DISSECTING THE HOLOCAUST

Germar Rudolf (Ed.)

Dissecting
the

Holocaust
The Growing Critique
of ‘Truth’ and ‘Memory’

Castle Hill Publishers
P.O. Box 243, Uckfield, TN22 9AW, UK
November 2019

HOLOCAUST HANDBOOKS, Volume 1:
Germar Rudolf (ed.):
Dissecting the Holocaust: The Growing Critique of “Truth” and “Memory.”
Uckfield, East Sussex: CASTLE HILL PUBLISHERS
PO Box 243, Uckfield, TN22 9AW, UK
Third, revised edition, November 2019
Translated by Sonja Ruthard
ISBN10: 1-59148-227-5 (print edition)
ISBN13: 978-1-59148-227-7 (print edition)
ISSN 1529-7748
Published by CASTLE HILL PUBLISHERS
Manufactured in the United States of America and in the UK
© 2000, 2003, 2019 by Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield, UK
Distribution:
Castle Hill Publishers
PO Box 243
Uckfield, TN22 9AW, UK
https://shop.codoh.com
www.HolocaustHandbooks.com
If these sites are inaccessible in the country where you live, try an online anonymizing
service.
Set in Times New Roman.
Cover Design: Background: Holocaust monument in the center of Berlin, Germany;
foreground: the forensic surgeon’s instruments to dissect a cadaver…

GERMAR RUDOLF (ED.) · DISSECTING THE HOLOCAUST

5

Table of Contents
Page
Preface to the 2019 Edition ............................................................................................... 7
GERMAR RUDOLF

Preface to the 1994 Edition ............................................................................................... 9
ROBERT FAURISSON

The Controversy about the Extermination of the Jews ................................................ 15
GERMAR RUDOLF

The Case of Walter Lüftl ................................................................................................ 61
WALTER LÜFTL

The Value of Testimony and Confessions on the Holocaust ......................................... 83
GERMAR RUDOLF

Witnesses to the Gas Chambers of Auschwitz ............................................................. 129
ROBERT FAURISSON

The German Justice System: A Case Study ................................................................ 141
CLAUS JORDAN

Holocaust Victims: A Statistical Analysis .................................................................... 175
GERMAR RUDOLF

The Gas Vans: A Critical Assessment of the Evidence ............................................... 207
INGRID WECKERT

Do Photos Prove the NS Extermination of the Jews? ................................................. 235
UDO WALENDY AND GERMAR RUDOLF

Air-Photo Evidence........................................................................................................ 263
JOHN CLIVE BALL

National-Socialist Concentration Camps: Legend and Reality ................................. 279
JÜRGEN GRAF

Microwave Delousing and Gastight Doors at Auschwitz ............................................ 305
WILLY WALLWEY

The Technique and Chemistry of the ‘Gas Chambers’ of Auschwitz ....................... 331
GERMAR RUDOLF

The Cremation Furnaces of Auschwitz........................................................................ 367
CARLO MATTOGNO AND FRANCO DEANA

The Gas Chambers of Majdanek ................................................................................. 409
CARLO MATTOGNO

Diesel Gas Chambers: Ideal for Torture – Absurd for Murder ................................ 431
FRIEDRICH PAUL BERG AND GERMAR RUDOLF

The Treblinka Holocaust .............................................................................................. 475
ARNULF NEUMAIER

Babi Yar: Critical Questions and Comments .............................................................. 509
HERBERT TIEDEMANN

Reprisals and Orders from Higher Up ........................................................................ 539

6

GERMAR RUDOLF (ED.) · DISSECTING THE HOLOCAUST

KARL SIEGERT, WITH COMMENTS BY GERMAR RUDOLF

Appendix 1: Wood Preservation through Fumigation with HCN: Blue
Discoloration of Lime- and Cement-Based Plaster..........................................................565
HELMUT WEBER, WITH COMMENTS BY GERMAR RUDOLF

Appendix 2: Expert Opinion .........................................................................................571
JOACHIM HOFFMANN

Appendix 3: First Reactions to this Book .....................................................................577
GERMAR RUDOLF

Bibliography ...................................................................................................................579
Index of Names ...............................................................................................................613

“The Natural sciences [like other scholary disciplines] are extremely conservative and
dogmatic. Any corroboration of a paradigm is welcome, whereas any innovation or revision will long meet with resistance; the instinct for preservation (including selfpreservation!) is stronger than the search for truth. Therefore, new findings usually gain
acceptance only when sufficient numbers of researchers vouch for them: then the dogmatic status quo topples, a ‘scientific revolution’ occurs, a new paradigm replaces the
old. […]
The bottom line is that no student, no researcher and no layman should believe any facts
to be ‘conclusively proven,’ even if the textbooks present them as such […].”
Professor Walter Nagl, Ph.D., Gentechnologie und Grenzen der Biologie,
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt 1987, pp. 126f.

“The error [of a vastly exaggerated Auschwitz death toll], though committed a long time
ago and by others, remains tendentious. And it was ‘our’ error, if ‘our’ refers to the enemies of fascism and racism. […]
I admit that it is sometimes necessary to conceal the truth – i.e., to lie – at times even for
noble reasons, for example out of pity or tact. But it is always profitable to know why
one does so, and what such deviations from the truth entail. […]
While truth is not always good, lies are much more often evil.”
Ernest Skalski, Der Spiegel, No. 30/1990, p. 111

“A democracy requires free citizens who are willing to say publicly unpopular things to
provoke critical debate.”
Robert Reich, Los Angeles Times, May 13, 1998, p. B13
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Preface to the 2019 Edition
GERMAR RUDOLF
Toward the end of 1990, I began my research on the “Chemistry of Auschwitz”, that is to
say, whether the misuse of Zyklon B for mass murder as alleged for Auschwitz would
have left any chemical traces, and if so, then what kind(s) of traces. After several months
of literature research on the chemistry involved, I came to the conclusion that the topic was
exceeding my personal competence.. I needed the advice of engineers, architects and historians. My cries for help were answered to some extent, but I realized that most of these
professionals were no less groping in the dark than I. The entire field of forensic Auschwitz and Holocaust research seemed to be treated like an unwanted orphan.
Before I could even think of summarizing my chemical research in writing and preparing it for publication or for an expert opinion to be used in court cases, I realized that it
would not be enough to research and write about just a small – chemical – aspect of the alleged mass murder of Auschwitz, which in itself represented only a small part of the Holocaust. The entire research field was huge. Other helpful researchers, both professionals and
laymen, had a similar impression, but no one took the initiative to tackle the whole issue.
Well, if nobody else does it, then I will, I thought.
As a 26-year-old doctoral student, I therefore gathered seasoned graduate engineers,
PhD scholars and professors around me, and tried to persuade them to either summarize or
even create the most-recent forensic-research results on certain aspects of the Holocaust. It
took three years to assemble this work from the pens of very different, strong-willed authors who moreover wrote in different languages.
The result – greatly revised – lies before you.
What I saw as the culmination of my publishing activities in 1994, however, turned out
to have been just their beginning. From this literary sprout, over the next 25 years, a multitude of special studies and summarizing overviews on the Holocaust has grown which are
unparalleled in the world: the bilingual series Holocaust Handbooks (see the introduction
to the series at the end of this book), the first volume of which is the present work.
The first German edition of this book sold about 15,000 copies within four months. Then
the police struck. In over 100 house searches throughout Germany, all copies were confiscated that the authorities could lay their hands on. The publisher organized a protest initiative in which ultimately more than 1,000 German intellectuals protested in newspaper appeals against this police-state censorship1 – but in vain. In the subsequent judicial proceedings, the confiscation and immolation of the book was decided. However, when the publisher Wigbert Grabert sought to appeal the decision, the prosecutor’s office threatened
that his publishing outlet would be destroyed by constant house searches and confiscations
if he did not withdraw the appeal. The publisher gave in to save his business.
It took 25 years for a new German edition of this one-time bestseller to appear, and 16
years for this third English edition. The reason for this is primarily that the other 40 books
of this series absorbed all my energy; 25 years and 40 books of research and learning. Only
now that the series has reached a certain maturity – and I along with it – am I able to offer
the present book as a thoroughly revised, corrected and expanded new edition.
Unfortunately, many of my co-authors and friends have since died: Prof. Dr. Robert
Faurisson, Dr. Claus Jordan, graduate engineer Willy Wallwey, Dr. Franco Deana, gradu1

“Die Meinungsfreiheit ist in Gefahr!,” Advertisment, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, May 17, 1996, p.
12 (100 signators); Stuttgarter Nachrichten, July 19, 1996, p. 6, Stuttgarter Zeitung, July 19, 1996, p. 7
(both with 500 signators); Westfalen-Blatt, Sept. 13, 1996 (1000 signators); this appeal was triggered by
the book-burning event mentioned, although it doesn’t say so explicitly; see private communication by
the initiator of these ads, Dr. R. Kosiek, to me on Nov. 17, 2000, and May 2, 2001;
http://germarrudolf.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/ListPos19_d.pdf; translated in
http://germarrudolf.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/ListPos19a_e.pdf and
http://germarrudolf.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/ListPos19b_e.pdf.
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ate engineer Arnulf Neumaier and Dr. Herbert Tiedemann. The ravages of time have rendered several other contributors unable to assist me in updating their contributions: Ingrid
Weckert, graduate engineer Friedrich P. Berg, graduate political scientist Udo Walendy.
When comparing this edition with the first edition, the attentive reader will realize that
the names of some authors have changed in the current edition, and that some of the articles originally listed as having been written by only one author now have two authors
listed. Let me explain this.
First of all, I gave up my various pen names after I successfully emigrated to the US and
thus am now safe from the German persecution machinery. Ernst Gauss and Manfred Köhler therefore mutated to their real ego Germar Rudolf.
The contribution by Walter Lüftl, originally labeled with the pen name Werner Rademacher, has not been revised. Therefore, Mr. Lüftl is no longer in danger of being prosecuted due to the statute of limitations.
The contribution by Willy Wallwey used to carry the pseudonyms Hans Jürgen Nowak
and Werner Rademacher. Since Mr. Wallwey is dead, he no longer needs to be protected
from the German censors.
The contributions by Udo Walendy, John C. Ball and Arnulf Neumaier, originally
signed by only their names, now have me as a co-author. Already for the original contribution of the 1994 edition, Udo Walendy had asked me to write the article myself based on
his various publications on photo forgery. In the course of this work, I have added case
studies and entire sections to this contribution which I compiled myself or took from the
work of others. My share of this contribution grew with each revision, so that by now the
parts based on Mr. Walendy’s material are in the minority.
The situation was initially similar with John Ball’s contribution, which I authored on his
behalf and later revised progressively, even if this contribution contains little material I
added. However, Mr. Ball has even asked me to use only my name for this article. But because it would be unfair not to mention him, the pioneer of this work, both our names are
listed.
Mr. Neumaier submitted a complete article, but it was only about half as long as it currently is, because I revised, expanded and provided it with better source references three
times. Since the last two revisions took place after Mr. Neumaier’s passing, it is only appropriate to take public co-responsibility for this contribution as well.
Mr. Berg’s contribution is based on his original 1984 paper, which was completely revised, corrected and extended by me with Mr. Berg’s assistance for the first German edition of this book. Already back then, as well as for the first and second English editions,
Mr. Berg encouraged me to take co-responsibility as a co-author for this paper due to my
decisive contributions to improve the quality of his paper (see the initial footnote text of
his paper with his own remark about this), but I rejected it at that time. Some more revisions and additions were made to this edition again, but Mr. Berg was unable to participate
in the revision procedure because of illness and injury, so it would be dishonest to conceal
my co-responsibility for this article.
If the book now looks very much Germar-Rudolfish, that’s exactly the impression I
wanted to avoid at all costs back in 1994, so as not to get even more into the crosshairs of
the German opinion dictators. But now I couldn’t care less.
Germar Rudolf, Red Lion, Pennsylvania, September 2019
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Preface to the 1994 Edition1
ROBERT FAURISSON
Historical revisionism is the great intellectual adventure of the end of the 20th Century.
Despite its size, the present volume offers only a glimpse of that adventure; and so it
seems necessary here first to specify the precise historical problem upon which the revisionists have concentrated their research, then how revisionism arose in the 1940s and how
it developed in the years 1950 to 1978; and finally how it really took off in the years 1978
to 1979, to experience such an increase in the present day that nothing any longer seems
likely to halt its onward march.
During the Nuremberg International Military Tribunal (1945-46), Germans were judged
and condemned for “crimes against peace,” for “war crimes” and for “crimes against humanity.” The revisionists have been led in a way by their successive discoveries concerning these three points to call for a revision of the judgment of the Nuremberg Trial. Regarding the first two points, the revisionists have been able to present their arguments
without too much difficulty, and it is probable that no serious historian today would contend that anyone is in a position to lecture Germany concerning “crimes against peace” and
“war crimes”: as a matter of fact, it has become evident that the Allies bear their share of
responsibility in the starting of the war, and that they themselves committed innumerable
“war crimes” (if that expression has any meaning, given that war itself may be held a
crime). On the other hand, concerning the third point, that is with regard to “crimes against
humanity,” they keep on dinning into our ears that Germany attained a peak of horror all
her own with the ‘genocide’ of the Jews. It is on the study of this particular point that the
revisionists have specifically concentrated their efforts. And so, by degrees, historical revisionism has become what the Americans now call ‘Holocaust revisionism.’
According to the accusers, Germany was not content just to persecute the Jews, to deport
them and put them into concentration camps or forced-labor camps; those ‘crimes’ – as
every historian knows – are unfortunately frequent in the history of mankind, and we have
only to turn on our TV sets today to note that all kinds of human societies continue to suffer such ‘crimes.’ Germany, her accusers still contend, went far beyond that. Taking a giant leap in horror, in 1941-1942 she allegedly decided on the total extermination of the European Jews, and in order to perpetrate this specific crime, supposedly devised and utilized
a specific weapon: the homicidal gas chamber (or gas van). Making use of abominable
chemical slaughterhouses, she allegedly began a collective assassination of industrial proportions. That crime (the genocide) and that weapon used in the crime (the homicidal gas
chamber) are in that sense inseparable, and it is consequently impossible to maintain, as
some do, “that whether or not there were any gas chambers makes no fundamental difference.” Germany thus presumably committed an intrinsically evil crime against the Jews.
The Jews say further that the whole world knowingly allowed the Germans to perpetrate
that crime. The paradoxical result of so enormous an accusation is that today in the dock of
the defendants, ‘criminals’ Hitler, Himmler, and Göring are joined by their ‘accomplices,’
Roosevelt, Churchill, Stalin, Pope Pius XII, and the International Committee of the Red
Cross, as well as the representatives of many other countries and organizations.
Things are such that in the United States, for instance, from Los Angeles to Washington,
they hammer away at it in the ‘Holocaust museums,’ where today’s Jews have set themselves up as accusers of the whole world; they go so far as to incriminate the Jews in positions of responsibility who were living in Europe, in America, or in Palestine during the
war: they have the effrontery to reproach them for their collaboration or their indifference,
or for the spinelessness of their reaction to the ‘systematic extermination’ of their co-religionists.
1

This preface was translated from the French original by Tom Kerr.
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The earliest rumors of a gassing of Jews by the Germans apparently circulated in December of 1941 in the Warsaw Ghetto.2 But throughout the war such rumors found only a
feeble echo in circles hostile to Germany. One has only to read a book such as that of Walter Laqueur’s The Terrible Secret3 to realize that the skepticism was general. People still
held long-lived memories during the Second World War of the invention of atrocities during the First World War, when stories were already being spread about the gassing of civilians (in churches or elsewhere), as well as stories about corpse factories. The British Foreign Office saw the new rumors of the Second World War only as Jewish inventions, and
many in American circles shared that conviction.4 Edward Beneš, President of Czechoslovakia (in exile in London), announced in November 1942, after inquiry by his staff, that
the Germans, contrary to what had been reported to him, were not exterminating the Jews.5
The American Jew, Felix Frankfurter, a Supreme Court judge, stated to Jan Karski on the
subject:6
“I can’t believe you.”
In August of 1943, Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, warned the U.S. ambassador in Moscow by telegram that in planning a joint Allied statement on “the German crimes in Poland,” it would be advisable to eliminate any mention of the gas chambers, since, as the
British pointed out, there was “insufficient evidence” in the matter.7
Even after the war, high-ranking Allied officials such as Eisenhower, Churchill and de
Gaulle, in their respective memoirs, would refrain from mentioning the existence and operation of ‘Nazi gas chambers.’ In a manner of speaking, all these skeptics were in their
own way revisionists. Neither the Vatican, nor the International Committee of the Red
Cross, nor the anti-German Resistance acted as if they put any faith in the rumors which,
moreover, took the most fantastic forms: invariably the Germans were said to be exterminating the Jews, but the claimed methods of extermination were most varied: steam, gas,
electricity, fire, acid, an injection of air, drowning, vacuum pump, etc. Why gas wound up
the winner in the Gräuelpropaganda (atrocity propaganda) competition is not exactly
known.
The Frenchman Paul Rassinier was the first true revisionist of the postwar period. In
1950, this former deportee began to denounce the “myth of the gas chambers” in Le Mensonge d’Ulysse8 and in a whole series of works. In 1976, the American engineer Arthur
Robert Butz published The Hoax of the Twentieth Century9 which is the most profound revisionist work written to date on the subject of the alleged genocide and the gas chambers.
In 1979, a German judge, Dr. Wilhelm Stäglich, in turn published Der Auschwitz Mythos,10
a study devoted principally to the manner in which the German courts of law were able to
collaborate in the fabrication of a myth, somewhat the same way that the judges of the
witchcraft trials in the past, above all from 1450 to 1650, lent their support to even the
most preposterous stories told about the stake, the grill and Satan’s ovens.
2

3

4
5
6
7

8
9

10

“Stockholm, Dec. 21 (JTA). – More than 1,000 victims of spotted fever in the densely crowded Warsaw
ghetto have been put to death by gas [], it is learned today from reliable sources,” The Jewish Telegraphic Agency Bulletin, December 22, 1941, p. 1.
The Terrible Secret. An Investigation into the Suppression of Information about Hitler’s “Final Solution,” Weidenfeld & Nicolson, London 1980.
Ibid., see “Foreign Office” in the index as well as pp. 83, 91, 94, 116, 225, etc.
Ibid., pp. 162f.
Ibid., p. 237.
U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, Diplomatic Papers, U.S. Printing Office, Washington 1963, Vol. 1 of 1943, pp. 416f.
Le Mensonge d’Ulysse, La Librairie française, Paris 1950.
The Hoax of the Twentieth Century. The Case Against the Presumed Extermination of the Jews, Institute
for Historical Review, Newport Beach, 1977. It is advisable to read the current edition which contains
five more-recently written supplements, among them three lectures given by the author in 1979, 1982,
and 1992. In the 1982 lecture, I recommend the dazzling demonstration contained on pages 414-427
about “The story of the invisible elephant.”
Der Auschwitz-Mythos. Legende oder Wirklichkeit? Eine kritische Bestandsaufnahme, Grabert-Verlag,
Tübingen 1979; the work was destroyed on orders of the German authorities. The current 2015 English
(Auschwitz: A Judge Looks at the Evidence) and German edition of this book are available from Castle
Hill Publishers.
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Without wishing to diminish the great importance of Paul Rassinier, of Arthur Butz, and
of Wilhelm Stäglich, I hope I may be permitted to say that, at the end of the 1970s, revisionism would finally become physical and scientific with the research conducted on the
ground by Ditlieb Felderer, the Swedish revisionist, as well as with my own discoveries at
Auschwitz proper, my observations on the use of Zyklon B for disinfestation (delousing),
and my reflections on the utilization of hydrogen-cyanide gas in the gas chambers of USAmerican penitentiaries for the execution of convicts sentenced to death. Neither
Rassinier, nor Butz, nor Stäglich had gone to Poland to the supposed sites of the crime,
and none of them, moreover, had really utilized to their fullest extent the arguments of a
physical, chemical, topographical, and architectural nature which today, following the investigations of D. Felderer and my own inquiries, are currently employed by the younger
generation of revisionist researchers. As for the Jewish researchers who defend the theory
of the extermination of the Jews, they have resolutely remained what I call paper historians: Léon Poliakov and Raul Hilberg have stayed with paper and words and in the realm
of speculation.11
It is surprising that this vast field of properly scientific argument was not seen by Germany, which has so many chemists and engineers, and by the USA, itself with no lack of
scientific minds who even had the examples right there before them of their own gas
chambers using hydrogen cyanide. In 1976 at Auschwitz, I discovered both the exact configuration of the crematories that were supposed to contain homicidal gas chambers, of the
delousing gas chambers (Entlausungsgaskammern), and the plans (hidden until then) of
certain crematories. In 1978/1979, I published two articles in Le Monde12 in which I summarized some of my discoveries. In 1979, at the first conference of the Institute for Historical Review, in Los Angeles, I presented those discoveries in detail. Among those present
in the audience was one Ernst Zündel, a German then living in Toronto. From 1985 on,
this man would prove to be the most ardent, the most effective, and also – though many
seem not to know it – one of the most innovative minds among all the revisionists. He was
the first to understand why I so insisted on the chemical argument and, in particular, on the
importance that the technology of the American gas chambers in the 1930s and 1940s had
for us. He understood why I wanted a specialist in these American gas chambers to go and
examine the alleged execution gas chambers on the spot, in Poland. Thanks to my correspondence with American penitentiaries in the 1970s, I had already discovered such a specialist in the person of Fred Leuchter, but it was Ernst Zündel, and he alone, who had the
brilliant idea of asking him not only to make an examination of the buildings, but to take
constituent samples of material from the disinfestation gas chambers on the one hand and
from the alleged execution gas chambers on the other. In February of 1988, he took the
risk of sending Fred Leuchter and an entire team to Poland at his own expense to study the
alleged gas chambers of Auschwitz, Birkenau and Majdanek. The results of the study of
the buildings and of the analysis of the samples taken proved spectacular and totally in favor of the revisionist thesis. In the following years, other reports would confirm the basic
accuracy of the Leuchter Report:13 first the very-learned report of Germar Rudolf,14 then
the involved and secret specialist’s report of the Poles,15 and finally the study of the Austrian Walter Lüftl.16
11

