support of Israel—of anything Israel wants. . ."”

Jews in Arkansas blasted the Senator: “Fulbright’s rival
in the May 1974 Democratic primary, Governcr Dale Bum-
pers boasted:

I could have bought central Arkansas with the offers of
money from the Jewish community. . .The offer of assistance
came from people in New York and California who had raised
a lot of money in the Jewish community for political purposes.

To the great satisfaction of the lobby, this flow of money
helped defeat Senator Fulbright and return him to private
life. But this victory in the long run may turn out to be only a
Pyrrhic one for American Jews.

In a memorable speech on the floor of the Senate, Mr
Fulbright had placed ‘‘the whipsawing of foreign policy by
certain minority groups to the detriment of the national
interest’’ in its broader, historical perspective:

Mr. President, this nation has welcomed millions of immi-
grants from abroad. In the 19th century we were called the
melting pot, and we were proud of that description. It meant
that there came to this land people of diverse creeds, colors
and races. These immigrants became good Americans, and
their ethnic or religious origins were of secondary importance.
But in recent years we have seen the rise of organizations
dedicated apparently, not to America, but to foreign states and
groups. The conduct of foreign policy for America has been
seriously compromised in this development. We can survive
this development, Mr. President, only if our political institu-
tions—and the Senate in particular—retain their objectivity
and their independence so that they can serve all Americans.

But as long as legislative staff members kept their Jew-
ishness uppermost in mind, vital objectivity could never be
accomplished.
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The Anti-Defamation League (ADL) of B'nai B’rith, like-
wise, has done its share in ‘‘converting’’ congressmen at
critical moments. Opposition to sending the deadly C-3 con-
cussion bombs to the Zionist state immediately brought
overt suggestions from the ADL that opponents were sec-
retly anti-Semitic. ‘*That's the perversive force they strike
at in the hearts of members up here,” one Capitol Hill aide
was quoted as saying. “'If you're in opposition to anything
Israel wants, you get a big white paintbrush that says
you're anti-Semitic.”

The story behind legislative chicanery in behalf of Israel
scarcely ever surfaces, and when it does, it is summarily
dismissed as anti-Semitic propaganda. But one day, pre-
dicted a senior U.S. diplomat, according to Newsweek mag-
azine, there will be a congressional investigation into how
we lost the Middle East that will make the great China
debate seem trivial. It is sad to contemplate how many
innocent American Jews may suffer for the actions of their
self-appointed spokesmen. The undue influence registered
by a small minority on behalf of a foreign state will indeed
not look pretty.

In the light of day, the link between the thirteen-year
Israeli occupation of Holy Jerusalem and the course taken
by the Islamic revolution in Iran will be more than clear.
The unholy alliance forged between Iran and Israel, sup-
ported by pressure on successive presidents, together with
the Henry Kissinger-Nelson Rockefeller initiative, during
the midst of the hostage crisis, in bringing the Shah to the
U.S., will one day become common knowledge. More people,
to use the 1948 words of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch at the
time of Israel’s establishment, will complain about ‘‘the
shameful junking of international interests to regain Jewish
votes.’”’ The silencing of criticism of Israeli policy by a
veritable world Who's Who, ranging from philosopher Wil-
liam Ernest Hocking, Father Daniel Berrigan and Dorothy
Thompson to Dag Hammarskjold, Bruno Kreisky and
Charles de Gaulle, will in the long run prove to have been a
real tragedy for all Americans.

Can the Jewish community in the United States be brought
to its senses before total disaster overtakes it? Can the
process, once described by the editor of the Jewish News-
letter William Zuckerman as ‘‘Campaign Judaism,” by
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which this community has ‘“‘almost consciously emptied
itself of all higher aspirations and spiritual needs and has
willingly limited itself to the role of financial milk cow for
others’’ be brought to an end? It will indeed be difficult to
tear Jewish leaders and their wives from the massive Israeli
Bond and UJA drives, from Hadassah teas, and gaudy ban-
quets, and garish publicity, all masked as philanthrophic
functions.

Professor of Organic Chemistry at the Hebrew University,
Israel Shahak, himself a survivor of Bergen-Belsen, main-
tains that undeviating devotion to the State of Israel by
Israeli and American Jews is ‘‘both immoral and against the
mainstream of Jewish tradition and is nothing but Jewish
apostasy.”

Dr. Shahak added:

Jews used to believe, and say it three times a day, that a Jew
should be devoted to God, and God alone. A small minority still
believe it. But it seems to me that the majority of my people has
left God and substituted an idol in its place, exactly as hap-
pened when they were devoted to the golden calf in the desert
and gave away their gold to make it. The name of this modern
idol is the State of Israel.