12
13

14

15

For a detailed critique of Raul Hilberg’s work see Jürgen Graf, The Giant with Feet of Clay: Raul Hilberg and his Standard Work on the “Holocaust,” 2nd ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2015.
Le Monde, 29 December 1978 and 16 January 1979.
An Engineering Report on the Alleged Execution Gas Chambers at Auschwitz, Birkenau and Majdanek,
Poland, April 5, 1988, 193pp. Ernst Zündel published this report on 23 April 1988, with a preface written by me (Samisdat Publishers, Toronto). See more recently F.A. Leuchter, R. Faurisson, G. Rudolf,
The Leuchter Reports: Critical Edition, 5th ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2017.
Rüdiger Kammerer and Armin Solms (eds.). Das Rudolf-Gutachten, Cromwell Press, London 1993;
English: Germar Rudolf, The Chemistry of Auschwitz: The Technology and Toxicology of Zyklon B and
the Gas Chambers. A Crime-Scene Investigation, Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2017.
J. Markiewicz, W. Gubala, J. Labedz, B. Trzcinska, Expert Opinion, Prof. Dr. Jan Sehn Institute for Forensic Research, department for toxicology, Krakow, Sept. 24, 1990; partially published as “An official
Polish report on the Auschwitz ‘gas chambers,’” The Journal of Historical Review, 11(2) (1991), pp.
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It only remains to be said that if Germany’s accusers are not satisfied with these studies,
they are at liberty to initiate their own specialist’s report. What has kept them from doing it
publicly, in broad daylight, these past fifty years?
We must understand the disarray of Germany’s accusers in the face of revisionism’s
successes. For half a century they have sincerely believed that the tragedy undergone by
the Jews during the Second World War was of exceptional seriousness and magnitude,
whereas, when reduced to its proper proportions – that is, without genocide and without
gas chambers – their tragedy was just one of many other tragedies of that terrible conflict.
Under the thrust of revisionist inquiries, their historians step by step have had to admit
– that there was neither an order, nor a plan, nor a budget for the alleged genocide of the
Jews;17
– that ‘Wannsee’ was at best only a “silly story”;18
– that there existed no specialist’s report on the weapon of the crime concluding that ‘the
building (whether intact, “reconstructed,” or in ruins) served as a homicidal gas chamber’;
– that there is no autopsy that would allow us to conclude: ‘This is the corpse of a deportee killed by poison gas’;
– that the confession of Rudolf Höß was no longer of any value (“Höß was always a very
weak and confused witness”19);
– that their alleged witnesses had probably never seen gas chambers or gassings inasmuch
as the best of them, the famous Rudolf Vrba, in 1985, had been obliged to admit before a
Canadian judge and jury that in his famous book on the subject he had made use of “poetic licence” or “licentia poetarum”;20
– that the “Jewish soap” had never existed;21
– that the figure of four million victims at Auschwitz was only a fiction22;

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

207-216. [A different report was published in 1994: J. Markiewicz, W. Gubala, J. Labedz, Z Zagadnien
Nauk Sadowych, Z. XXX (1994), pp. 17-27; editors note.]
Walter Lüftl, “The Lüftl Report: Holocaust: Belief and Facts,” in The Journal of Historical Review
12(4), Winter 1992/93, pp. 391-420.
In 1961, in the first edition of The Destruction of the European Jews (Quadrangle Books, Chicago, p.
177), Raul Hilberg calmly affirms the existence of an order (and even of two consecutive orders!) for
the extermination of the Jews. In 1985, in the second edition of his book (Holmes and Meier, New
York), he totally changes his explanation of the facts; he no longer mentions any order; he writes that
there was no “basic plan” (p. 53) and that “no single organization directed or coordinated the entire process [of destruction]” (p. 55); he adds: “No special agency was created and no special budget was devised to destroy the Jews of Europe” (p. 62). He explains the whole supposed business of the extermination of the Jews by  thought transmission or telepathic divination within the German bureaucracy: “an
incredible meeting of minds, a consensus-mind-reading by a far-flung bureaucracy” (remarks made in a
lecture on 22 February 1983 and confirmed by R. Hilberg at the time of his cross-examination during
the Zündel Trial in Toronto in 1985, per shorthand transcription, pp. 846-848)!
Yehuda Bauer, Professor at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, states precisely: “The public still repeats, time after time, the silly story that at Wannsee the extermination of the Jews was arrived at,” The
Canadian Jewish News, 20 January 1992, p. 8, reproducing a dispatch of the Jewish Telegraphic Agency in London.
Professor Christopher Browning, a contributor to the Encyclopedia of the Holocaust, to Christopher
Hitchens, “Whose history is it?,” Vanity Fair, December 1993, p. 117. The professor had the gall to add:
“The revisionists use [R. Höß] all the time for this reason, in order to try and discredit the memory of
Auschwitz as a whole.”
Zündel Trial in Toronto in 1985, transcription, pp. 1447-1448, 1636. The book in question is: R. Vrba, I
Cannot Forgive, Bantam Books, Toronto 1964.
Shmuel Krakowski, archives director of Yad Vashem, and Professor Yehuda Bauer finally admitted in
1990 that “the Nazis never made soap from human fat,” The Jerusalem Post International Edition, 5
May 1990. In a cemetery of Nice (France), there is a monument which bears the following inscription:
“This urn contains soap from human fat manufactured by the Germans of the Third Reich with the bodies of our deported brothers.”
In Jean-Claude Pressac’s opinion, the total number of deaths at Auschwitz, in round numbers, lies between 630,000 and 710,000; among them we must count 470,000 to 550,000 Jews who were gassed: Die
Krematorien von Auschwitz. Die Technik des Massenmordes, Piper-Verlag, Munich 1994, p. 202.
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– and that the
“sources for the study of the gas chambers are at once rare and unreliable […]. Besides, from 1942 to 1945, certainly at Auschwitz, but probably overall, more Jews were
killed by so-called ‘natural’ causes [starvation, disease, sickness and overwork] than
by ‘unnatural’ ones.”23
Since 2 July 1982, at the end of an international symposium the exterminationists had organized at the Sorbonne (Paris) to attempt to answer me, they had shown themselves incapable of producing the slightest proof of the existence and the operation of a single gas
chamber. In March of 1992, I hurled my challenge:
“Show me or draw me a Nazi gas chamber!”
Jean-Claude Pressac, on whom the exterminationists so much counted, had proven himself
incapable of bringing forth anything but what he called “traces of the crime,” and he had
taken great care not to provide us with a total physical representation of the weapon used
in the crime.24
On 31 August 1994, I had a meeting with Michael Berenbaum, at that time the scientific
director of the Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington, in his office and in the presence of four witnesses (two on his side and two on mine). I forced him to admit that, paradoxically, his museum contained no actual representation of a ‘Nazi gas chamber’ (the
model of Krema II being only an artistic creation bearing no relation to reality). I asked
him why. He finally replied:
“The decision had been made [by us] not to give any physical representation of the Nazi
gas chambers.”
His response was equivalent to that of a Catholic priest – Mr. Berenbaum is a Jewish theologian – who decided to eliminate any representation of the cross from his church. To be
driven to such extremes, one must surely feel that he has his back to the wall.
I think that the co-religionists of Mr. Berenbaum will at last abandon the gas chamber as
they have abandoned the Jewish soap and the Auschwitz 4 million. They will go farther
than that. As in the two previous cases, they will present themselves as the discoverers of
the myth and accuse the Germans, the Poles, or the Communists of having fabricated the
‘myth of the gas chambers.’ In support of their impudent thesis, they will then invoke the
names of Jews who are revisionists totally or in part (J.G. Burg, Jean-Gabriel Cohn-Bendit,
Roger-Guy Dommergue, Arno Mayer, David Cole, Christopher Hitchens, Joel Hayward
). They will then assign themselves the starring role.
At the same time, however, transforming the ‘Holocaust’ of the Jews into a religious belief, this time divested of all material content, they will be only the more insistent in denouncing authentic revisionists as ‘deniers,’ or ‘negationists,’ as being intolerant, heartless,
basely materialistic and hostile to the free expression of religious sentiments. For those
Jews, the true revisionists will thus continue to be diabolical in spirit even if they must be
acknowledged to be in the right from a factual point of view.
The revisionists are neither diabolical nor negative. By no means are they ‘naysayers.’
They are positive in outlook. At the conclusion of their research – which is positivist in
character – they affirm that certain beliefs are just myths. Such myths are harmful in that
they feed hatred. The revisionists strive to describe what has taken place and not what has
not taken place. In sum and substance, what they proclaim to a wretched humanity is good
news. Seeking only historical accuracy, they find themselves fighting against calumny and
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Arno J. Mayer, Why Did the Heavens Not Darken? The “Final Solution” in History, Pantheon Books,
New York 1988, pp. 362, 365. The author, of Jewish origin, was a professor of history at Princeton University (USA).
It is noteworthy that although he knows how to draw, in none of his works does J.-C. Pressac venture to
offer us a concrete representation of an entire gas chamber with an explanation of its “technique and operation.” In his huge book (Auschwitz: Technique and Operation of the Gas Chambers, The Beate
Klarsfeld Foundation, New York 1989), he says that no “direct proof” exists but only “criminal traces”
or “indirect proofs” (p. 429).
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for justice. They have suffered and they will continue to suffer, but I believe, all things
considered, that history will declare them right and thus render them justice.25
ROBERT FAURISSON, September 23, 1994
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A basic work, indispensable for the study of historical revisionism, is that of Canadian trial lawyer Barbara Kulaszka (ed.), The Second Zündel Trial: Excerpts from the Court Transcript of the Canadian
“False News” Trial of Ernst Zündel, 1988, 2nd ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2019.
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The Controversy about the Extermination of the Jews
An Introduction
GERMAR RUDOLF
“No student, no researcher and no layman should believe any facts to be
‘conclusively proven,’ even if the textbooks present them as such.”1

1. A German-Jewish Vision of the Future
When the cultural and social integration of the Jews in Germany became a reality in the
course of the 19th Century, this development also heralded one of the greatest and most
fruitful symbioses that ever connected two peoples. For one, the identification of the Central and partly also of the Eastern European Jews with German culture and even with the
German nation could not be overlooked. The high points of Jewish participation in the fate
of the German nation no doubt include the many Jewish soldiers of World War I, some of
whom were highly decorated for their valor.2 Another manifestation of this solidarity,
however, was the opinion widely shared among Zionists that the official language of the
future State of Israel should be German.3
But the interconnectedness of these two peoples goes much deeper than that. Who still
remembers today the name Eduard von Simson, the son of formerly Jewish parents who
later converted to the Protestant faith? He was the one who played decisive roles in all
stages of Germany’s state unification in the 19th Century, a process in which he was far
more important than, for example, King Wilhelm I or Heinrich von Gagern.4
Who could forget the great and immensely important Jewish sector of the German intellligentsia, the philosophers and poets, scientists and artists who contributed so decisively to Germany’s world-wide fame in art and science for the past three centuries?5 An examination of a list of Nobel laureates for the first part of the 20th Century reveals not only
the striking predominance of German scientists, but among these also the large numbers of
Jews.6
Could this symbiosis, so profitable for the whole world, be possible once again today?
If it seems a distant, utopian dream: why?
Today, German-Jewish relations are dominated by the accounts of suffering between
1933 and 1945. These years seem to have irretrievably poisoned German-Jewish relations,
which are marked by a pattern of never-ending accusations on the one side and equally
never-ending penitence on the other. What falls by the wayside is any recollection of such
1

2

3

4

5
6

Walter Nagl, Gentechnologie und Grenzen der Biologie, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt
1987, p. 127.
Also in WWII, many Jewish soldiers and highly decorated officers with Jewish ancestry fought in the
German Wehrmacht for the victory of the German nation; cf. the results of historian Bryan Mark Rigg,
Hitler’s Jewish Soldiers: The Untold Story of Nazi Racial Laws and Men of Jewish Descent in the German Military, University Press of Kansas, Lawrence, KS, 2002; see also siehe ebenso idem, Lives of
Hitler’s Jewish Soldiers: Untold Tales of Men of Jewish Descent Who Fought for the Third Reich, ibid.,
2009.
Cf. John C. G. Röhl, “Kaiser Wilhelm II. und Theodor Herzl im Heiligen Land – Ein deutsches Protektorat in Palästina?,” Die Zeit, Nr. 42/1998; cf. Patricia Willms, “Kaiser Wilhelm II. und Theodor Herzl
im Heiligen Land,” Vierteljahreshefte für freie Geschichtsforschung (VffG), 4(3&4) (2000), pp. 375380.
Cf. G. Meinhardt, Eduard von Simson, Habelt, Bonn 1981. For an outline of Jewish contributions to
modern German society prior to WWII see Dietrich Bronder, Bevor Hitler kam, 2nd ed., Marva, Genf
1975, pp. 333-346.
Amos Elon, The Pity of It All: A Portrait of Jews in Germany 1743-1933, Penguin, London 2004.
Until 1933 there where 38 German Nobel laureates, of which five where of Jewish faith, that is 13%;
much less then 1% of all Germans were Jewish at that time.
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events of our shared history that have positive value and could serve as a model for future
co-existence.
It is my wish that both peoples should come together again in a partnership of mutual respect, so as to take up the traditions of an era that brought the world, Jewry, and the German people such immense benefit. It is also my wish that the time may come, at long last,
where all the reciprocal contempt or disdain, mutual distrust and fear are reduced and ultimately removed. I long for the end of an era that has brought the world, Jewry, and the
German people more misfortune than perhaps any era before.
Michael Wolffsohn, professor of history at the University of the German Bundeswehr in
Munich, realized that the Jewish side in particular considers the constant remembrance of
the Holocaust7 to be the third main pillar of Jewish identity today, right next to the Jewish
religion and Jewish nationalism.8 This attitude, however, can result in the Jewish side’s
perpetual consideration of Germany and the German people as ‘the enemy,’ which can only detract from the peaceful co-existence of the two peoples.9 A discussion thus seems
called for regarding the part which the Holocaust should play in the way Jews see themselves, so that both peoples may share a future relationship based on partnership.
A reconciliation between both peoples, however, requires more than that. Reconciliation
can progress only in a climate which fosters candor and listening with an open mind and
spirit; where opinions are expressed rather than choked back or even suppressed; where
points of contention are discussed in a civilized manner and not hidden by hushing-up, distractionism, or violence.
Therefore, it is not only a matter of a discussion of the Holocaust’s proper place in Jewish self-perception; it is also a matter of the question whether historical accounts as they
are presented today are correct. It is a question of whether the tendency, pointed out by
Professor Wolffsohn, to remodel the Holocaust into a new transcendental pillar of Jewish
identity, might have contributed to exaggerations and hence distortions of the way in
which the events in question are themselves portrayed.
With this anthology of free scientific expression of opinion regarding the historiography
of the Holocaust, I wish to extend a general invitation to an open discussion of these matters among equals, despite – or because of – the fact that, unlike most other publications on
this topic, the position taken here is a much-contested one. For the sake of such a discussion it is imperative that neither party disputes the other’s honesty and desire for reconciliation. The first and foremost goal of this discussion is the joint and sincere search for truth,
in order to contribute to a reconciliation between Jews and Germans, which may perhaps
result in the realization of my dream of a revival of the German-Jewish symbiosis.