It will be no simple task to detach Jews from such idol-
atrous worship. The blatant expansionism and racism, defi-
antly displayed by Prime Minister Begin did not awaken
American Jews. They are unable to discern that the gravest
danger to peace stems not so much from geographic expan-
sionism, in the guise of security, or from the seizure of land
belonging to Palestinian Arabs for centuries, but from ideo-
logical expansionism which views Palestine as belonging
exclusively to the Jewish people as inchoate citizens of the
state established in their name. It is extemely doubtful
whether any successor to Menachem Begin, be he Shimon
Peres or Ezer Weizman, will dare to attempt to cast Israel
out of its Zionist mold or that there will be a Jewish Amer-
ican revolt.

The myth-makers have been too powerful in weaving
their web. Hebrew, Israelite, Judean, Judaism and the Jew-
ish people have been accepted as one, suggesting historic
continuity. In fact they were different people in different
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historical times with varying ways of life who continually
intermarried with indigenous Amorites, Canaanites, Mid-
ianites, Phoenicians and other Semitic ancestors of the
present-day Arabs. It is too often forgotten that Judaism
was a tremendous proselytizing force throughout the world
before, and even after, the coming of Jesus. In The Thir-
teenth Tribe, Arthur Koestler, supported overwhelmingly
by such anthropologists as Ripley, Weissenberg, Hertz,
Boas, Mead and Fishberg, proves that the vast majority of
today's Jews are descendants of the Khazars of South Rus-
sia. They converted to Judaism in 70 A.D. at the time of the
dispersion of the small, original Judaic Palestinian popu-
lation by Roman Emperors Vespasian and Titus. The Ben-
Gurions, the Golda Meirs, and Begins, who have clamored
to go back ““home," probably never had antecedents in that
part of the world.

The American Jew has permitted the Zionist quest for
roots in Palestine to lead him into the most dangerous
shoals. The abnormal, unique relationship, which he has
allowed to be carried out in his name, between Jews in the
United States and Israel, has forged an ‘‘Israel-First" policy
which is an underlying factor in the continuing tensions
besetting the Middle East and the Islamic world. U.S. sec-
urity interests have become endangered; an energy crisis
has been thrust into every American home. The enmity
towards the United States, incurred in the Arab-Muslim
world, has eroded the measureless reservoir of goodwill
stemming from the many educational and eleemosynary
institutions founded by Americans.

In a world which has never needed spiritual faith more
than during this present threat to civilization, universal
Judaism has itself become gravely imperiled. For what is
left of its universal, ethical precepts without the ethos of
righteousness? In the ruthless takeover of Palestine, in
driving out the indigenous population, the Israelis have
violated tenets deeply imbeded in the preachments of the
Prophets. And sadly, American Jews have compounded the
felonly with racist attitudes towards Palestinians, in par-
ticular the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO).

What is both sad and equally ironic, is that in permitting
themselves to be traumatized by a refuted racial myth, the
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Jews of America have allowed Hitler to triumph. In doling
out incarceration and death while sweeping through
conquered Europe, the Fuhrer undid the laws of emanci-
pation and the process of integration for which so many
Jews had so-long struggled, when he decreed: ““You are not
a German, you are a Jew—You are not a Frenchman, you
are a Jew—You are not a Belgian, you are a Jew.” Yet these
are the identical words Zionist leaders intone as they met-
iculously promote the emigration to the Holy Land of Jews
from around the globe, plotting their exodus from lands in-
which they have lived happily for centuries. Moshe Dayan
succinctly expressed it in the New York Times magazine: *']
am a Jew before I am an Israeli.”

Rarely has the deceit of so few been so widely practiced
to the detriment of so many, as in the formulation and
implementation of American Middle East policy. But nor-
mal, friendly relations with all peoples of the region may still
be restored. If the PLO is recognized by the U.S. and
obstacles to the creation of a Palestinian state are removed,
Arab and Jew, Muslim and Hebrew, in an atmosphere of
justice, may still renew their millenial peaceful co-existence
side by side. But there is no place for Zionism,

Such a happy goal is notillusory. It may be achieved
when Jewish Americans find the courage to stand up as
individuals and throw off the yoke of Organized Jewry. It is

imperative—by word and, more importantly, by deed—for
every Jew in the United States to articulate this credo
openly and loudly: *‘Judaism is not Zionism—Zionism is not
Judaism —anti-Zionism is not anti-Semitism. Israel's flag is,
in no way, mine."”’
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A Note from the Editor

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

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

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

Sound decisions are not made with false, unscrutinized data.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

So welcome, and good reading!