2. The Central Taboo of Our Time
But should this dialogue, conducted in a spirit of partnership, also include the Holocaust?
Whatever happened to the Jews in Hitler’s sphere of control between 1941 and 1945, was
it not bad enough in any case? Does any specific how and how-much even matter?
Mightn’t any discussion of it be superfluous?
Let us assume for a moment that how and how much do not matter; to an extent, this
view is certainly morally justified. Why then is there a need today for official insistence,
7

8

9

The word ‘Holocaust’ itself is an ambiguous term. Frequently this word is used to denote all anti-Jewish
measures taken by the German National Socialist government and its allies, but since persecution has
unfortunately not been unusual in history, this definition seems far too broad. Used here, it means the intentionally committed, or only implied, genocide of the European Jews (allegedly) by the National Socialists, mainly with the murder weapon ‘gas chamber.’
Michael Wolffsohn, “Eine Amputation des Judentums?,” in Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, April 15,
1993, p. 32; for the psychological significance of the Holocaust, cf. also H. F. Stein, “The Holocaust and
the Myth of the Past as History,” The Journal of Historical Review (JHR) 1(4) (1980), pp. 309-322; M.
A. Hoffman, “The Psychology and Epistemology of ‘Holocaust’ Newspeak,” JHR 6(4) (1985), pp. 467478.
Moshe Zimmermann as well has recognized the conversion of the Holocaust into a mythical entity – a
conversion that accelerates as time goes on – as an obstacle to any return to German-Jewish normalcy;
cf. Zimmermann, “Die Folgen des Holocaust für die israelische Gesellschaft,” Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte 42(1-2) (1992), pp. 33-43, esp. p. 34.
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backed up at least in most countries of Europe with threats of criminal prosecution, that
things were exactly as we are commonly told they were, and not a whit different? If the details really do not matter very much at all, then why is there such adamant refusal to discuss them and to consider other opinions? If no one questions the morally reprehensible
nature of the persecution of the Jews per se, why should it not be possible to discuss individual aspects of this persecution in a controversial manner? Is it a social taboo that must
be respected, as Professor Arnd Simon said?10
In the mid-1980s, the theories of the German historian Professor Ernst Nolte caused a
stir because he not only demanded a scientific comparison between National Socialism and
Stalinism,11 but also introduced arguments regarding the motivation behind the NationalSocialist persecution of the Jews which had previously been the sole province of rightwingers, and which therefore were frowned upon.12 That alone sufficed to warrant criticizing Nolte severely for these breaches of taboo. Since historical and political developments
as well as recent findings following the opening of the archives of former Eastern Bloc nations confirmed Nolte’s position, the hue and cry has now died down.
However, Ernst Nolte was not content with this, and elaborated his point further: in 1993
he published his work Streitpunkte, an overview of the topics which are still in dispute regarding the historiography of the Third Reich.13 He included not only such points of contention as are accepted by establishment historians, but also focused emphatically on the
theories of ‘radical revisionism’ which dispute, and attempt to refute, any planned genocide of the Jews by the Third Reich, specifically through the use of poison gas in stationary
or mobile gas chambers. According to Nolte this thesis “can no longer be dismissed as
merely absurd or malicious […].”14 After careful examination of the revisionist body of
literature, which he outlines in part, along with its theses or claims, he grants that the revisionist school of thought is based on a scientific standard which, as far as mastery of
source materials is concerned, is at least equal to that of the establishment historians,15
even though he concludes that he does not embrace the opinions of the revisionists.16 No
doubt the statements he made in his book represent a much-greater breach of taboo than
did those which led to the ‘Historians’ Dispute,’ since after all in this book he made the revisionists and their theories and arguments appear socially acceptable – something which,
according to Nolte, had been carefully avoided previously by means of rejection, slander
or simply hushing-up. The same, of course, happened to his book as well: it was hushed-up
and ignored, and the radical leftists took counter-measures – not in the form of published
10

11

12

13

14
15
16

In a conversation with Germar Rudolf on May 3, 1993, at the Max-Planck-Institute for Solid State Research, Stuttgart. Compare with that the very interesting experiments conducted by Robert Hepp, Professor of Sociology, with his students. Exposing them to revisionist theses during his lectures resulted in
reactions that resembled very much the reactions of members of ‘primitive’ cultures when their social
taboos are violated: R. Hepp, “Die Kampagne gegen Hellmut Diwald von 1978/79. Zweiter Teil: Richtigstellungen,” in Rolf-Josef Eibicht (ed.), Hellmut Diwald. Sein Vermächtnis für Deutschland. Sein Mut
zur Geschichte, (ed.), Hohenrain, Tübingen 1994, endnote 46, p. 140. In Germany, everything concerning Jewish matters is indeed a very strong taboo. One can establish this by asking Germans what they
think is the greatest taboo of German society. In most cases, they would not even dare to spell out the
word “Jew,” but would name other topics, like ‘sex’ or ‘foreigners.’ In a society that claims to have no
social taboos, naming a subject ‘taboo’ is identical with an accusation of this society, and that equals a
violation of selfsame taboo most people don’t dare to commit.
The comparability of the two totalitarian regimes has long been a central theme in Nolte’s research; cf.
Nolte, Der Faschismus in seiner Epoche, Piper, Munich 1963 (English: Three Faces of Fascism, Holt,
Rinehart & Winston, New York 1966); also Nolte, “The Third Reich’s Place in History: A Conversation
with Professor Ernst Nolte,” JHR 14(1) (1994), pp. 15-22.
High point: E. Nolte, Der Europäische Bürgerkrieg 1917-1945, Ullstein, Frankfurt am Main / Berlin
1987. For a synopsis of the so-called Historians’ Dispute, together with a comprehensive bibliography,
cf. I. Geiss, Der Hysterikerstreit, Bouvier, Bonn 1992; cf. R. Kosiek, Historikerstreit und Geschichtsrevision, 2nd ed., Grabert, Tübingen 1988.
E. Nolte, Streitpunkte, Ullstein, Frankfurt am Main/Berlin 1993; cf. also my response:“Im Streit mit
Professor Nolte,” in: G. Rudolf, Auschwitz-Lügen, 3rd ed.., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2016, pp.
133-185.
E. Nolte, op. cit. (note 13), p. 8.
Ibid., p. 304.
Ibid., pp. 9, 290, 297.

18

G. RUDOLF · THE CONTROVERSY ABOUT THE EXTERMINATION OF THE JEWS

rebuttals, but in the form of violence. When Nolte was to give a lecture in Berlin in early
February 1994, he was attacked and prevented from speaking by some 30 persons; not by
anarchists, but by ‘normal’ intellectuals who attacked him verbally with cries of “This is a
Nazi!,” as well as physically with tear gas, blows and kicks. The Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung correctly called it “terrorism of conviction” in the Federal German capital.17 I
wonder whether Professor Nolte still accuses Robert Faurisson, the French professor of
text and document criticism, the best-known revisionist world-wide, of being himself partly to blame for the violent assaults against him, since after all Faurisson had allegedly
phrased some of his theories in a polemical and aggressive manner?18

3. Germany’s Paralysis by Political Correctness
Non-German readers are probably not the only ones who will need an explanation regarding the continuing decay of constitutional values in Germany and how this came about.19
In a recent speech, Günther H. Rehak, Austrian Social Democrat and formerly personal
secretary to Austrian Federal Chancellor Dr. Kreisky, showed how the anti-Fascist movement – which fights so vehemently against any critical assessment of historiography, especially that of the Third Reich – differs from the other ‘anti’-movements.20 Whereas antiCapitalism or anti-Communism, for example, were always a matter of personal convictions
and never became institutionalized, anti-Fascism has become organizationally firmly entrenched and structured on all social levels, especially in the German-speaking countries.
There are, for example, anti-Fascist cafés (such as in Vienna and Berlin), anti-Fascist
bookstores, and an almost endless number of organizations that incorporate the term ‘antiFascist’ in their name or at least somewhere in their by-laws. While one’s reply to the
question ‘are you anti-Communist?’ or ‘are you anti-Capitalist?’ has few noteworthy social
repercussions, how to reply to ‘are you anti-Fascist?’ has become a virtually “existential”
question for people especially in German-speaking countries: anyone who then fails to
clearly establish his anti-Fascist attitude has all but disqualified himself morally.
Gerard Radnitzky has given an excellent account21 of the origin, mechanisms and effects
of German anti-Fascist opinion terrorism, a phenomenon which is also generally downplayed as ‘political correctness’ (PC). While PC has shown social effects in the United
States, it has remained largely without pronounced consequences in the political and especially the legal arena there, and has also prompted considerable countermovement.22 Primarily in German-speaking countries, on the other hand, it has increasingly become the
yardstick by which all political and legal decisions are measured. The origins of this development are complex. For one thing, by means of the provisions for compulsory licensing23 the so-called re-education program of the post-WWII American government in West
Germany ensured that socially influential positions, particularly those in the major print
and broadcast media, in historiography, and in sociology, were held by decidedly antiFascist, i.e., pronouncedly leftist persons, and that anti-Fascist and anti-national attitudes
were deliberately fostered there. There was no free press and no academic freedom at the
universities until 1955, when West Germany was granted partial sovereignty. Conservative
or right-wing publications could not counterbalance the economic advantages held in 1955
17
18
19

20
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Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Feb. 4, 1994, p. 4, and Feb. 5, 1994, p. 27.
E. Nolte, op. cit. (note 13), p. 306.
The German intolerance of Scientology, which raised some eyebrows in the United States, also belongs
in this category.
G.H. Rehak, “Wandlungen des Antifaschismus,” Kommentare zum Zeitgeschehen (Vienna), Nr. 33, August 1997.
G. Radnitzky “Die ‘Politische Korrektheit’ gefährdet die Meinungsfreiheit. Totalitäre Tendenzen im
Rechtsstaat,” in R. von Schrenck-Notzing (ed.), Freiheit braucht Mut, Kronos, Munich 1997, pp. 125176.
Cf. J.F. Garner, Politically Correct Bedtime Stories, McMillan, New York 1994.
Until 1955, a newspaper or broadcast media could be operated in Germany and Austria only if one had
been licensed by the victors to do so. To be licensed, openly anti-national and anti-Fascist leanings were
imperative, cf. C. von Schrenck-Notzing, Charakterwäsche. Die Politik der amerikanischen Umerziehung in Deutschland, Ullstein, Berlin 1993; G. Franz-Willing, Umerziehung, Nation Europa, Coburg
1991.
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by the media that had been established in 1945 or shortly thereafter. The same goes for
certain academic circles in German colleges and universities, where ideologically defined
elements continually perpetuate themselves. And to make sure that the situation could not
change in political respects either, the so-called Office for the Protection of the Constitution was established in West Germany; besides combating openly Communist political
parties, this agency does all it can to shunt all conservative, nationalist or right-wing parties and their members into a juridical void. Consequently, to this day Germany has no major conservative or right-wing media, next-to-no such university or college professors, and
no such political parties of any significance.
The second break which Radnitzky identifies in West-German post-war history is the socalled ‘Student Revolt’ of 1968, in the course of which West-German students, incited by
the leftist or even Communist teachings of their professors whom the Allied occupation
armies had installed in the German universities two decades earlier,24 provoked severe riots with their pro-Communist slogans.25 A small part of this movement descended into
left-wing terrorism that kept West Germany on tenterhooks in the 1970s, while the majority of these leftists began their march into the country’s various institutions.26 Around the
turn of the millennia, this generation with its Socialist-to-Communist ideas was at the
height of its power. Its members and their like-minded disciples are strongly represented in
all facets of German society27 and are very adept indeed at bringing public opinion under
their control by means of the so-called ‘Fascist Two-by-Four,’28 i.e., the way in which any
and all opposition is silenced by the automatic fear of being accused of Fascist leanings.
Radnitzky exposes the methods with which this manipulative, mendacious and falsifying
elite uses media campaigns to bring about the downfall of persons holding dissenting opinions, and how this elite does not even balk at using or at least tolerating violence, for example in the form of assassination and arson of (insignificant) right-wing politicians or
publications. The voices warning that the intellectual climate in Germany is becoming
more and more poisoned by this opinion terrorism and that Germany’s democracy is in
grave danger are now growing louder,29 but of course the German media, those “enemies
of free society,”30 keep these voices from the public, and the rest of the world also studiously ignores them. Obviously, as was already the case before World War Two, a weak
and self-destructive Germany, descending into a new totalitarian state in whose internal affairs the powers-that-be meddle at will, is again preferred to a strong German democracy,
which would obviously present unwelcome economic, political and moral competition.
24
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Names such as Max Horkheimer, Theodor Adorno, Herbert Marcuse etc.
Communist leaders such as Ho Chi Minh, Che Guevara and Mao Tse Tung were brazenly cheered in
those days.
One of the more prominent figures of this movement was Germany’s foreign minister in the late
1990s/early 2000s: Josef Fischer. Many members of Germany’s government around the turn of the century – the administrations of Chancellor Gerhard Schröder between 1998 and 2005 – actually have their
ideological roots in left-wing extremism of the 1968 student-protest movement.
According to M. Behrens, R. von Rimscha, “Politische Korrektheit” in Deutschland. Eine Gefahr für
die Demokratie, Bouvier, Bonn 1995, p. 112, at least 48% of all leading opinion-makers in Germany describe themselves as leftist to leftist-radical, 19% as liberal and only 10% as Christian-socialist to conservative – and this in a political opinion-climate which for 50 years now has been shifting the zero coordinates of the political spectrum permanently towards the left. An analysis of this success story is
presented, for ex., by Rüdiger Proske, in Vom Marsch durch die Institutionen zum Krieg gegen die
Wehrmacht, Von Hase & Köhler, Mainz 1997.
Hans-Helmuth Knütter, Die Faschismus-Keule, Ullstein, Frankfurt/Main 1993.
Besides G. Radnitzky, op. cit. (note 21) and M. Behrens, R. von Rimscha, op. cit. (note 27), cf. also Ch.
Anstötz, R. Hegelmann, H. Kliemt, Peter Singer in Deutschland: Zur Gefährdung der Diskussionsfreiheit in der Wissenschaft, Lang, Frankfurt 1995; R. Baader (ed.), Die Enkel des Perikles – liberale Positionen zu Sozialstaat und Gesellschaft, Vol. 2, Resch, Gräfelfing 1995; G. Habermann, Der Wohlfahrtsstaat. Geschichte eines Irrwegs, Ullstein, Berlin 1994; E. Jesse, “‘Political Correctness’ in den USA und
in Deutschland,” Mut, 12/1995, pp. 18-21; H. Kappel, A. von Stahl, Für die Freiheit, Ullstein, Berlin
1996; R.K. Lamprecht, “Oligarchie in Karlsruhe: Über die Erosion der Gewaltenteilung,” Neue Juristische Wochenschrift, 50 (1994), pp. 3272ff.; K. Löw, Von “Hexen” und Hexenjägern, self-pubished,
Baierbrunn 1993, all according to G. Radnitzky, ibid.; see also G. Detlefs, Die Pervertierung der Meinungsfreiheit, Hohenrain, Tübingen 1995.
G. Bacher, according to G. Radnitzky, op. cit. (note 21), p. 139.
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The chief mechanism with which these leftist circles psycho-terrorize the German people and drive it to hysteria is the so-called theory of ‘collective guilt,’ sometimes veiled as
‘collective shame’ or ‘collective responsibility.’ Radnitzky21 gives excellent examples describing how this method attempts to hold the German people morally, politically, and
economically liable for Hitler’s actual or merely claimed crimes until the end of time. The
prerequisites for the successful implementation of this concept are: 1. the absolute acceptance of all allegations of German historical guilt, as well as 2. the moral (and increasingly, the legal) rejection of all attempts at historical revision and 3. the blacking out of
similar or even worse crimes committed against the German people by others. By now this
behavioral pattern has won out not only in large sectors of German historiography and the
media, but is also practiced almost without exception by the German people’s political representatives. And once such practices have morally branded Germany’s history and the
German people in their capacity as its carriers as being ‘Fascist,’ the self-proclaimed antiFascists are in an unassailable position, morally speaking, from which they can get away
with almost anything.
An excellent analysis of the situation of the historians engaged in exploring German
contemporary history was presented by Backes, Jesse and Zitelmann in 1990.31 They describe the sheer impossibility of getting public attention for new findings – much less getting them published – as soon as they are considered by public (or rather published) opinion to improve the image of the Third Reich. Many historians are more interested in preserving the politically correct (that is anti-Fascist) image of this period of history than in
supporting impartial research.32 Unfortunately, the situation has worsened in most European countries during the last two decades, perhaps because more and more historians as well
as non-historians are no longer willing to accept these illegal social restrictions, and as a
result, the media as well as the political and legal systems in Europe react with an ever
growing massive anti-Fascist propaganda campaign and with steadily increasing social
persecutions and legal restrictions against historical dissidents.

4. Total Juridical Blockade
If terrorism against one’s convictions or opinions were the only problem we had to wrestle
with today, we might almost consider ourselves lucky, since, after all, one might expect
that the authorities would protect us from this if they care to be acknowledged as authorities of a legitimate ‘state under the rule of law.’ However, the problem is much greater
than that, at least in most parts of Europe and, e.g., lies hidden in Article 5 of the German
Basic Law, which covers the right of free expression of opinion, academic freedom, and
freedom of research and teaching.
According to Nolte, and in accordance with the UN Human Rights Convention, science
and research must be permitted to question everything without exception.33 Anyone wishing to criminalize such doubts, formulated as theses and evidence and published in an objective manner, violates the principle of academic freedom in a way which must be sharply
rebuffed.34 But what is the situation in reality? Can one be sure of the protection of German law if one postulates that certain aspects of the complex described as the Holocaust of
the Second World War did not take place? Let’s look at some relevant court decisions. Regarding freedom of opinion and of research, these verdicts indicate that the same are limited by the basic right of the inviolability of human dignity (Article 1 of the Law), which
31
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Uwe Backes, Eckhard Jesse, Rainer Zitelmann (eds.), Die Schatten der Vergangenheit, Propyläen, Berlin 1992.
Cf. especially in the aforementioned book: U. Backes, E. Jesse, R. Zitelmann, “Was heißt: ‘Historisierung des Nationalsozialismus?,’” p. 25; Franz W. Seidler, “Lebensborn e.V. der SS. Vom Gerücht zur
Legende,” p. 291; Eckhard Jesse, “Philosemitismus, Antisemitismus und Anti-Antisemitismus. Vergangenheitsbewältigung und Tabus,” p. 543; Uwe Backes, “Objektivitätsstreben und Volkspädagogik in der
NS-Forschung. Das Beispiel der Reichstagsbrand-Kontroverse,” p. 614.
Following Karl R. Popper, one of our most renowned contemporary philosophers, this is the central
point of human dignity, cf. Karl R. Popper, Objective Knowledge, 4th ed., Clarendon Press, Oxford
1979. For more detail cf. G. Rudolf, Resistance Is Obligatory, 2nd ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield
2016.
E. Nolte, op. cit. (note 13), p. 308.
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certainly no one will contest. If someone makes slanderous statements, or explicitly advocates the public to turn violent, this is beyond the legal pale of the free expression of opinion. But now it has become the rule for German courts to decree that even the mere supposition that certain specifics of the Holocaust did not take place constitutes an insult to the
victims of the Holocaust. For this reason, they state, such claims are not protected by Article 5 of the Law.
The question arises, of course, whether the thesis that not as many Jews died as had been
presumed, and particularly not in the manner believed, can possibly constitute an insult to
our Jewish fellow citizens. To reword this in neutral terms: can a person who to date has
believed that all his five missing siblings lost their lives in some horrible events be insulted
by a third party advancing the claim that four of the five siblings did not die in said gruesome events, but rather had been dispersed throughout the world by the upheavals of war,
and had assumed different names, which makes them impossible to trace today? One
might at least expect the person in question to listen to the arguments presented, and then
to draw new hope from, or even rejoice in, this piece of potential good news. The question,
in other words, is whether it can be an insult to someone to claim that a certain injustice or
misfortune did not befall him or his relatives. Is it not rather the case that if the theory
proved to be correct, one should be mutually happy that the injustice did not occur? In other words, the situation hinges on the proof.
But will German courts permit such proof? The German justice system works on the
presumption that the Holocaust, both in its entirety and in specifics, is ‘self-evident,’ and
unrefuted by public life and events, and that therefore any claims to the contrary are considered patently false until proven otherwise.35 In such cases of ‘self-evidentness’ the
German Code of Criminal Procedure exempts the prosecuting attorney’s office and the
court from the obligation to bring evidence in their own case.36 In fact, however, the courts
go even farther, by interpreting the paragraph in question in such a way that the defense is
not permitted to bring counter-evidence against the officially sanctioned tenet!
§245 of the German Code of Criminal Procedure, however, offers a theoretical possibility for overcoming the court’s refusal of evidence. The paragraph states that evidence already present in the courtroom may only be rejected if:
– that which is to be established by the evidence has already been established or is selfevidently true, or
– the evidence is utterly unsuitable.37
But the German judiciary claims that the opposite of revisionist motions to introduce evidence is true. Hence, they cannot reject these motions for being self-evidently true. In other words, if the defense moves to hear an expert witness who is present in the courtroom
and who has been summoned by the defense in accordance with proper procedure, the
court can refuse to hear the evidence only if an examination of the expert witness’s background reveals that he is not properly qualified to testify on the issue at hand due to a lack
of professional qualifications or experiences.
35
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In the USA and Canada, the situation is in some respects similar; cf. the case of Institute for Historical
Review v. Mel Mermelstein, as described in IHR Newsletter, No. 82, October 1991, and M. Weber,
“Declaration of Mark Edward Weber,” JHR 3(1) (1982), pp. 31-51; see also Michael Collins Piper, Best
Witness. The Mel Mermelstein Affair and the Triumph of Historical Revisionism, Center for Historical
Review, Washington, D.C., 1994; Theodore J. O’Keefe, “History and Memory: Mel Mermelstein’s
‘Eyewitness’ Evidence,” JHR 16(4) (1997), pp. 2-13; cf. the verdict of the second Zündel Trial in Toronto (Queen v. Zündel), Barbara Kulaszka (ed.), The Second Zündel Trial: Excerpts from the Court
Transcript of the Canadian “False News” Trial of Ernst Zündel, 1988, 2nd ed., Castle Hill Publishers,
Uckfield 2019, pp. 451f.; even though the Canadian Court admitted physical evidences, it completely
ignored them in its verdict.
§244, Section 3, Clause 1, German Code of Criminal Procedure: “A motion to introduce evidence has to
be rejected if […] the taking of evidence is superfluous due to self-evidence, […]”
§245, Section 2, Clauses 1+3.: “The court is obligated to include in its taking of evidence […] expert
witnesses who have appeared in court, summoned by the defendant […], if a motion to introduce evidence was filed. […] Other than that, it [the motion] may be rejected only, if the fact to be established
has already been established or is self-evident.”
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In actual fact, however, German courts as a rule refuse any kind of evidence present in the
courtroom, including expert witnesses, rejecting them on the grounds of self-evidentness
or of utter unsuitability without even bothering to look into the expert’s qualifications. To
date there has only been one exception where an expert witness was even so much as questioned on his qualifications. The court decided that the educational status of the witness as
Diplom-Chemiker (academically accredited chemist) was insufficient to allow him to give
expert testimony on questions relating to chemistry. That, they decided, would require at
least a PhD title38 which is nonsense, plain and simple. It is important to note that this accredited chemist is the author of this article and that, following my appearance at the court,
the Central Council of German Jews intervened with my employer in order to put a stop to
my activities as expert witness.39 There can be no doubt that this intervention contributed
to my subsequent dismissal without notice from my term position with the Max-PlanckSociety.40 Further, the University of Stuttgart denied me my doctorate despite the fact that
I had met all formal and qualitative-academic criteria. It is very likely that the aim of all
these backstage arrangements was to ensure that I would not make even more trouble for
standard historiography.41
But back to ‘self-evidentness.’ Since the law generally accepts that matters considered
by our society and hence our courts to be self-evident are not necessarily always true – old
‘truths’ are forever being upset by new findings – written German law grants the defense
the right to disestablish ‘self-evidentness’ and thus to open the doors for further hearing of
evidence. This may be done in two ways:42
– The defense must show that the evidence it wishes to present is superior to all evidence
previously presented in German courts, which was used to justify the ruling of self-evidentness, or
– the defense must prove that there is marked public dissent regarding the opinion deemed
self-evident. A few publications from questionable sources are not enough – a considerable portion of the public establishment must hold a contrary opinion.
In fact, however, in recent years all motions by defense counsels to prove the superiority of
new evidence have also been refused on the grounds of the self-evidentness of the Holocaust, even though the Holocaust itself was not even the point at issue in the motions; the
point having been merely the claim that the new evidence was superior to the old.43
Anyone who considered this suppression of evidence to be a violation of the German
Code of Criminal Procedure had to face the fact that even the German Federal Supreme
Court does not deign to respond to appeals brought by the defense against this state of affairs. In 1993 this court in fact decided that motions to examine the qualitative superiority
of new over old evidence can be dismissed on grounds of the self-evidentness of the Holocaust, because such a dismissal concurs with the decision-making process of all Federal
German courts.44 In other words, the German courts cite each other in defense of their own
practices.
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Trial of O. E. Remer, District Court Schweinfurt, Ref. 1 KLs 8 Js 10453/92.
Letter of the Secretary of the Central Council of German Jews, H. Jaeckel, to Professor Dr. H. F.
Zacher, president of the Max Planck Society, dated June 22, 1993.
In a lawsuit this dismissal without notice was changed to a conjoint termination of the employment contract; cf. Arbeitsgericht (labor court) Stuttgart, Ref. 14 Ca 6663/93.
For details, see my autobiographic writings in: Germar Rudolf, Hunting Germar Rudolf, Castle Hill
Publishers, Uckfield 2016.
Cf. Oberlandesgericht (Provincial High Court and Court of Appeal) Düsseldorf, Ref. 2 Ss 155/91 –
52/91 III; Federal Constitutional Court, Ref. 2 BrR 367/92; Oberlandesgericht Celle, ref. 3 Ss 88/93,
Monatszeitschrift für Deutsches Recht, 48(6) (1994), p. 608.
Revealing in this context are the admissions of a judge of the Munich County Court who said to the defense lawyer Dr. Klaus Goebel on July 22, 1992:
“You don’t believe yourself that your motions to introduce evidence will be accepted, do you? You
have to know that there is a political guideline. This guideline demands that already those who merely doubt the gas chambers have to be put on trial and sentenced. You will never succeed with
this.”(Personal communications of Dr. K. Goebel to me).
Ref. 1 StR 193/93.
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Just recently the German Federal Constitutional Court took an especially easy way out
when it decided that one particular researcher’s scientific theses pertaining to the same
subject represented an allegation of fact which, not being a statement of opinion, was not
protected by the right of free expression thereof and hence could be banned outright. 45
Even the testimony of an expert witness who is to appear in court to testify with regard to
the topic at issue is no longer free today, even disregarding for the moment the aforementioned professionally ruinous consequences which such activity entails. Presiding Judge
Peter Stockhammer of the Nuremberg District Court, for example, cautioned the author of
the present article that he might be committing a criminal offence if he were to support the
thesis of the defendant, Artur Vogt, which proposed that the gas chambers in Auschwitz
had not existed.46 This was the first time that a German court stated outright that an expert
witness on the subject of the Holocaust must always arrive at a pre-determined conclusion
if he wishes to avoid committing a criminal offense. But what are the implications of this
for the value of all those expert reports drawn up to date on this subject of history, if the
experts writing them never had any choice but to conform to Allied and German political
strictures? An indirect answer to this was given by a renowned expert witness, the historian Hans-Heinrich Wilhelm:47
“Today the history of the Holocaust is considered to be by far one of the bestresearched chapters of recent history. A closer look at this subject, however, usually reveals very quickly that our understanding is still based on a very unstable foundation.
Often the congruity of the various research can only be explained by the historians’
practice of uncritically copying each other’s work [sic!] – while at the same time court
files, which to this day are not generally accessible, continue to harbor undiscovered
documents which even the prosecutors who dealt with the ‘case’ at the time may not remember today. Demands requiring historical expert witnesses to keep silent also at
times cause the ‘state of research’ to lag behind the state of knowledge and awareness
held by some few individuals.”
So, what are “demands requiring historical expert witnesses to keep silent”? This appears
to be nothing less than the admission of a renowned expert witness that incomplete and
thus biased testimony by those witnesses is the rule rather than the exception, i.e., that they
all commit perjury, probably partly because they are convinced that this is morally (in other words, politically) correct, or because they are simply afraid of the public reaction that
is to be expected if they break the unwritten (or subsequently also codified) rules of Germany’s strongest taboo.
In light of these circumstances it seems sheer mockery that the courts state that one of
the prerequisites for the disestablishment of ‘self-evidentness’ is that there must be noticeable public dissent, especially since anyone who dissents is mercilessly prosecuted in court
and has not even the shadow of a chance to prove his objections, as he is denied the right
to bring any evidence towards this end. In late March 1994, Federal Minister of Justice
Leutheusser-Schnarrenberger, comprehensively slandering all dissidents as ‘neo-Nazi’ liars, stated that the underlying purpose of declaring the Holocaust to be self-evident was
precisely to make it impossible for those disputing certain aspects of official historiography to explain their theses and present their evidence in court and in public:48
“Hearing evidence [regarding the Holocaust] is therefore [i.e., due to its self-evidentness] superfluous. To many this may seem trivial, but it prevents the neo-Nazi liars from
gaining a forum in the courts and the public.”
The German Federal Supreme Court decided in 1994 that, contrary to previous court practices, simply denying the destruction of the Jews in the Third Reich does not in itself con45
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Federal Constitutional Court, decision of June 9, 1992, Ref. 1 BvR 824/90, Neue Juristische Wochenschrift 1993, p. 916.
Ref. 6/38 Ns 341 Js 31951/92, cf. Süddeutsche Zeitung, March 17, 1994, p. 52; more details about this
entire juridical scandal: Karl Salm, “Der Justizskandal in Fall Thomas-Dehler-Stiftung,” Part 1, Staatbriefe, 6(2) (1995), pp. 11-22; Part 2, ibid., 6(3-4) (1995), pp. 18-36; Part 3, ibid., 6(6) (1995).
H.-H. Wilhelm, in U. Backes, E. Jesse, R. Zitelmann (eds.), op. cit. (note 31), p. 403.
Federal Minister of Justice S. Leutheusser-Schnarrenberger, in Allgemeine Jüdische Wochenzeitung,
March 24, 1994, p. 2.
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stitute public incitement (§130, German Criminal Code) or incitement to racial hatred
(§131). Rather, it must be proven that such denial was related to the National-Socialist
school of thought regarding the Jews, or alternatively that it was insinuated that the Jews
had set up the ‘Holocaust Lie’ in order to blackmail, plunder or destroy the German people, etc. (the “qualified Auschwitz Lie”). In its decision, the German Federal Supreme
Court confirmed again the ‘self-evidentness’ of the murders in the gas chambers.49 In other
words, objective revisionist research into the Holocaust and the publication of resultant
findings would not come under the threat of prosecution under §§130f., even though they
cannot be presented as evidence against the ‘self-evident truth’ about the Holocaust. Following a massive uproar in the media,50 the Federal Supreme Court stated in its written
opinion that the mere denial of certain National-Socialist mass murders – whether presented in a scholarly way or not – certainly could disparage the memory of the people (supposedly) killed in these mass murders, as well as insulting Jews living today, and might thus
be punishable under §§185 and 189 of the German Criminal Code.

5. From Juridical Blockade to Juridical Terror
Following this German Supreme Court decision, it was to be expected that German legislators would endeavor to render even the so-called “basic Auschwitz Lie” – the objective
scientific disputation of the Holocaust – a criminal offense under §§130f., as was already
the case in Austria and France at that time and as several German political parties had also
demanded for Germany following the Supreme Court decision.51 And indeed, Section 3 of
the revision of §130, which came into effect on December 1, 1994, provides that anyone is
guilty of incitement of the people
“[…] who, publicly or at an assembly, approves, denies or downplays, in a manner suited to disturbing public law and order, any act committed under the National-Socialist
regime which comes under §220a Section 1 [genocide; G.R.].”
In the years following the adoption of this revised law, Germany saw a wave of criminal
prosecutions against historical dissidents, which I will deal with farther below. In order to
deny those dissidents any opportunity to present their views and arguments during their
trials in court, this loophole was closed as well as a next step: First, the German Code of
Criminal Procedure received a new rule designed to prevent that defendants and defense
lawyer could use public trials to publicly explain undesired arguments. Ever since, German
courts have wielded the power to gag the defense as they see fit. Here is the text of the
scandalous Section 257a:
“The court may require participants in the proceedings to file applications and proposals regarding questions of procedure in written form.”
With this, the right to a public hearing guaranteed as a civil right is eviscerated, since once
a judge has denied the defense its voice, the public thereafter may learn only whatever the
prosecutors and the judge happen to mention. Further, one may confidently assume that
many motions that in the course of argument often arise spontaneously and are therefore
rendered orally, by effect of this ruling of the judge, are never made.
Section 249, Paragraph 2, of the German Code of Criminal Procedure is a perfect match
for this, as it allows judges to prevent documents introduced into the proceeding from being read out in court:
“Reading [a document] into the record can […] be dispensed with if judges and lay
judges have taken note of the document’s contents and if the other participants have had
the opportunity to do so.”
49
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Federal Supreme Court, verdict of March 15, 1994, Ref. 1 StR 179/93; Monatsschrift für Deutsches
Rechts, 48(6) (1994), pp. 599-601.
Cf. publications of the German daily press of April 22, 1994.
Münchner Merkur, March 17, 1994, p. 4. H. Däubler-Gmelin, SPD Vice Chairwoman and Minister of
Justice of the SPD shadow cabinet, was particularly active in her support of this; Süddeutsche Zeitung,
April 21, 1994; cf. also the Federal Minister of Justice (note 48). The Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung
took a counter-position (April 7 and 27, July 7, 1994).
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In extreme cases, this means that the public finds out absolutely nothing about the contents
of any evidence. This also makes a mockery of the principle of public hearings.
Of both of these muzzling provisions, Dr. Dr. Uwe Scheffler, Professor of Criminal Justice at Europa University in Frankfurt upon Oder, wrote:52
“According to this rule [Section 257a], the court can now deprive the parties to the trial
of their voices and confine them to written form. How convenient: Since earlier laws had
already provided for the option to read out documents by not reading them out, that is,
by giving the parties to the action the opportunity to ‘become familiar’ with the text of
the documents in quiet seclusion, this means that one can now maintain the silence of
the grave in the courtroom. In addition to frequently voiced criticisms, the following
may be pointed out: the legislature has clearly stated that this new regulation ‘streamlines’ the trial. Because writing and reading what was written takes longer than an oral
argument, this means that the legislature expressly aims at dispensing with the right to a
legal hearing.”
Next, the German courts set out to drag any defense lawyer into court who dared to file a
motion to introduce evidence designed to challenge the orthodox version of the Holocaust
narrative. The case of the late German lawyer Jürgen Rieger, who in the eyes of the establishment was a notorious right-wing extremist, served as a precedent in this regard. In
1996, Rieger had filed a motion during a court case to hear me as an expert witness on
chemistry about the question, whether or not homicidal gas chambers had existed at
Auschwitz. For this, the public prosecutor indicted him for Holocaust denial, but the Hamburg District Court acquitted him in 2000, stating that he merely served in the justified interest of his client.53 The German Supreme Court, however, overturned this decision two
years later and demanded that Rieger be convicted.54 Ever since, in similar cases, several
other German defense lawyers have been sentenced who had the audacity to file motions
for the introduction of evidence designed to prove the veracity of their client’s views.
At this point in time, the German authorities had outmaneuvered the defense lawyers,
but legal experts were still claiming that §130 of the German penal law was unconstitutional. This criticism was based on earlier decisions by the German Federal Constitutional
Court, according to which laws which prohibit only certain opinions, attitudes or ideologies are unconstitutional and therefore illegal.55 But the revised §130 created a special law
which does exactly this: it provides for the punishment of approval, denial or downplaying
of specifically and exclusively those acts of genocide actually or allegedly committed under the National-Socialist regime. If at all, such a revision might be constitutional only if it
prohibited the approval, denial or downplaying of any and all acts of genocide ever committed.56 In addition, the legitimate question arises why merely trivializations and minimizations are outlawed, whereas dramatizations and exaggerations are permitted. If a government prescribes history by penal law – in and of itself an absurd concept – then it must
punish deviations from it in any direction, not just one.
Complaints to this effect by German judicial experts, stating that this special law against
freedom of speech,56 which was not thought through to the end,57 is an “assault against the
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See Uwe Scheffler, “Strafprozeßrecht, quo vadis?,” Goltdammer’s Archiv für Strafrecht 1995, pp. 449467, here p. 457; www.rewi.europa-uni.de/de/lehrstuhl/sr/krimirecht/lehrstuhlinhaber/Publikationen/
Aufsaetze/Strafprozessrecht_quo_vadis.pdf.
Hamburger Morgenpost, Nov. 14, 2000.
German Federal Supreme Court, ref. 5 StR 485/01, Neue Juristische Wochenschrift 2002, p. 2115, Neue
Strafrechts-Zeitung 2002, p. 539.
Karl-Heinz Seifert, Dieter Hömig (eds.), Grundgesetz für die Bundesrepublik Deutschland, 2nd ed.,
Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, Baden Baden 1985, cf. comments to Article 5 of Germany’s Basic Law,
esp. pp. 75f.
Stefan Huster, “Das Verbot der ‘Auschwitz-Lüge,’ die Meinungsfreiheit und das Bundesverfassungsgericht,” Neue Juristische Wochenschrift 1996, pp. 487-491, here p. 489. A synopsis of the present legal
position of revisionist research may be found in K. C. Holmar, “Die Gaskammern und die bundesdeutsche Justiz,” Deutschland in Geschichte und Gegenwart (DGG) 42(2) (1994), pp. 4f.
Dreher/Tröndle (eds.), Strafgesetzbuch, 47th ed., Rdnr. 18 zu §130)
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intellectual freedom of all dissidents”58 and that its “legitimacy is at least questionable,”59
were generally ignored. Even a doctoral dissertation written by a student of a fervent antirevisionist professor of law, which solely focused on the “Punishability of the Auschwitz
Lie” and concluded that outlawing radical revisionism is unconstitutional, went totally unheeded.60
It got even worse, because 11 years after the 1994 toughening of the law, this §130 was
tightened yet again. This time a paragraph was added which basically bans anything shining a positive light on National Socialism in any way:
“(4) Whosoever publicly or in a meeting disturbs the public peace in a manner that violates the dignity of the victims by approving of, glorifying, or justifying National-Socialist rule of arbitrary force shall be liable to imprisonment not exceeding three years or a
fine.”
Although this may sound harmless, the German Administrative High Court decided in
2008 in a precedent-setting verdict that this offense is already committed,61
“if the perpetrator implicitly gives a positive assessment of the human rights violations
committed under the rule of National Socialism – for instance by way of [positive] value
judgments about responsible personalities [organizations, achievements or events of the
Third Reich].”
Ever since, anyone could be prosecuted in Germany who states anything positive about the
Third Reich in public, provided it can be assumed that the defendant has any affinity to
right-wing ideologies. Safety from convictions can be gained only if one can either prove
one’s anti-Fascist leanings or if statements about positive aspects of the Third Reich are
nicely and credibly embedded in (anti-Fascist) litany of moral condemnation.
Of course, this tightening of the law did not change anything about the dubious legitimacy of this penal law. The critical legal experts holding this view were slapped in their
faces by the German Constitutional High Court, though, when its judges decided in 2009:62
“In general, restrictions to the freedom of opinion are permissible only on the basis of
general laws according to Art. 5, Para. 2, Alternative 1, Basic Law. A law restricting
opinions is an inadmissible special law, if it is not formulated in a sufficiently open way
and is directed right from the start only against certain convictions, attitudes, or ideologies. […] Although the regulation of Art. 130, Para. 4, German Penal Code is not a
general law […] even as a non-general law it is still compatible with Art. 5, Paras. 1
and 2, Basic Law, as an exception. In view of the injustice and the terror caused by the
National-Socialist regime, an exception to the prohibition of special laws […] is immanent.”
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Daniel Beisel, “Die Strafbarkeit der Auschwitz-Lüge,” Neue Juristische Wochenschrift 1995, pp. 9971000, here p. 1000.
Karl Lackner, Strafgesetzbuch, 21st ed., Beck, Munich 1995, Rdnr. 8a zu §130; critical comments regarding this law are legion, cf. Hans A. Stöcker, NStZ 1995, pp. 237-240; Manfred Brunner, Frankfurter
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1994; Ronald Dworkin, tageszeitung, May 17, 1995; Horst Meier, Die Zeit, September 15, 1995; ibid.,
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ibid., April 7 and 27, 1994.
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An exception from the prohibition of exceptions is therefore made here due to the historically exceptional case of National Socialism. But why is National Socialism an exceptional
case? Because of claims which are such extreme exceptions that by exception we are not
allowed to doubt them …
That High Court decision was pretty much the last nail in the coffin for German freedom
of expression with regard to the historiography of the Third Reich.63
By now, clearly even historians perceive the politicians’ and jurists’ efforts to grossly
restrict contemporary historians’ freedom of research as very oppressive. For example, the
late historian Joachim Hoffmann of the German Armed Forces’ own Research Center for
Military History wrote:64
“The efforts of the political parties to restrict the legally guaranteed freedom of scientific research are gradually taking on truly grotesque proportions. The result […] would
be that controversies relating to contemporary history would, in the future, be laid before the court, and decided by criminal courts under criminal law.”
Elsewhere he becomes even more explicit with respect to measures of censorship, for example on p. 185:
“The Auschwitz problem has recently become the object of intensive journalistic debate,
generally conducted both knowledgeably and intelligently in all its aspects, both in
Germany and abroad, even if many groups zealously exceed the proper bounds of this
debate due to their political motivations. This controversy is being conducted less in the
‘official’ literature than in rather obscure publications, and is not a little influenced by
official prohibitions against certain forms of thought and speech, suspiciously watched
over by a system of political denunciation. The related prevention of free discussion of
an important issue of contemporary history, no matter how unfortunate it may be today,
will, of course, be ineffective in the long run. Experience shows that free historical research can only be temporarily hindered by criminal law as it exists in many European
countries. Historical truths usually continue to exert their effects behind the scenes, only
to emerge triumphantly at a later time.”
These and other politically incorrect views prompted the leftist press to call Hoffmann’s
book “a scandal.”65 Since Hoffmann’s former superior, Manfred Kehrig, who was still in
office at the time, had written the preface to this book, certain circles attempted to initiate
penal or at least disciplinary action against him, but their efforts failed.66 Perhaps the most
noteworthy comment of the 1990s was that of Daniel J. Goldhagen, who repeatedly stated
in German-language media that the undemocratic German “Auschwitz-Lie law” ought to
be abolished, and the sooner the better.67 Heinz Höhne, for many years an editor at the leftist German weekly news magazine Der Spiegel, around the same time also commented
critically on the ever-intensifying inquisition to which his colleagues were subjected:68
“But if historians, in the course of their research, touched on this Manichaean idea of
good and evil, they could easily end up in a minefield of taboos and forbidden thoughts,
where bizarre coalitions of ‘pedagogues for the people,’ self-proclaimed ‘High Court
judges of history,’ and paragons of political correctness jealously guard their own
brand of historical truth. They are driven by the gnawing suspicion that, given profes63
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sional historiographers’ penchant for revision, there will eventually be little or nothing
left of the once so solidly established view of the Fascist regime of terror.”
As a result of the first, 1994 tightening of criminal law, the spring of 1995 saw a wave of
book destruction in Germany, in which history books of a revisionist persuasion as well as
political books went the way of the state shredder; these books were exclusively of a rightwing nature, some of them even only allegedly so.69 The fact that books with historical or
political content can be destroyed in Germany on the order of a court is largely unknown.
This may be due to the fact that such campaigns of book destruction are not generally publicized – in other words, they are carried out in secret. Since book confiscations are accompanied by corresponding criminal proceedings against all persons involved in the production, importation and/or distribution of forbidden literature – i.e., against authors, editors, publishers, booksellers, printers, and multiple-copy purchasers, even in cases where
the books were produced, distributed or bought at a time when they were not yet banned70
– the list of persons being prosecuted for “thought crimes” in Germany was growing at an
alarming rate in those years. These account for a considerable portion of those cases which
have led to an enormous increase in the category of alleged “right-wing crimes” in Germany in the mid-1990s.71
The first seize-and-destroy order that was issued after the tightening of Germany’s censorship law of December 1, 1994 was carried out in late March 1995 against the 1994
German edition of the very book you are holding in your hands, Grundlagen zur Zeitgeschichte.72 Though some 1,000 German academics protested against this book-burning,73
and two distinguished historians even testified in court in favor of the book,74 the court
nevertheless decided that the book has to be destroyed, the publisher to be fined (30,000
DM), the editor jailed, some authors imprisoned, and several booksellers and purchasers
fined or imprisoned as well. Though apparently supported by the German Federal Constitutional Court,75 this ruling is quite obviously a violation of human rights, for this interpretation strikes at the heart of the fundamental right to freedom of inquiry, i.e., the right to
freedom of choice in the selection of one’s theses and the right to openness of research
findings (cf. Karl R. Popper33).
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An overview of the situation during the mid to late 1990s is available online at
www.vho.org/censor/Censor.html.
German legislators simply assume that books are not made illegal by a state decree, but rather that they
start out that way, by virtue of their contents.
Regarding the suppression and persecution of German patriots in general, cf. R.-J. Eibicht, Unterdrückung und Verfolgung Deutscher Patrioten, Hutten Verlag, Viöl 1997. On censorship in Germany, see
my booklet Eine Zensur findet statt! Redeverbote und Bücherverbrennung in der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland, 2nd ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2018. Hopefully, this book will soon also be
available in an English edition. Since it is an expanded, updated version of the article that was featured
as Appendix 3 in the first and second edition of the present book, this paper was omitted from this present edition.
We cannot discuss all cases here, but would like to refer to some publications about the probably most
prominent cases: U. Walendy, “Ausgehebelte Grundrechte,” Historische Tatsachen no. 69, Verlag für
Volkstum und Zeitgeschichtsforschung, Vlotho/Weser 1996; G. Rudolf, op. cit. (41); H. Schmidt, Jailed
in “Democratic” Germany. The Ordeal of an American Writer, Guderian Books, Milton/FL 1997, G.
Anntohn, H. Roques, Der Fall Günter Deckert, DAGD/Germania Verlag, Weinheim 1995; furthermore,
the periodicals VffG and The Revisionist reported about censorship and other kinds of intellectual suppression in general quite frequently.
“Appell der 100 Die Meinungsfreiheit ist in Gefahr,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, May 17, 1996; in
the Stuttgarter Nachrichten and the Stuttgarter Zeitung on July 19, 1996, with 500 signatures; in the
Westfalen-Blatt on Sept. 13 and 18, 1996, with 1,000 signatures each.
Expert reports by Prof. Dr. Ernst Nolte and Dr. Joachim Hoffmann, Tübingen County Court, Ref. 4 Gs
173/95; the former was published in G. Rudolf, op. cit. (note 33), pp. 263-292, the latter in VffG, 1(3)
(1997), pp. 205ff.; see Appendix 2 at the end of this volume for the English translation.
Cf. note 62 above. In a not quite comparable, but at least similar case, the German Federal Constitutional Court (ref. 1 BvR 408f./83) approved the confiscation of Wilhelm Stäglich’s book Der Auschwitz Mythos. Legende oder Wirklichkeit? Eine kritische Bestandsaufnahme, Grabert-Verlag, Tübingen 1979
(Eng.: The Auschwitz Myth: A Judge Looks at the Evidence, Institute for Historical Review, Newport
Beach, Cal. 1986), see the appendix in Wigbert Grabert (ed.), Geschichtsbetrachtung als Wagnis,
Grabert, Tübingen 1984, pp. 287ff.
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In light of the aforementioned experiences with mainly German courts and the reactions
of the public it must seem downright miraculous that there are in fact members of the establishment who dare to challenge the taboo surrounding the Holocaust. Walter Lüftl, president of the Austrian Federal Chamber of Engineers until spring 1992, is certainly one of
these. When he expressed his doubts about details of the Holocaust due to technical considerations, the Austrian justice system struck as mercilessly as is the rule in France or
Germany. Since the academically accredited engineer Lüftl, being an ‘average’ citizen and
exceedingly well qualified in his area of specialization (architecture), had not expected
such behavior from his ‘state under the rule of law,’ this meant a painful learning process
for him. Walter Lüftl describes his own case as an introduction to our topic, to show how
John Doe and respected public personalities alike can suddenly find themselves caught up
in the gears of a malicious state-administered justice system bent on safeguarding a taboo.
At the same time, he shows the contrast between the treatment accorded to expert witnesses in trials pertaining to National-Socialist crimes and to similar witnesses in normal trials,
and acquaints the reader with our topic by means of some technical explanations.