'b§\1*«$»~:> B /L ’\Cv\'(-ic-c*—""—

Thomas J. Marcellus




Unanswered Correspondence

LEWIS BRANDON & ARTHUR R. BUTZ

Christopher Hitchens

New Statesman

10 Great Turnstile

London WCIV 7H]J England 26 August 1980

Dear Christopher Hitchens:

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

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

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

Hope to hear from you.
Sincerely

Lewis Brandon
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Letters to the Editor

West Palm Beach Post

P.O. Drawer T

West Palm Beach, FL 33405 15 September 1980

Dear Sir:

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

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

Gentlemen:

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

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

crematoria.

I would be very interested in finding out what your evi-
dence is for this allegation. Most Holocaust commentators
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today acknowledge that none of the camps in Germany-
proper had ‘‘gas chambers.”

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

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

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

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

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

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

Dear Sir:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely
Lewis Brandon
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Letters Department

Panorama

P.O. Box 950

Wayne, PA 19087 10 November 1980

Gentlemen;

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

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

Gentlemen:

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

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

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

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

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

These are some questions your ‘‘Question and Answer”

column somehow avoided not just answering, but even
asking.

Sincerely
Lewis Brandon
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Judith F. Krug

American Library Association

50 East Huron Street

Chicago, IL. 60611 12 November 1980

Dear Ms. Krug:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

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

Gentlemen:

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

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

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

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

The public school should be a vibrant, free market of

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

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

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

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon
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Letters to the Editor

Commentary

165 E. 56th Street

New York, NY 10022 12 December 1980

Dear Mr. Podhoretz:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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




Unanswered Correspondence 209

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

Editor

Commentary

165 E. 56th Street

New York, NY 10022 16 December 1980

Dear Sirs:

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

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

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

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

Sincerely

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

New York Times

229 W43 Street

New York City, NY 10036 7 January 1981

Dear Sir:

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

Itis incorrect in a number of respects.

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

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

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

Sincerely

Lewis Brandon

Letters to the Editor

Pittsburgh Press

P.O. Box 566

Pittsburgh, PA 15230 27 January 1981

Dear Sir:

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

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

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

The Revisionist historians ask:

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely
Lewis Brandon

Mr. Norman Podhoretz
Editor

Commentary

165 E. 56

New York, NY 10022

Dear Mr. Podhoretz:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Shalom,

Bezalel Chaim

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



The Problem of Cremator Hours
and Incineration Time

REINHARD K. BUCHNER

Part1]

1. Formulation of the Problem

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

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

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

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

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

2. A Simple Calculation in 1946

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

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

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

N = Number of possible cremations

Numbers of Cremators

Time of operation in hours

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

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

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

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

‘N x I
C=—"% [2]

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

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

Inserting the numerical values into (2) one obtains:

c = 6.000,000x5
43,800
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or

C = 684.9

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

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

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

over a five year period. Checking on incineration time with

the mortuaries again did not change anything. Those men

would shrug their shoulders or laugh. Their responses must

be seen against the background of the political climate of

the time which Allied occupational policies under the head-

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

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

acceptable, an actual number was simply not known. For

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

1946 that 100 cremators would be probably a more realistic

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

theoretical maximum number of possible cremations:

100 x 43,800

N =100%2 (1]

or

N = 876,000

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

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

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

This resulted in:

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

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

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

3. A New Attempt in 1981

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

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

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

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

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

discussed in appendix 1

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

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

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

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

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

Part II
Appendix

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

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

in the calculation in accord with the Holocaust theory.

Auschwitz I

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

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

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

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

Auschwitz IT

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

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

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

Majdanek

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

Belzek, Sobibor, Kulmhof, Treblinka

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

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

2. The Technology of Cremation

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

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

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

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

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

3. Multiple Charge

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

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

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

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

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

4. Incineration Time

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

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

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

or

I = 0.0184 hours = 1.1 minutes (!)

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

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

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

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

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

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

5. Some Necessary Comments.

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

Equation (3) yields the incineration time:

_16x24

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

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

One obtains.:

_ 30x24
= 74000 [3]

or
I = 0.18 hours = 10.8 minutes

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

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

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

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

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

6. Cremation in Pits

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

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

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

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

In Katyn during 1943 the corpses of some 4143

- Polish officers were exhumed.24The mass-graves

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

7. Some Other Technical Points

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

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

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



244 THE JOURNAL OF HISTORICAL REVIEW

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

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

8. Critique and Limitations of the Method

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

In the interpretation of the results of this investigation
most probable numbers have been derived—with state-
ments of reason. For example Table II (Part I} gives a
“theoretically possible maximum of cremations'” and a
“theoretically possible minimum of cremations’ (861,120
and 215,280). As explained above, the actual number can be
either one of these figures or any number within this range.
In the text, however, the lowest number (215,280) is stated
to be the ‘‘most probable’ number. This was based on the