6. Dubious Evidence for the Holocaust
What kind of evidence is it that provides the foundation for those verdicts which German
courts cite time and again in their rulings of self-evidentness? To date, in its trials of the
so-called National-Socialist mass murders of Jews, the Federal German justice system –
and others as well – has concerned itself merely with convicting individual accused persons of sole or joint guilt. The crimes themselves were never investigated by any court, but
presumed to be self-evident, namely on the basis of the conclusions of the Nuremberg War
Crimes Tribunals. These too, however, dispensed with any on-site investigations of the
presumed crimes and based their conclusions on documents and “eyewitness” testimony
obtained by dubious means, as we will learn later.
The legal self-evidentness of the National-Socialist genocide of the Jews, therefore, exists even though neither the whole of the genocide nor any part thereof was ever investigated by a court, e.g., by means of examining the remains of victims, the murder weapons,
perpetrators, or even the crime itself. But if the Holocaust is considered to be self-evident
from the start and any court investigation thereof is thereby automatically obviated, no
court can or may ever come to any conclusion other than that the crimes attested to were in
fact committed. Under these conditions it is especially important to view eyewitness testimony in a critical light, for it is to be expected that testimony disputing a crime or a set of
crimes will be rejected prima facie as worthless, while incriminating testimony is also
prima facie accepted as truth. For the courts, in other words, the overall factuality of the
crimes is settled from the start at any trial, and evidence is superfluous except for purposes
of determining the degree of guilt for particular defendants and their punishment.
In the second contribution to this volume, I will outline the conditions under which eyewitness testimony and confessions came about in the decades that have passed since the
Second World War. I have deliberately refrained from a critique or even an assessment of
the testimony itself. My subjects were strictly the surrounding conditions of the post-war
trials, whether conducted under Allied or especially under Federal German auspices, as
well as the social atmosphere particularly in the Federal Republic of Germany. The results
are perforce shocking, as they are remarkably similar to the conditions of the 16th and 17th
Century witch trials: a general persuasion of the infallibility of official views, and a profound disgust and consternation at the alleged crimes which through its intensity inhibits
any ability to think critically. Especially during the Allied post-war trials, these two factors
necessarily led to an extensive undermining of the legal framework of any state under the
rule of law, which is indispensable to the defeat of ill-founded charges. The verdicts handed down by the International Military Tribunal and in the related other trials erected the
historical norm which no one questioned even in Federal German courts until quite recently. In other words, self-evidentness practically came into existence as early as 1946, and
Federal German courts have sought ever since to reinforce this view of history unquestioningly without encountering opposition from any quarter. And what is more: the mental
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climate prevailing in Germany as well as everywhere else in the world, molded by the story of the Holocaust, inhibited any doubts, even nipped them in the bud with methods
which can readily be compared with the violent attacks employed against Professor Nolte,
as described previously.76
Of course, all this does not necessarily mean by itself that the thousands of eyewitness
reports and confessions regarding the Holocaust are false. But our justice system knows
from centuries of experience that eyewitness testimony is the least valuable evidence, being the most unreliable kind. Therefore, it must not be forbidden under any circumstances
to seek or to demand other, better evidence before accepting a certain view of history as
correct.
That there is also more than a little wrong with eyewitness testimony where content is
concerned is easily proven by a critical examination of these witness statements. In my paper on witness statements, I show concisely that revisionists have been doing this for decades, so that we will dispense with a comprehensive study in the present volume, even
though much research is certainly still needed in this area before all relevant testimony has
been adequately assessed. A vitally important subsection of such testimony, however, will
be discussed in detail – namely, the witnesses, i.e., their testimony regarding the gassing of
human beings in the alleged execution gas chambers of Auschwitz and Birkenau. Professor
Faurisson specialized his studies on this problem for some time, for this is the heart of the
Holocaust story. The results of an analysis of the pertinent testimony, however, are shocking: as soon as the alleged eyewitnesses are questioned more closely, for example in crossexamination in a courtroom, they fall apart entirely. What remains is a mere skeleton of a
testimony which a Canadian court granted the quality of a mere work of fiction – or perhaps even the quality of a fairy-tale? A study by the author of this article shows a similar
result: In an interview with a former SS physician of Auschwitz he could establish that accounts of eyewitnesses 50 years after the end of the war are inconsistent, mixed up with
rumors, biased due to media impressions, incongruent with reality and therefore absolutely
unreliable.77
Subsequently we are shown the trial of an alleged National-Socialist criminal, from the
perspective of the friends of the defendant’s family. To date the literature about the Federal
German trials of alleged National-Socialist criminals has been written almost exclusively
from the perspective of prosecutors and judges; only Servatius and Laternser have reported
from the position of the defense.78 The defendants themselves, or their relatives and
friends, have never yet been able to tell how such a trial appears from their perspective.79
The report included here represents the first step towards rectifying this deficit. It is admittedly subjective in its approach, but in light of the enormous preponderance of no-lesssubjective portrayals by judges and prosecutors it is no more than a necessary corrective to
be welcomed in a pluralistic society.80 If one accepts as correct the facts brought to light by
Claus Jordan in his years-long, self-sacrificing struggle for fair treatment for the defendant
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Professor Robert Faurisson, for example – the revisionist known the world over – was physically attacked ten times, four of which times he was injured severely and once even near-fatally. Not to mention
the many ruinous trials which invariably end in convictions (fines and imprisonment), the professional
dismissals and the revocations of academic degrees to which revisionists everywhere must submit. For a
summary of the anti-revisionist oppression cf. R.-J. Eibicht, op. cit. (note 71), and R. Hepp, op. cit. (note
10). In early 1998 this book was confiscated in Germany because of a endnote written in Latin (!!!), in
which the author expressed his doubt about the generally accepted orthodox narrative regarding the NS
gas chambers. Cf. DGG, “Lateinischer Satz quält Staatsanwälte. Neue Groteske der Political Correctness,” Deutschland in Geschichte und Gegenwart 46(2) (1998), pp. 13f.; VffG 2(1) (1998), pp. 1, 81.
G. Rudolf, “Auschwitz-Kronzeuge Dr. Hans Münch im Gespräch,” VffG 1(3) (1997), pp. 139-190.
R. Servatius, Verteidigung Adolf Eichmann: Plädoyer, Harrach, Bad Kreuznach 1961; H. Laternser, Die
andere Seite im Auschwitz-Prozeß 1963/65, Seewald, Stuttgart 1966.
Aside from the trial reports about Weise (R. Gerhard (ed.), Der Fall Gottfried Weise, 2nd ed., Türmer,
Berg 1991), and aside from a few at times polemical publications, such as Deutscher Rechtsschutzkreis
(ed.), Zur Problematik der Prozesse um “Nationalsozialistische Gewaltverbrechen,” Schriftenreihe zur
Geschichte und Entwicklung des Rechts im politischen Bereich, Issue 3, Bochum 1982; G. Stübiger,
Der Schwammbergerprozeß in Stuttgart, ibid., Issue 4, May 1992.
Also J. Tuchel’s opinion in J. Weber and P. Steinbach (eds.), Vergangenheitsbewältigung durch Strafverfahren?, Olzog, Munich 1984, pp. 141f.
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Gottfried Weise – as one will have to do until and unless these facts are refuted – then one
can but hope that the tragic miscarriage of justice which resulted in an innocent old man
being sentenced to imprisonment for life is an isolated case. Like almost all other verdicts
in trials of National-Socialist crimes, the verdict of life imprisonment handed down against
Weise is based primarily on the testimony of witnesses for the prosecution, who – as Claus
Jordan proves – were mistaken at the least.
Unfortunately, the actions of federal German courts – as they are graphically demonstrated in my contribution on witness testimonies and borne out by the experiences of
many defense counsels in such trials – allow only the opposite conclusion, namely that the
trial of Gottfried Weise is nothing short of a model for thousands of other cases. Only the
facts that Herr Weise had many courageous friends who helped him every minute of their
spare time and that his trial continued into a time where new evidence has come to light
through the opening of many Eastern Bloc archives as well as through the advanced researches of historians, among which revisionists number not a few – only these facts render this case different from the others. However, our hope that the requested retrial would
end like the trial of Demjanjuk did,81 namely with an acquittal, was disappointed. Gottfried
Weise was released from jail in April 1997 on grounds of mercy (he was severely ill), and
died in early 2000.

7. Six Million Jews Are Missing, So Who Cares about Details?
Or: Even One Victim Is One Too Many
Once the first hurdle in a discussion with John Doe has been taken – in other words, once a
realization of the inadequacy of eyewitness testimony has been achieved and understanding gained for the fact that a charge as horrendous as that of the destruction of the European Jews requires supplemental and better evidence – the question usually crops up whether
it is even appropriate to quibble about details of this destruction and its provability, since
after all the disappearance of six million Jews during the Second World War is an undeniable fact.
Examining the literature which discusses the statistics of Jewish losses during World
War II, one soon finds that there are only two detailed works on this topic: the revisionist
publication The Dissolution of the Eastern European Jewry by Walter N. Sanning (1983)82
and the 1991 compilation edited by Wolfgang Benz, Dimension des Völkermords.83
Whereas Sanning’s work places the number of unexplained losses of European Jews at
about 300,000, Benz’s findings agree with the beliefs of the status quo and cite a loss of
approximately six million. The contradiction between the two works is clearly apparent
and undeniable, and hence a comparison is imperative.
It is interesting to note that it was once again the revisionists who were the first to present a study regarding a central aspect of the Holocaust.84 Even though the work by Wolfgang Benz was clearly a reaction to the revisionist book, Nolte’s observation regarding the
treatment that the establishment historians accord the revisionists also applies in this instance: they are either ignored or defamed. At no point in Benz’s book is there any objective discussion of the arguments presented by Sanning. Hence, all we can do is juxtapose
both works by comparing the statistical material presented and by assessing the arguments
of the authors. The results of this comparison, as they are presented by me in this volume,
are, first of all, that the two works give completely different definitions of what constitutes
a victim of the Holocaust. While Sanning tries to sum up only those victims who died as a
direct result of National-Socialist measures of persecution, Benz credits all European Jewish casualties to the Holocaust, i.e., including those Jews who died in the service of the
81
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See A. Neumaier’s contribution for that.
W. N. Sanning, The Dissolution of the Eastern European Jewry, Institute for Historical Review, Newport Beach, Cal. 1983; German: Die Auflösung des osteuropäischen Judentums, Grabert, Tübingen
1983.
W. Benz (ed.), Dimension des Völkermords, Oldenbourg, Munich 1991.
The revisionists also acted as pioneers in terms of expert criticism of testimony and documents as well
as in the call for and provision of material evidence.

32

G. RUDOLF · THE CONTROVERSY ABOUT THE EXTERMINATION OF THE JEWS

Red Army, those who fell victim to Soviet deportation and forced-labor camps, and those
population decreases resulting from the rise in natural mortality rates, religious conversion,
etc.
What is more important, however, is the fact that Benz did not research the matter of
population migrations during and after the Second World War. But this is the core of our
statistical investigation. Benz simply ignores the emigration of Jews from Europe that has
become known as another Exodus and which began prior to World War II, was largely interrupted in 1941 and reached its high point between 1945 and 1947. Benz also largely disregards the migrations of Jews in eastern Europe, as well as the questions of how many
Polish Jews managed to evade the German army and how great a number of Jews was deported by the Soviets in 1941 and 1942. These are points where Sanning’s survey shines
with a wealth of documentation, so that one cannot avoid the impression that Benz, not
knowing with what to counter Sanning, simply jettisoned the uncomfortable topic.
Of course, this does not answer the question: Which of these two works comes closer to
the historical truth? This decision I leave to the reader, since far more-detailed research is
needed before much can be stated with confidence where the touchy subject of Jewish
world population statistics is concerned. An example may serve to clarify: whereas David
B. Barett, a missionary statistician working in the United States, asserted for many years
that the number of people professing the Jewish faith stagnated at some 18 million worldwide,85 – a figure strikingly similar to pre-war figures – the American Jewish Yearbook
had given the number of Jews worldwide as being static at only 14 million as early as
1979.86 After an intervention by the statisticians of the American Jewish Yearbook in 1994,
Barett reduced his number of the worldwide Jewish population down to just under 13.5
million.87 The reason for this reduction is that the responsible editors of the American Jewish Yearbook do not recognize Jews of certain races such as Jews with black skin or Indian
Jews, whose communities include several hundred thousand members.88 Whoever approaches population statistics with such different and – regarding the statisticians of the
American Jewish Yearbook – arbitrary methods, must be questioned as to whether his goal
is to deceive the public rather than to inform it.
Already we are confronted with the next objection: it really doesn’t matter how many
Jews lost their lives in the German sphere of influence, through whatever circumstances,
because even one victim is too many. Doubtless it is morally correct that even one victim
is already too many, and really one must go even farther than that: even those measures of
Third Reich persecution which did not result in outright deaths were in every respect unacceptable. But this is not a valid argument against the statistical investigation of the ‘whether’ and ‘how’ of the destruction of the Jews, and for three reasons.
First of all, this objection does not satisfy simply for the reason that it is precisely the
number of victims that has been considered sacrosanct for decades. If the number of victims did not matter, it would not be deemed necessary to protect it as a social and even
criminal taboo. Evidently there really is more to the six-million figure than merely the fact
that it includes a great many individual fates: what is at stake is a symbol not to be easily
relinquished, since justified doubts about the number might quickly lead to further undesirable skepticism about further subsections of the Holocaust complex. While not wishing
to deny the victims the tragedy of their individual fates in any way, any science must nevertheless insist that numbers must always be open to discussion. It is downright irrational
that those, on the one hand, who express doubt of the six-million figure are socially persecuted or even subjected to criminal litigation while society and the justice system, on the
other hand, react to valid arguments against this selfsame six-million figure by suddenly
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In: Britannica Book of the Year, Encycl. Brit. Inc., Chicago, edition 1986: 18.0 million; 1987: 18.1 million; 1988: 18.2 million; 1989: 17.4 million; 1990: 17.4 million; 1991: 17.6 million; 1992: 17.8 million;
1993: 18.2 million; numbers rounded up; cf. Junge Freiheit, April 1, 1994, p. 4.

American Jewish Yearbook, New York 1980, Vol. 81, pp. 285-289; cf.. W.N. Sanning, op. cit. (note
82), p. 272.
In: Britannica Book of the Year, Encycl. Brit. Inc., Chicago, editions 1994f.
Explanation of Prof. D. Barett from Global Evangelization Movement at Regent University in Richmond, Va., USA, in a letter to E. Heer, July 5, 1995.
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declaring this figure to be irrelevant and insisting instead on the dignity of even the very
first victim. Is the six-million figure a standard deserving of protection by criminal law, or
is it irrelevant? It cannot be both at once.
Secondly – and this is the most important argument – the ethically correct evaluation
that even one victim would be too many must not be a pretext for prohibiting scientific research. This is intolerable for the simple reason that science must always be allowed to
find precise answers. What would we think of an official who demanded that a physicist
not be allowed to determine the exact value of his stress experiment, because even a small
value would be bad enough? A physicist subjected to such an absurd demand would quickly arrive at incorrect results and would be a threat to any company that hired him. The
same holds true for the historian. If the historian is forbidden to conduct critical investigations because they might be considered morally untenable, then we have to assume that the
results of such skewed historiography are unreliable. And since our knowledge of contemporary history exerts a direct influence on politics, our public policies are mistaken and unreliable as well. It is the key function and responsibility of every branch of science to provide accurate figures and values. The principles which hold true for engineering, physics,
and chemistry cannot suddenly be abandoned in historiography for political reasons – unless one is intellectually prepared to retreat deep into the darkest Middle Ages.
Thirdly and finally, the morally correct view that even one victim is too many cannot on
principle be a barrier to the scientific investigation of a crime which is generally called so
morally reprehensible as to be unique and unparalleled in the history of mankind.89 An allegedly uniquely reprehensible crime must be open to a procedure that is standard for any
other crime as well, namely that it is – and must be – investigated in detail. I would go
even further: anyone who postulates a crime to be unique must be prepared for a uniquely
thorough investigation of the alleged crime before its uniqueness is accepted as fact. If a
person or group blocks investigation of an allegedly unique crime on grounds of moral
outrage, then that person or group is guilty of a unique crime itself. This unique crime consists of first denying defense against preposterous allegations, then disallowing criticism of
such tyrannical methods on a pretext of unusual guilt. This was the precise fate of Germany following World War II, with the result that Germans were first brutalized, then slandered and finally denied all opportunity to defend themselves. The treatment of vanquished
Germany by the victorious Allies has been truly unique in modern times, since the same
Allies otherwise allow even the most notorious murderers the opportunity to defend themselves in court.

8. Largely Uncontested Matters of National-Socialist Injustice
In discussing the postulated murder of the Jews, the historians of the status quo identify
the technical and organizational origins of this mass murder as to be found in the program
of euthanasia which was implemented at the beginning of the war – the killing of so-called
‘life unworthy of life,’ in other words, mentally and/or physically severely disabled people.
The reason for this assumption is the considerable overlap, i.e., continuity of staff in both
areas.90 However, it seems to me a very dubious practice to attempt to construe this continuity as evidence for mass murder, since it may very well mean only that the leadership
had wished to retain staff which had previously proven loyal in one socially extremely
controversial operation, for a subsequent, no-less-controversial purpose. And whether this
controversial purpose was the resettlement, ghettoization, or mass murder of the Jews, is
still an open question.
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By E. Nolte as well, by the way, even if the opposite has occasionally been alleged; cf. Der europäische
Bürgerkrieg 1917-1945, op. cit. (note 12), p. 516; Streitpunkte, op. cit. (note 13), Section II. 5., pp.
381ff., also pp. 421ff.
For example, cf. G. Sereny, Am Abgrund, Ullstein, Frankfurt am Main/Berlin 1979; K. A. Schleunes, in
E. Jäckel and J. Rohwer (eds.), Der Mord an den Juden im Zweiten Weltkrieg, Deutsche VerlagsAnstalt, Stuttgart 1985, pp. 70ff., esp. p. 78.

34

G. RUDOLF · THE CONTROVERSY ABOUT THE EXTERMINATION OF THE JEWS

To the best of my knowledge there have been no doubts advanced by the revisionist side
regarding the factuality of those killings effected within the scope of euthanasia;91 these
killings number some 100,000.92 The moral assessment of such an elimination of totally
incapacitated persons is a different matter. In the western democracies in particular, this
topic was the subject of much controversial discussion and in some cases was even practiced right until the end of the war,93 and only recently the question whether passively and
actively assisted suicide should be expanded, in severe cases, to include euthanasia as well,
has once again taken center stage.94 Far be it from me, a non-specialist, to advance an
opinion of my own on this explosive topic. Like Nolte,95 however, I cannot help but remark in amazement that people today are morally outraged by the killing of 100,000 generally severely disabled persons for perhaps dubious reasons of ‘genetic public welfare’
during the 12 years of National-Socialist dictatorship, whereas those same people are not
shocked in the slightest by the arbitrary killing of unborn, but healthy persons numbering
in the tens of millions since the legalization of abortion – killings in most cases motivated
solely by materialistic and selfish considerations. Clearly the moral standards by which we
judge today are completely different than those between 1933 and 1945 in Germany. I
doubt that they are better.
But back to the supposed genocide of the Jews. Aside from some aspects of the so-called
Reichskristallnacht of November 9, 1938,96 the revisionists and the historians of the establishment do not differ very much in their accounts of the various stages of NationalSocialist persecution of the Jews up to the alleged start of extermination in the summer of
1941 – although there are occasional differences in the accounts on specifics regarding the
extent and the intentions behind individual measures: exclusion from professions, dismissals, ‘Aryanization’ of commercial enterprises, freezing of assets, forced labor, expulsion,
i.e., resettlement into ghettos, confiscation of property and assets, identification with the
Star of David, alloctions of foodstuffs, and deportation to transit and concentration
camps.97 The revisionists, of course, also accept that negligence, at the least, cost thousands of Jews their lives especially in the context of deportation, ghettoization and forced
labor. But even the question as to whether there were also deliberate murders of Jews due
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Although Mattogno pointed out that no documnts exist proving the murder method – carbon monoxide
from steel bottles; C. Mattogno, Inside the Gas Chambers: The Extermination of Mainstream Holocaust
Historiography, 2nd ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2016, pp. 36-55.
Cf. Klaus Dörner, “Nationalsozialismus und Lebensvernichtung,” Vierteljahrshefte für Zeitgeschichte
(VfZ) 15(2) (1967), pp. 121-152; Lothar Gruchmann, “Euthanasie und Justiz im Dritten Reich,” VfZ
20(3) (1972), pp. 235-279; H.-W. Schmuhl, in M. Prinz and R. Zitelmann, Nationalsozialismus und Modernisierung, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt 1991, pp. 239-266.
See D. Bronder, op. cit. (note 4), pp. 312-323; cf. also André N. Sofair, Lauris C. Kaldjian, “Eugenic
Sterilization and a Qualified Nazi Analogy: The United States and Germany, 1930-1945,” Annals of Internal Medicine, 132 (Feb. 15, 2000), pp. 312-319.
The starting point for this more recent debate was the comparison of human euthanasia with the practice
of mercy-killing of animals; cf. the British author Peter Singer’s book Practical Ethics, Cambridge UP,
Cambridge 1979, esp. pp. 127f. (pp. 175f. in 2nd ed., 1993). Only recently a German translation of a
British book supporting the principle of euthanasia was cancelled by a northern German publisher due to
massive public pressure; cf. Ch. Anstötz et al., op. cit. (note 29).
E. Nolte, op. cit. (note 13), p. 285.
For the position taken by the establishment, cf. H. Graml, Der 9. November 1938. “Reichskristallnacht,” 6th ed., Schriftenreihe der Bundeszentrale für Heimatdienst, Heft 4, Bundeszentrale für
Heimatdienst, Bonn 1956; H. Lauber, Judenpogrom “Reichskristallnacht” November 1938 in
Großdeutschland, Bleicher, Gerlingen 1981; for an older revisionist position, cf. I. Weckert, Flashpoint:
Kristallnacht 1938 – Instigators, Victims and Beneficiaries, Institute for Historical Review, Newport
Beach, Cal. 1991, who doesn’t believe the NS-government was the instigator. Contrary to this thesis are
the entries in Goebbels Diary, cf. D. Irving, Die geheimen Tagebücher. Der unbekannte Dr. Goebbels,
Focal Point, London 1995, esp. pp. 407-411; Irving, Goebbels. Mastermind of the Third Reich, ibid.,
1996. With regard to Hitler’s reactions, he must have agreed with this pogrom, and its results must have
been too mild in his eyes, since he prevented German insurance companies from paying any compensation to the Jews and forced the German Jews to pay an additional fine of 1 billion (!) Reichsmark. This
post facto behavior alone explains enough.
As an example, cf. the accounts given in the standard work of Holocaust history by R. Hilberg, The Destruction of the European Jews, Quadrangle Books, Chicago 1961; 2nd ed., Holmes & Meier, New York
1985.
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solely to their being Jewish has no consensus among the revisionists; personally, I consider
such murders as given, but cannot comment on their number or whether they were approved or even decreed from higher-up.
As far as the conditions are concerned that prevailed in the camps and ghettos established by the National Socialists, the question arises as to the degree to which we can believe the witnesses. Those who cannot believe the usual witnesses because of revisionist
mistrust may well be able to bring themselves to believe in the founder of Holocaust revisionism: Paul Rassinier has outlined his own experiences as an inmate in the Buchenwald
and Dora Camps in his book The Lie of Ulysses. I published an annotated German edition
of this book in 2018 with a foreword,98 and a similar English edition is on my wish list of
things to do. I can only advise anyone who is suspicious of orthodox historiography to read
this book every now and then, because it gives you a solid foundation in order to understand that the camps and ghettos of the Third Reich really were places of horror, suffering
and crimes for long stretches of their existence, although often in a different way than
commonly portrayed: The inmates were largely put in charge of the camps’ and ghettos’
internal administration, which criminal and reckless elements among them often exploited
in order to terrorize their fellow inmates. Of course, this does not release the SS in particular and the leadership of the Third Reich in general from the ultimate responsibility for
what happened there. But it makes it more understandable, and takes a portion of the
blame off the shoulders of the traditional villains.
Even where the National Socialists’ plans regarding the future of the Jews in their sphere
of influence up to mid-1941 are concerned, there certainly are similarities in the views held
by the revisionist and the so-called functionalist school of historians. In light of the actual
policies of the National Socialists, M. Broszat pointed out in 1977 that, aside from verbal
threats on Hitler’s part, there is no evidence in political events until mid-1941 for any National-Socialist plans for extermination. Rather, documents as well as the actual effects of
Hitler’s policies proved that until October and November 1941 all measures were aimed at
removing the Jews from the German sphere of influence by means of resettlement.99 In this
respect, the contemporaneous documents which mention evacuation, deportation, resettlement etc. of the Jews are in no way examples of any ‘code’ language; they simply mean
exactly what they say. This view was also supported by Jerusalem historian Yehuda Bauer.100
So let us consider this part of the National-Socialist injustice towards the Jews on which
revisionists and exterminationists agree in the light of the legal definition of genocide of
post-war legislation – which is defined in the current German Criminal Code of International Law (Völkerstrafgesetzbuch) as follows:
“§6. Genocide. Anyone who, in the intent to completely or partially destroy a national,
racial, religious or ethnic group per se,
1. kills a member of said group,
2. inflicts […] severe physical or mental harm on members of said group,
3. subjects said group to living conditions suited to bringing about its complete or partial physical destruction,
4. institutes measures designed to prevent births within said group,
5. forcefully removes a child of the group to another group,
shall be punished with imprisonment for life.”
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Paul Rassinier, Die Lüge des Odysseus, 5th ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2018.
Martin Broszat, “Hitler und die Genesis der ‘Endlösung’,” VfZ 25(4) (1977), pp. 739-775, esp. pp.
748ff., in response to D. Irving, Hitler’s War, Hodder & Stoughton, London 1977; for the intentionalist
school of thought which claims that Hitler cherished plans for mass murder from the start, see for ex.
Christopher Browning, “Zur Genesis der ‘Endlösung’,” VfZ 29(1) (1981), pp. 97-109; also Erich Goldhagen, “Weltanschaung und Endlösung,” VfZ 24(4) (1976), pp. 379-405; and S. Friedländer, Nazi Germany and the Jews, Vol. 1: The Years of Persecution, Harper & Collins, New York 1997; for a discussion of the decision-making process, cf. E. Jäckel and J. Rohwer (eds.), op. cit. (note 90); cf. also Seev
Goshen, “Endphase des Verbrechens am europäischen Judentum,” Zeitgeschichte (Vienna), 14
(1986/87), pp. 221-243.
Y. Bauer, Jews for Sale?, Yale University Press, New Haven 1994.
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Accepting this definition, one could indeed consider that the crime of genocide would exist
even without a planned, industrial-style mass extermination of the Jews, especially through
poison gas and mass executions. Revisionists do not deny that the National-Socialist regime deliberately, or at least through gross negligence, subjected the Jews in its sphere of
influence to conditions which, in part, inflicted severe physical and mental harm, resulted
in part in their physical destruction, and caused a deliberate reduction in their birth rate
through the segregation of the sexes. Certainly, there is disagreement among revisionists
about to what extent the government of the Reich was aware of the conditions in the concentration camps and ghettos, to what degree it approved them, failed to adequately improve them, or perhaps even promoted them, all of which would affect the judicial valuation of the National-Socialist measures against the Jews. But these interesting and important questions are beyond the scope of this volume. I am sure that a lot of research still
has to be done in that field.
But even if Points 2. to 5. of the above-quoted §6 would apply, could the NationalSocialist government have been punished for this after the war? The above definitions of
genocide, especially the Points 2. to 5., were introduced into the German Penal Code and
accepted internationally some years after the end of WWII. This means: it was not considered a crime until after the final defeat of the Third Reich. And since in a state under the
rule of law nobody can be punished due to a law made ex post facto, Hitler and his comrades could not have been punished under this law, but only under then-existing laws, a
fact which caused German post-war trials in such cases some difficulties. Additionally,
one must consider that the leaders of the victorious powers made sure that they could not
be punished for similar or even worse crimes: post-war treaties with Germany have determined that no citizen of the Allied nations can be prosecuted by German authorities, and
amnesty declarations put an end to any prosecution in many countries. Thus, neither Stalin
nor Roosevelt, neither Churchill nor Tito, neither de Gaulle nor Edward Beneš and their
millions of “willing executioners” could have been punished for the genocides they committed against the German people during the war (by air raids) and mainly after the war
(‘ethnic cleansing’ of eastern Europe, POW camps, GULag). Subsequently, the genocide
against the German people, perhaps the biggest genocide in the history of mankind, is
nearly forgotten.101 Under this perspective, the entire ‘Nazi’-witch-hunt, which has lasted
more than 50 years, is nothing other than a gigantic hypocrisy.
Thus, even if one cannot doubt the National Socialists’ persecution of the Jews in principle, doubts about issues subsumed within this topic must be permissible, such as specific
killing measures or higher-up intentions, plans and orders to implement mass murder.

9. Of Documents Ignored to Date, or Accepted without Question
In the functionalists’ opinion, it was not until mid- to late-1941 when the German war situation had become desperate and it had proven impossible to expel the Jews from Europe,
that the National Socialists resorted to murdering the Jews. This is where revisionist criticism comes in, as documental evidence for this theory is beyond scarce or even indicates
that the opposite is true. Arthur Butz has shown how the authorities of all major powers
during WWII, including the western Allies, the Vatican, the Red Cross, Jewish organizations as well as resistance fighters in occupied eastern Europe, acted throughout the war as
if they knew that the Jews were not exterminated.102 As early as 1987, Carlo Mattogno
pointed out that the series of documents emanating from high German governmental authorities that reported on evacuations, deportations, resettlements etc. by no means broke
101

102

Though it may not be the biggest mass murder of the history of mankind, because communism certainly
has killed more people since 1917 in Russia as well as in China, and even the mass murder against the
Indians in America or the victims of the slave trade may exceed the number of killed Germans. But in
none of these cases has there been a plan of ‘ethnically cleansing’ America of the Indians, Africa of the
Blacks, China of the Chinese or Russia of the Russians. Perhaps the famine of the Ukraine in the 1930s
may be considered a genocide comparable to German losses in and after WWII; cf. R. Conquest, The
Harvest of Sorrow, Oxford University Press, Oxford / New York 1986.
Arthur R. Butz, “Context and Perspective in the ‘Holocaust’ Controversy,” JHR 3(4) (1982), pp. 371405.
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off even after November 1941.103 On the other hand, not a single bureaucratic document
exists dealing with the summary extermination of Jews, specifically no order signed by
Hitler which states the like.104 Attempts to explain this fact relate it to the strict secrecy
surrounding this mass murder; in other words, the supposed criminals avoided creating any
documental evidence, or carefully saw to its destruction.105 If one tried to reconstruct the
Holocaust story only on the basis of documents, one would have to assume that as of autumn 1941 the documents no longer really mean what they say and that at about this time a
code language came into effect in whose terminology formerly innocuous words, like ‘resettlement’ and ‘special treatment,’ meant ‘murder.’ This is exactly the interpretation of
today’s historians and has found the ultimate expression in the book by E. Kogon, H.
Langbein and A. Rückerl, where the section “Unmasking the Code Terms” enlightens the
reader to the effect that he can only understand the documents correctly if he interprets
them as saying something other than what they actually say.106
Now it may well be that in many cases terms such as ‘special treatment’ were demonstrably used as euphemisms for an execution.107 On the other hand, it is also true that this
was not always the case. Rather, the term referred to many different measures, for example
disinfestation and quarantine, punishments as well as preferential treatments of all kinds,
and much more.108 It is thus impossible to use a number of proven cases as basis for a generalization about all those other cases that have not been cleared up to date. Such a practice
would require genuine documents giving guidelines for the general use of a code language,
i.e., the exact definition of the terms to be used.109 However, no such key has ever yet been
found. After all, one must wonder how the recipients of coded orders would know when to
take the wording of an order literally and when to go against it, and in which way – and all
this in light of the fact that acting against orders carried at times very severe punishments
in the Third Reich. This point of utmost significance was raised many years ago by this author,110 but as is the norm in matters of factual revisionist questions, the opposing side
103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

C. Mattogno, “Le mythe de l’extermination des juifs,” Annales d’Histoire Révisionniste (AHR) 1 (1987),
pp. 15-107, esp. 41ff.; English: “The Myth of the Extermination of the Jews: Part I,” JHR 8(2) (1988),
pp. 133-172; part II: JHR 8(3) (1988), pp. 261-302. For a detailed discussion, see C. Mattogno, La Soluzione Finale: Probleme e polemiche, Edizioni di Ar, Padova 1991.
C. Cross, Adolf Hitler, Hodder & Stoughton, London 1973, p. 313; J.C. Fest, Hitler, Vintage Books,
New York 1975, p. 681; S. Friedländer, in Colloque de l’Ecole des Hautes Etudes en sciences sociales
(ed.), L’Allemagne nazie et le genocide juif, Gallimard and Le Seuil, Paris 1985, pp. 177f.; D. Irving,
Hitler’s War, Focal Point, London 1991, pp. 19f.; W. Laqueur, Was niemand wissen wollte: Die Unterdrückung der Nachrichten über Hitlers “Endlösung,” Ullstein, Frankfurt/Berlin/Vienna 1981, p. 190;
J.J. Martin, The Man Who Invented “Genocide”: The Public Career and Consequences of Raphael
Lemkin, Institute for Historical Review, Torrance 1984, p. 40; A.J. Mayer, Why Did the Heavens Not
Darken? The “Final Solution” in History, Pantheon Books, New York 1990, pp. 235f.; J. Noakes, G.
Pridham (ed.), Nazism: A History in Documents and Eyewitness accounts 1919-1945, Vol. 2, Schocken
Books, New York 1988, p. 1136; L. Poliakov, Bréviaire de la haine, Calmann-Lévy, Paris 1979, p. 134;
W. Shirer, The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich, Fawcett Crest, New York 1960, p. 1256; C. Zentner,
Adolf Hitler, Delphin, Munich 1979, p. 168.
Aside from M. Broszat, op. cit. (note 99), cf. also W. Scheffler, “Zur Entstehungsgeschichte der ‘Endlösung’,” Aus Politik und Zeitgeschichte, 32(43) (1982), pp. 3-10.
E. Kogon, H. Langbein, A. Rückerl et al. (eds.), Nationalsozialistische Massentötungen durch Giftgas,
Fischer Taschenbuch, Frankfurt am Main 1985, Section II; English: idem, Nazi Mass Murder, Yale University Press, New Haven/London 1993.
Cf. for this additionally to E. Kogon et al., ibid.; Joseph Wulf, Aus dem Lexikon der Mörder.
“Sonderbehandlung” und verwandte Worte in nationalsozialistischen Dokumenten, S. Mohn, Gütersloh
1963; both books have obviously selected only those documents which support their thesis.
See the examples quoted by A. R. Butz, The Hoax of the Twentieth Century: The Case against the Presumed Extermination of European Jewry, 4th ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2015, 157-160.
A document frequently quoted to be such a definition is IMT doc. 3040-PS, from Allgemeine Erlaßsammlung (general compendium of decrees) (AES), part 2, A III f (Treatment of foreign civilian
workers), issued by the RSHA. It includes regulations for the punishment of foreign civilian workers in
case of severe criminal offenses (including “Sonderbehandlung” as capital punishment which “takes
place by hanging”). However, this can not be applied automatically to all other cases, and certainly not
to Jews being deported to ghettos and concentration camps.
DIE ZEIT lügt!, Remer-Heipke, Bad Kissingen 1992, pp. 18f.; more recent and updated in G. Rudolf,
op. cit. (note 13), pp. 73-118.
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completely ignored this point in their reply.111 However, the establishment’s view of history, based as it is on the anti-literal interpretation of these documents, stands or falls with
the answer to this question.
The question of the meaning of “special treatment” and similar terms with regard to the
Auschwitz Camp has been answered in detail by two monographs. In them, Carlo Mattogno proves that at Auschwitz these terms usually referred on the one hand to the deportation of Jews in general, and on the other very often to hygienic measures implemented in
order to reduce the camp’s mortality.112 The situation is much more complex, however,
when dealing with the meaning of such terms in the context of the treatment of Soviet
Jews and also regarding Jews deported to the European East. From the documental context
results sometimes that they referred to killings, but also at times that this was not the
case.113 When the context is unclear or contains no clues as to the meaning of the terms
used, any interpretation is necessarily speculative in nature.
Of course, there are also other documents and subsections of the Holocaust complex
which orthodox Holocaust historians believe provide evidence for the entirety of the postulated extermination of the Jews. There have been many revisionist critiques of these arguments,114 so that this anthology will give only a few examples. What is most astonishing in
this context is that the establishment historians almost entirely neglect their most-important
task – criticism of the documents on which they base their view of history. The unquestioning acceptance of any and all documents which may incriminate Germany is a common phenomenon, a scandal, which reached its high point in the scandal of the forged Hitler diaries.
Historians should take general warning from the fact that the Allies and their accessories
found every conceivable means for forgery at their disposal after the war – original letterhead stationery, typewriters, rubber stamps, printing presses etc. It is all the more amazing
to see how credulous and naive today’s historians – mostly Germans, but others as well –
are in their approach to purported documents of those days.115
Almost every one of the authors contributing to the present volume encountered, in the
course of their chapter(s), the need for critical analysis of a wide range of documents
which cannot all be enumerated here, so that I will limit myself to a brief review of those
chapters dealing predominantly with document criticism. The various revisionist critiques
of the so-called ‘Wannsee Conference Protocol’ are one example. They were summarized
in the original 1994 German edition of the present book by Johannes P. Ney, but his contribution had to be omitted here due to the author’s rescission.116 I have given a more upto-date summary on the topic elsewhere.117 One could argue that it doesn’t even matter
whether this ‘protocol’ is genuine or not, because its contents don’t support the orthodox
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T. Bastian, Auschwitz und die “Auschwitz-Lüge.” Massenmord und Geschichtsfälschung, Beck, Munich
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narrative at all, for the document does not mention mass murder in any way, shape or
form. This highlights that there are always two sides to documents criticism: the first asks
whether a document is genuine or not, the other asks whether it has been interpreted correctly. In a telling case of confirmation bias, partisans of the orthodoxy tend to jump to
conclusion that support their preconceived notions when interpreting documents dealing
with the Third Reich’s policies toward Jews. A sounder approach, however, looks at the
wider historical and documental context of a document and at material facts rather than the
question of whether it fits into the narrative the mainstream considers “established.”
A fine work of source criticism is presented in the present volume by Ingrid Weckert regarding documents dealing with the alleged ordering, modification and use of the so-called
gas vans in which, it is claimed, countless thousands of Jews were murdered by means of
exhaust fumes. The evidence adduced by her strongly indicate that the crucial ‘incriminating documents’ are forgeries. Ms. Weckert also discusses the credibility of the eyewitness
testimony accompanying this topic.
Next, Udo Walendy examines the alleged visual documents – photographs – that are
claimed to prove the atrocities perpetrated by the National Socialists against the Jews. The
question at issue is what the pictures are showing exactly, whether they were retouched or
whether they may even be completely fabricated, i.e., montages or drawings. A pile of
dead bodies or an open mass grave, for example, can be presented as evidence for gaschamber murders, but what is there to prove that the pictures do not in fact show the German victims of Allied air raids, or the victims of starvation or epidemics in German or Allied camps, soldiers killed in action, victims of pogroms, or even persons killed by the Soviet secret service? Udo Walendy discusses the criteria by which an altered or completely
forged photo can be identified as such, and then shows with some examples that the falsification of photographs in order to incriminate the Third Reich is rather more the rule than
the exception. It is astonishing to note that there are usually many different versions of a
forged photograph, which makes it easy to spot cases of alteration. Proof of the commonness of such forgeries does not, of course, indicate anything one way or the other about the
factuality of the crimes in whose support the faked photographs are cited, so that the criticism of photo documents cannot refute such claims. But really it should be the case that
accusations must be proven with incontestable evidence before one must accept them as
fact. The photo documents known to us, however, do not serve the purpose of incontestable evidence, even if the modern-day public and especially our magazine- and televisionoriented consumer society often rashly accepts them as proof, on the premise that ‘if I saw
it with my own eyes, it must be true.’ What is commonly overlooked in this reasoning is
that it is not only the eye that determines what one believes to have seen, but that, rather,
certain associations with the pictures are responsible for the viewer’s interpretation of the
pictures’ context. These associations are as a rule provided by accompanying text and
commentary which, however, are often belied by scientific scrutiny.
Of course, there are also photo documents which have taken us a good step further in the
investigation of the supposed Holocaust. These are the aerial photographs which were taken by German or Allied reconnaissance planes in areas and at times where the alleged extermination of the Jews is claimed to have taken place. In his chapter, the mineral-exploitation geologist John Clive Ball presents the most-important air photos of Treblinka, Babi
Yar and Auschwitz-Birkenau and shows that the allegations of mass exterminations at
these sites, while decreed to be correct by court verdicts, not only cannot be proven by the
aerial photographs, but are even in some cases conclusively refuted by them. Ball’s original work on which his present contribution is based, originally published in late 1992,118
has since been republished in expanded and corrected editions,119 and the interpretation of
air photos has since become a common feature of revisionist research, in particular concerning Auschwitz.120
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Ball’s discovery of German air photos taken over Kiev, covering the area where some
30,000 Jews are said to have been killed, buried and then exhumed and burned on large
outdoor fires – although the relevant photos show no trace of any of it – has even received
some mainstream acknowledgment: A former director at the German federal Research
Center for Military History (Militärgeschichtliches Forschungsamt, based in Freiburg and
Potsdam) called into doubt in his book Stalin’s War of Extermination 1941-1945 that the
National Socialists committed a mass killing of Jews in Kiev in 1941.121 Most other mainstream historians either ignored the air photos or, in rare cases, made fools of themselves
trying to dismiss them.122
Here is what I wrote at this point of my argument in the first (German) edition of this
book back in 1994:
While the greater part of the revisionist research presented here was generally aimed to
attack and refute establishment notions – to be destructive, as it were – its future focus
will no doubt shift to constructive research, i.e., to resolving the questions of how things
really were if traditional accounts are false. The predominantly destructive nature of revisionist research in the past decades was frequently the result of the fact that revisionists, working as they were individually and with ridiculously meager financial means
and even under conditions of massive state repression, were dependent for their material on the crumbs that fell to them from the banquet tables of the establishment historians
who enjoy worldwide organizational support and countless millions in state funding.
This will change in the future, if only because access to archives is becoming ever easier
in both the East and the West, and because the numbers of revisionists as well as their
means are increasing with their growing public acceptance. After all, once it has been
proven that the view taken to date of this historical complex is not quite correct, it cannot but dawn even on state and academic circles that there is a need for new, constructive research and that new explanations must be sought and found.
The boost to historical research triggered by the dissolution of the Eastern Bloc in the early
1990s came to a sudden end in the late 1990s, however, due to worldwide-increasing government repressions spearheaded by reunited Germany.
And yet, today we still find ourselves right in the middle of the radical change-over from
the desperate defense of the old, to the search for new approaches. On the one hand, much
of the work of revision pertaining to the evidence on which historiography has been based
to date has not yet been done – due to the dearth of qualified researchers willing do such
revision, the means for its implementation and, most importantly, access to the evidence.
On the other hand, most revisionists have already begun to work on new approaches. As
early as 1990, for example, Steffen Werner postulated that even after 1941 there was a
continued National-Socialist emigration policy with respect to the Jews, which resulted in
a massive Jewish settlement in White Russia and the Ukraine.123 Once again, establishment
historians do not see fit to even comment.124 The documents from the Central Construction
Office of the Police and Waffen SS Auschwitz, made generally accessible for a few years
during the 1990s, also provide completely new perspectives, showing that the German au121
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GERMAR RUDOLF (ED.) · DISSECTING THE HOLOCAUST

41

thorities invested tens of millions of Reichsmark in the construction of the Birkenau Camp
– which hardly indicates extermination to have been the purpose of this camp, but certainly
does suggest that the complex was a straightforward forced-labor camp.125 Aside from
these documents there are still extensive records to be gone through in the United States, in
Moscow, Prague, Warsaw, Lublin and Auschwitz. Research into these archives has only
been begun so far by such supporters of the extermination theory as G. Fleming 126 and J.C. Pressac.127 In their studies, however, these researchers only ever search for documents
that might serve to strengthen the establishment position, and particularly the findings of
Pressac are tellingly scant.128 No establishment researcher has ever gone through the enormous wealth of these archives with an eye to find materials in support of new approaches,
or even only different interpretations than that of the extermination theory.

10. What Material Evidence Can Reveal
Time and again, the Federal German justice system, and hard on its heels historiography,
concluded that the National Socialists had covered up the evidence of their crime so well
that no clues remained to be found today: all gas chambers and gas vans were destroyed,
mass graves dug up, the bodies contained therein burned and no traces left, and evidence
of the graves was destroyed by filling-in and landscaping.129
But is it really conceivable for a number of people almost twice the population of Berlin
to vanish from the face of the earth without leaving a trace?
Some of the alleged gas chambers in, for example, the concentration camps of the original Reich (borders of December 31, 1937), Austria, and Alsace are in fact still in fairly
good condition where on-site investigations could be performed. Straightforward checks
regarding the authenticity and functionality of the facilities presented as gas chambers or
other execution sites in all sorts of camps formerly under German control would therefore
be an easy matter for architects, construction engineers etc. to perform. But the authorities
never so much as lift a finger towards this end, preferring instead to lop off, figuratively
speaking, the fingers of revisionists if they get ahold of them. It is a fact, after all, that any
exposure of a massive gas-chamber fraud in the concentration camps of the original German Reich would beg the logical question: Why should the eyewitness testimony and reports about camps of the East, which have been locked away behind the Iron Curtain for
decades, be any more trustworthy than those reports about western camps which would
then have been exposed as false statements or downright lies?130 This is why the establishment’s view of history cannot afford to question the existence of even one gas chamber
of the Third Reich, and it is also the reason why even the official German Institut für Zeitgeschichte (Institute for Contemporary History) persists in the claim that there were gas
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chambers even in the concentration camps of the original German Reich, even if it concedes that no mass gassings actually took place there.131
I am proud that Jürgen Graf has contributed an article to this book. He takes a look at the
National-Socialist concentration-camp system in general, that is, primarily at the conditions prevailing in them, and at mortality rates and causes, and also addresses false allegations about extermination of prisoners in concentration camps located in the Reich proper,
with some more details about the Sachsenhausen Camp north of Berlin. Showing how
false atrocity stories about these camps came into being, how they are refuted and lead to a
general revision of the historiography of these camps, teaches us something about the alleged extermination camps in eastern Europe, as the propaganda history of the western
camps is often a mirror image of that of the eastern camps.
Not only the camps of the original German Reich, but also those of Auschwitz, Birkenau
and Majdanek still have more or less well-preserved remnants of buildings where mass
murders are alleged to have taken place, and even where such buildings have been completely destroyed, experts can still come to very important insights based on building plans
and blueprints.
In this regard it should be pointed out that the only expert report about the possible interpretation of the blueprints of the alleged gas chambers of the Auschwitz and Birkenau
crematoria ever presented to a court to date concluded that it was neither possible to identify those rooms as homicidal gas chambers nor to repurpose them as gas chambers. This
sensational report was given in the early 1970s in Austria, but was covered up by the media, and the court files about this report have vanished.132
With the help of technical advice by friendly engineers, the Italian historian Carlo Mattogno and the late German architect Willy Wallwey began to solve technical and architectural questions regarding this complex. The basis for this is vast archival resources mainly
in eastern European, especially in Moscow, Prague, and Warsaw. Two contributions from
these research efforts are included in the present volume.
The first contribution by Willy Wallwey gives, in its first part, a fascinating insight into
how the camp authorities in Auschwitz tried to save the lives of their inmates by using
high-tech devices to combat lice. During World War II the Germans developed microwave
ovens, and the only place where this technology was used during the war was inside the
reception building of the Auschwitz Main Camp – for the purpose of disinfesting and disinfecting inmate clothing.
The second part of this contribution addresses the vexing question of what the infamous
“gas-tight” doors were really all about which the SS authorities ordered for the Auschwitz
Camp. In fact, the original German documents, discovered by Wallwey in the files of the
former Auschwitz Central Construction Office, show that there is nothing sinister about
these gas-tight doors.
The second technical contribution by Carlo Mattogno and Franco Deana explores the
question of whether the cremation furnaces of Auschwitz and Birkenau were able to cremate the claimed corpse piles from the attested-to mass murder. On the basis of a whole
range of considerations supported by documents, the authors conclude unequivocally that
these facilities were barely able to cremate the corpses of those who had died of “natural”
causes at Auschwitz. These facilities would have been unable to handle the additional
masses of corpses of a mass murder atop those of the natural deaths.
Aside from these technical studies, studies in the fields of toxicology, chemical engineering and motor technology are required to determine which poison gas would have
brought about which results through which methods and under which circumstances,
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whether the scenarios of mass murder attested to were technically even possible, and
whether there ought to be evidence surviving to the present.
The chemical and toxicological portion of this volume is carried by this author. In it, I
describe the discussion initiated by Fred A. Leuchter133 about the issue of the formation
and detectability of iron-cyanide compounds produced by the poison-gas product Zyklon
B, which are characterized by their long-term stability. The central questions are: a) could
such long-lasting compounds have formed in the masonry of the claimed homicidal gas
chambers; b) are they sufficiently long-lasting under the prevailing circumstances to be detectable to this day; and c) how much of these compounds can be detected in the alleged
homicidal gas chambers at Auschwitz, Birkenau, Majdanek and Stutthof?
The question, under what sorts of conditions it would have been possible to use Diesel
engines – the murder weapon alleged for Treblinka and Belzec – to suffocate people to
death, was already addressed in detail by Friedrich Paul Berg in 1984, but, in keeping with
tradition, the orthodox Holocaust literature ignored this paper for many decades.134 Berg’s
analysis was updated and expanded for this volume, and concludes that the conditions attested to for the alleged gassings with Diesel-exhaust fumes would not have produced successful mass killings, and also that it would have been ridiculous, if not to say downright
idiotic, to resort to this method in the first place, considering that a method using wood-gas
generators was available and both cheaper as well as hundreds or even thousands of times
more effective. In Berg’s opinion, the tale of Diesel-exhaust gassings is an instance of Soviet propaganda that backfired. The direct implications of this analysis for the alleged extermination camps Treblinka and Belzec are obvious.
In his chapter, Arnulf Neumaier considers problems of construction engineering associated with the alleged gas chambers of Treblinka, and particularly the issues of whether the
methods which witnesses claim were used to destroy the evidence – in this instance, the
complete incineration of almost one million people – were at all technically possible, what
sorts of evidence one ought to expect anyway, and how these expectations compare with
the evidence that has been found. The bottom line is devastating: the scenarios described
by the witnesses are ridiculous and completely unrealistic, and do not agree even remotely
with the results of on-site investigations.
Next, Herbert Tiedemann introduces us to a different field: The alleged mass shootings
by German armed forces in Russia during World War Two. He presents a critique of eyewitness testimony and media representation of the alleged mass execution of Jews from
Kiev by German task forces (Einsatzgruppen) in the ravine of Babi Yar in autumn of 1941.
Since his study incorporates critiques of eyewitness testimony and documents as well as
technical elements, it represents, in a way, a methodological synopsis of revisionist criticism on the basis of one specific example, and is thus a fitting conclusion to our anthology.
The extreme variation and inconsistency of the testimony and accounts of this case alone
practically demand extreme skepticism, and the absolute lack of any such skepticism on
the part of our mainstream historians, journalists, and politicians makes us doubt their capacity for common sense. Unfortunately, this is only a prototype for many other subsections of the Holocaust complex as well.
Babi Yar is also a starting point for the critique of a body of documents which revisionist research has only recently started to seriously deal with: German reports about the mass
executions of Jews on Soviet territories transitorily occupied by the Germans. These reports are divided into two main groups:
1. The so-called Ereignismeldungen (Incident Reports) which were drawn up by German authorities and collected in Berlin, where they were found by the Allies at the
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end of the war and were subsequently presented as evidence at the Nuremberg trials.
These “Incident reports” give very detailed accounts of the Babi Yar incident, without mentioning the location of this alleged massacre, however.
2. A number of radio reports which were sent by the Einsatzgruppen from Russia to
Berlin and which were deciphered by the British Intelligence Service. These documents were released only in 1996, which led to some speculations about whether the
western Allies may have known much earlier about a German policy of extermination
of the Jews and whether perhaps even more than 6 million Jews were killed by the
Germans in World War Two.135
However, no mainstream scholar took much notice of a similar case where the British
Government published excerpts from exactly these documents as early as 1981.136 Perhaps
this was because the publication of these excerpts conveyed the exciting revelation that the
British Intelligence Services had succeeded in 1942 and 1943 in deciphering top-secret radio messages from the administration of the German camps, in which details about deceased and killed prisoners were reported to Berlin, including the method of their execution and other circumstances of death. The reason for this cover-up by the orthodoxy may
be rather simple, as the following shows:137
“The messages from Auschwitz, with 20,000 prisoners the largest of the camps, mentioned illness as the main cause of death, but also included references to shootings and
hangings. There were no references in the decrypts to gassings.”
These Bletchley Park decrypts were released in the early 2000s, and a detailed analysis of
them showed that they are in stark contrast to the orthodox extermination narrative.138 Why
should the persons responsible for the radio messages have reported to Berlin about shootings and hangings, but kept silent about gassings?
In fact, the gas chambers seem to be ever decreasing in importance as a killing method,
as opposed to mass shootings. The Dutch historian Michel Korzec was the first to offer the
theory that not more than a few hundred thousand Jews were killed in gas chambers, but
that many millions were killed by mass shootings in Russia.139 This theory would require
that many more Germans were involved in these mass killings than would have been necessary if one assumes the gas chambers as the main weapon. Consequently, this theory is
would better support a collateral theory, i.e., that of the collective guilt of at least the German soldiers of the eastern front, if not of all Germans, for the Jewish Holocaust. This logical conclusion was drawn by Daniel J. Goldhagen,140 who merely repeated Korzec’s the135
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ses and added a new aspect: an anti-Semitic gene that led specifically the German people
to commit such a heinous deed. The reaction of the German historians in particular was
appropriately furious, even if some of those historians had backed somewhat similar theses
in the previous decades.141 They simply harvested what they themselves had sown.
The tendency in orthodox historiography seems to be more and more to de-emphasize
the gas chambers, since sources for them are “at once rare and unreliable,” as Prof. Arno J.
Mayer put it,142 or for which there are absolutely no “documents, traces or material evidence” at all, as French historian Jacques Baynac expressed it in 1996.143 This is no doubt
the result of past revisionist research, which forced orthodox historians to concede that
their old story is wrong. In an attempt to salvage their damaged reputation, they seek to
rescue the ‘Holocaust’ by sidestepping into a field where they hope revisionist criticism
cannot reach them: into the endless Russian steppe. But I am not certain that they will succeed. Hans-Heinrich Wilhelm,144 one of the most renowned experts regarding the
Einsatzgruppen, stated as early as 1988 that he is not sure that the numbers given in these
Incident reports are correct. As a result of his skepticism, he warns his colleagues:145
“If the reliability [of these reports] is no greater in non-statistical respects – something
which could be corroborated only by a comparison with other sources from the same
region – then historical research would be well advised to make much more cautious use
of SS sources than it has done to date.”
This was only logically consistent, since in his first book about this topic he had already
raised a few doubts about the reliability of those documents, i.e., he suspected the figures
given in them to be exaggerated.146
In late 2018, the intrepid Italian Holocaust researcher Carlo Mattogno had his research
results on the Einsatzgruppen published in an English translation.147 On more than 800
pages he documented not only the many numerical inconsistencies and contradictions of
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the various Einsatzgruppen reports, but also the by-and-large physically impossible propaganda claims made by Soviet “investigative” commissions who claim to have exhumed
and examined numerous alleged mass-murder sites after the Red Army had reconquered
the pertinent territories starting in 1943.
When the Soviet Union finally collapsed in 1991, there would have been opportunities
to finally form independent research commissions with the aim at investigating these past
events. These commissions should have systematically verified in at least a representative
number of cases whether the number of murder victims attested to by the Einsatzgruppen
reports can be confirmed by exhumations, or if mass cremations took place as claimed by
many witnesses, whether the ineluctable traces of such large-scale fires can be detected.
That there is plenty of justification for skepticism regarding these mass cremations can be
gleaned from the fact, amply demonstrated by Mattogno, that the many witness testimonies on these claimed events are themselves riddled with physical absurdities to the point
of being ludicrous. All the more so, independent research into this would have been imperative.
But no such research ever happened. Primarily responsible for this lack of activity, as
Mattogno shows, is the obscurantism of Jewish lobby groups who prevent with all their influence that any such large-scale excavations and exhumations take place. Hence, we may
never find out what exactly happened behind the German-Russian front.
But back to Babi Yar. From the air photos discussed by J. C. Ball, it is apparent that the
mass murder of Jews allegedly committed by the Einsatzgruppen in a ravine called Babi
Yar, near Kiev, never took place. Some such may have taken place elsewhere, for all we
know, since the German documents about this event do not mention the precise location:
Babi Yar isn’t mentioned in them. But if it didn’t happen there, what are we to think of all
the witness statements claiming it did? And if the German documents are telling the truth,
but it happened somewhere else near Kiev, then where did it happen? And what if those
German documents aren’t telling the truth? What if someone made up a wild story, and
several other German units reported this rumor as fact?
To allow for an idea of the cruel conditions under which the Germans were forced to
fight on the eastern front, and which rules of warfare were generally accepted regarding
partisan actions and reprisals, we have translated an excellent expert report by Karl Siegert
about the legitimacy of reprisals in occupied territories during wartime. This report was
prepared in the 1950s for the defense of a German soldier accused of having committed
war crimes in Italy by shooting civilians as reprisal for partisan attacks. In order to understand the historical context of German reprisals in eastern Europe, this author has written
an introduction and some concluding remarks about the cruel und illegal partisan warfare
as it was initiated and conducted mainly by the Soviet Union.148
Of course, the evidence presented in this volume is but a bare introduction to what else
is possible – and necessary – for a comprehensive resolution of the Holocaust complex.
Other, similar studies could support our findings – or refute them. With today’s technology, it is no doubt possible to improve considerably upon our present level of knowledge.
Archaeologists, for example, are able today to apply the techniques of aerial photography
to locating the remnants of human settlements, deserted for many millennia and at times
located well beneath the ground surface. Archaeologists are also able, on the basis of very
meager remnants of Stone Age fire sites, to determine from which period the fire dates and
under what sorts of conditions it burned (kind of wood, size and kind of camp, diet based
on the presence of certain animal bones, degree of civilization based on the presence of
tools and refuse, etc.).
We firmly believe, therefore, that the aerial photographs taken by German as well as by
Allied reconnaissance planes during World War II, which in part still reside untouched in
the archives today, are a source of reliable insight into the events of those days, and further
that air photos taken today would still allow scientists to determine the size of former mass
graves, or even the foundations of buildings no longer extant. What is more, excavations
and the analysis of sediments and residue can certainly still determine the size of mass
148
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graves or the kind and quantity of residue from burning sites – if only anyone cares to investigate.
Starting in the late 1990s, several attempts to find material traces of the claimed events
were indeed made on the grounds of the former camps of the so-called “Aktion Reinhardt”: Belzec, Chelmno, Sobibor and Treblinka. Although disturbed soil was located in
each of these cases, no large-scale excavations to determine the nature of the soil disturbances were conducted. In addition, even if the worst-case scenario is assumed – that the
entire volume of disturbed soil found represents (former) mass graves – their combined
volume does not suffice in the cases of Treblinka and Belzec to accommodate the number
of victims claimed to have been buried in them (some 700,000 in Treblinka and some
600,000 in Belzec).
While no traces of former buildings matching even remotely what witnesses have described as homicidal gas-chamber facilities were located in Belzec and Treblinka, excavations at the former Sobibor Camp actually succeeded in locating foundation walls which
roughly match what witnesses have claimed about it. Although this looks like a striking
confirmation of the orthodox narrative for that camp on first sight, nothing proves that
these foundation walls belonged to a building that contained homicidal gas chambers operated by engine exhaust. After all, the revisionist theory claiming that these camps were
mere transit camps also requires the existence of buildings in those camps, one of which
could have been used for hygienic purposes, such as giving deportees showers and/or disinfesting their clothes. It is unclear how the archeological record could be used to decide
which of these two contrasting uses claimed is actually true.
While an update to Arnulf Neumaier’s contribution on Treblinka deals briefly with the
archeological research performed at the site of that former camp, the other camps have not
been covered in the present anthology. The interested reader may consult the respective
monographs on these camps dealing with the issues at hand.149

11. The Purpose of This Book
The trend pointed out by Nolte – that the establishment historians, the media, justice system and even society in general accuse revisionist authors of being followers or at least
sympathizers of a National-Socialist ideology – can be traced through a series of publications150 that culminates in the work by Kogon, Langbein and Rückerl, where the revisionists are slandered outrageously and implicated in all sorts of things, while neither their
names are ever mentioned nor any revisionist publications cited, which would enable the
reader to verify the editors’ allegations.151 In the end, this type of pseudo-argumentation by
establishment historians always comes down to the same thing, namely to impute to the
revisionists an apologia for the National-Socialist system, in other words, the categorical
resolution to defend the National-Socialist system even against supposed reality. Anyone
who stands up for something considers that something worth defending, i.e., in this case
must be a sympathizer of the National-Socialist system.
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It must be said here and now that none of the authors contributing to the present work
considers himself ideologically anywhere in the vicinity of National Socialism.152 This
aside, however, such an accusation is no argument suited to invalidating our own. It seems
reasonable to suspect that these establishment historians resort to this verbal garrote merely to distract attention from those factual questions which they obviously do not feel competent to field. In any case, it is clear that anyone who evades factual arguments by means
of political accusations cannot have any scientific motivation for doing so, since a scientifically motivated researcher is interested first and foremost in factual arguments. Political
motivation is the only thing that could possibly prompt these historians to voice political
accusations; this, however, places the charge of political choreography of our understanding of history squarely back on their own heads.
Every reader ought to examine the intentions with which he approaches this volume, for,
as Bradley Smith put it:153
“If you must worry about motive, however, it is incumbent on you to examine as well the
motives of those who consistently argue against intellectual freedom on this one issue. If
you don’t want to examine the motives of those on both sides of the issue, perhaps (forgive me) you should examine your own.”
We will also not accept the change of subject to certain marginal issues within the debate
on the Holocaust which certain revisionists may have started – for example, the discussion
about the definitely eccentric theory that the National Socialists had resorted to the murder
of the Jews in self-defense following the publication of T. N. Kaufman’s book Germany
Must Perish!,154 or the theory (untenable under international law) that, following the declaration of war which had in fact been made against the Third Reich by international Jewish
private (!) organizations,155 the National Socialists had the right to intern all the Jews in
their sphere of influence as members of an enemy nation. What is more, this erroneous
thesis is usually advanced by people who simultaneously condemn the Soviet deportation
of the Volga Germans at the start of Germany’s Russian Campaign in the summer of 1941,
or the USA’s internment of Germans, Italians and Japanese when the U.S. entered the
war.156
This kind of peripheral jubject is not our issue. It is not our goal in this volume to justify
or rationalize in any way a proven injustice. Our issue is solely and exclusively the question whether the evidence offered for the Holocaust – defined as the intentional, planned
mass murder of the Jews in the sphere of control of the Third Reich – suffices to give it
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I am well aware that, when it comes right down to it, certain ladies and gentlemen do not care where we
revisionists consider ourselves to fit into the ideological spectrum, since after all they always know better than we do what and how we think – right?
B. R. Smith, Campus Update No. 2, Committee for Open Debate on the Holocaust, Spring 1994.
Cf. the correction by W. Benz, op. cit. (note 150).
“Judea Declares War on Germany – Jews of all the World Unite – Boycott of German Goods,” in Daily
Express, March 24, 1933, one day after the Enabling Act was passed. The German reaction to this declaration of war is well known: on Saturday, April 1, 1933, the government of the Reich called for a halfday boycott of Jewish stores. A similar declaration of war was given by Samuel Untermeyer, President
of the World Jewish Economic Federation, on August 7, 1933, in the New York Times. After war had
broken out in Poland, another Jewish declaration of war was issued by Chaim Weizmann, President of
the Jewish Agency, Jewish Chronicle, September 8, 1939. In 1985, Professor Ernst Nolte mentioned this
declaration in a British publication, as well as the thesis based on it, namely that the internment of the
Jews by Germany was therefore allegedly not in violation of international law. No doubt this was one of
the main triggers of the Historians’ Dispute; cf. E. Nolte, Das Vergehen der Vergangenheit, Ullstein,
Frankfurt am Main / Berlin 1987, pp. 20f., 170f.; declarations of war and other threats by Jewish individuals and organizations against Germany were very common at that time, cf. Hartmut Stern, Jüdische
Kriegserklärungen an Deutschland, FZ-Verlag, Munich 2000.
Cf. the detailed study by Ingeborg Fleischhauer, “‘Unternehmen Barbarossa’ und die Zwangsumsiedlung der Deutschen in der UdSSR,” VfZ 30(2) (1982), pp. 299-321; Arnold Krammer, Undue Process:
The Untold Story of America’s German Alien Internees, Rowman and Littlefield, Lanham, Md., 1997;
see also Götz Eberbach’s study of Allied concentration camps: “Wie verhalten sich parlamentarische
Demokratien in Kriegs- und Krisenzeiten gegenüber politischen und nationalen Minderheiten?,” DGG
42(2) (1994), pp. 15-23.
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continued credibility in its present form, especially with respect to the mass gassings, or
whether new evidence may perhaps require the revision of historiography.
The thesis that the Holocaust as defined above may not have taken place is naturally an
explosive topic for the study of contemporary history, as for all aspects of social life directly or indirectly associated with it. We are fully aware of this. But it is important to keep
in mind that since 1955 at the latest, when the official German Institut für Zeitgeschichte
determined that it was the Soviets who had perpetrated the 1940 massacre of more than
20,000 members of the Polish elite at Katyn and elsewhere, 157 the (West) German media
could have been disseminating the truth about Katyn, despite Soviet propaganda to the
contrary, which continued to lay its own guilt for this crime at Germany’s door as late as
1990. Yet right until the late 1980s, the leftist media in particular mindlessly parroted this
Communist propaganda.158 The reason for this is probably to be found in the politically,
i.e., anti-scientifically motivated desire to keep the Third Reich from being exonerated
from historical guilt even where this has become inevitable, the greater purpose being to
prevent, by thwarting even the partial revision of historiography, any farther-reaching revisions which might ultimately cast doubt upon the politically desirable concept of the
unique and unparalleled evil of the National-Socialist regime.
But this is not the only contentious issue in which the media deny the truth for ideological reasons. There are subsections of contemporary history where neither the media nor
many historians are particularly concerned about honesty. For four decades after the end of
the war, for example, almost all of German contemporary historiography has championed
the claim that the German campaign against Russia had been a merciless attack intended
solely to gain territory in the East, at the expense of the Slavs living there. This claim persisted until V. Suvorov159 and E. Topitsch160 both presented compelling proof that the Russian Campaign was in fact a pre-emptive war against the Soviet Union which had been
poised to strike – which, of course, does not preclude a policy of Lebensraum (living
space) on the part of the Third Reich. Following the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
opening of Soviet archives, it has suddenly grown quiet among the ranks of those historians who formerly argued against the thesis of the pre-emptive war; especially the German
media, however, continue to propagate the lie of the attack on peace-loving Russia161 – in
contrast to the Russian media of the 1990s.162 Neither Topitsch, the philosopher, nor Suvorov, the Russian officer in exile, is a German historian, yet their researches have resulted in
a radical re-thinking process. Admittedly, many historians as yet shy away from the theses
of Suvorov and Topitsch, since it is a matter of principle with them to feel ill at ease with a
thesis which exonerates the Third Reich from one of its evil deeds.
Another sensitive subject also had to be broached by a foreigner first before German historians began to consider the topic. In 1989 James Bacque, a Canadian, published a work
in which he proved that in the years between 1945 and 1947 the Americans, Canadians,
and French together deliberately starved some one million Germans labeled “disarmed enemy forces” to death, which constitutes genocide.163 Since according to Bacque the Soviet
archives reveal that some 450,000 abducted German prisoners died in Russia after the war,
and since it has been a known fact for years that approximately 1.4 million Germans never
returned from Allied imprisonment, Bacque feels that he can state the number of losses in
the camps of Germany’s current friends, the western Allies, quite precisely at one mil157
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Hans Thieme, “Katyn – ein Geheimnis?,” VfZ 3(4) (1955), pp. 408-411.
Cf. George Sanford, Katyn and the Soviet Massacre of 1940, Routledge, Oxford 2005.
V. Suvorov, Icebreaker: Who Started the Second World War?, Hamish Hamilton, London 1990; Suvorov, Der Tag M, Klett-Cotta, Stuttgart 1995.
E. Topitsch, Stalins Krieg, 3rd ed., Busse Seewald, Herford 1998; English: Stalin’s War, St. Martin’s
Press, New York 1987; cf. W. Post, Unternehmen Barbarossa, Mittler, Hamburg 1995; F. Becker, Stalins Blutspur durch Europa, Arndt Verlag, Kiel 1996; Becker, Im Kampf um Europa, 2nd ed., Leopold
Stocker Verlag, Graz/Stuttgart 1993; W. Maser, Der Wortbruch. Hitler, Stalin und der Zweite Weltkrieg,
Olzog Verlag, Munich 1994.
Cf. R. Augstein, in Der Spiegel, no. 6, February 5, 1996, pp. 100-125.
Cf. for the discussion in Russia Wolfgang Strauss, Unternehmen Barbarossa und der russische Historikerstreit, Herbig, Munich 1998.
J. Bacque, Other Losses, Stoddart, Toronto 1989.
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lion.164 Considering all deaths caused by the Allied policy of destroying Germany, he totaled the German post-war losses as high as at least 5.7 million persons.165 Some historians
reacted to this Canadian (self-)accusation that the USA, Canada and France had committed
genocide against the German people by denying the correctness of Bacque’s analysis and
jumping to the defense of the Allies.166
The extensive field of research related to the many concentration camps established after
the war in eastern and southeastern Europe for purposes of the indiscriminate internment
of mostly German victims, many of whom were to die an agonizing death there, was also
introduced to a broader international public by a non-German, namely John Sack. In his
book, he describes how mostly Jewish concentration-camp guards in Polish camps took
gruesome revenge on innocent Germans who had been rounded up more or less at random.167 The attempt to publish this book in Germany shows just what a state that country
is in. Although the Munich publishing firm Piper Verlag had already printed the German
edition, it decided just prior to the release date to pulp, in other words to destroy, the entire
print run, since they did not want to contribute to a ‘relative’ perspective of the German
crimes against the Jews and also did not wish to expose the Jews as perpetrators.168 Eventually, Sack did succeed in finding a different German publisher.
The situation regarding the blame for the bombing of the German civilian population has
been no less paradoxical for decades. Whereas the British openly acknowledge their guilt
(and are even proud of it),169 a great many of the German historians insist that Hitler was to
blame for absolutely everything, including the bombing campaign against German civilians.
If one adds to these more than half a million German victims of the Allied bombing170
(which violated international law) the 1.4 million victims of Allied starvation camps, at
least 2.1 million victims from the expulsion from the German eastern territories,171 and uncounted hundreds of thousands of victims of starvation and diseases resulting from the initial implementation of the genocidal Morgenthau plan, one arrives at a total of around six
million Germans killed by the Allies and their accessories, deliberately or at least through
gross negligence, and in contravention of international law. This total approaches another,
heavily symbolic number.
In the face of those punishments that have befallen German researchers in contemporary
history in recent years, it is understandable that the majority of German historians feel that
at least the Holocaust must remain intact if they are not to lose even their last shred of
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J. Bacque, in Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, March 12, 1994, p. 8; cf. M. Messerschmidt, Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung, Feb. 1, 1994; letters to the editor, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Feb. 10, 1994,
March 26, 1994; B. Schöbener, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, March 16, 1994.
J. Bacque, Crimes and Mercies, Little, Brown & Co., Toronto 1996. According to Bacque, between
1945 and 1950 at least 10 million Germans died as a result of the implementation of a deliberate and
vengeful Allied policy – the evil Morgenthau Plan – whose purpose was, quite simply, genocide for Europe’s German people.
Cf. Stephen E. Ambrose, “Ike and the Disappearing Atrocities. James Bacque’s ‘Other Losses,’” New
York Times Book Review, February 24, 1991; G. Bischof, S.E. Ambrose (ed.), Eisenhower and the German POWs: Facts against Falsehood, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge 1992; John Keegan, The
Times Literary Supplement, July 23, 1993; James Bacque, ibid., August 20, 1993.
John Sack, An Eye for an Eye, BasicBooks, New York 1993; Ger.: Auge um Auge, Kabel Verlag, Hamburg 1995; cf. S. Jendryschik, Zgoda, Verlag für ganzheitliche Forschung, Viöl 1997, regarding a Polish
extermination camp for Germans in the Polish town of Zgoda; cf. Österreichische HistorikerArbeitgemeinschaft für Kärnten und Steiermark (ed.), Völkermord der Tito-Partisanen 1944-1948, 2nd
ed., O. Hartmann Verlag, Sersheim (Germany) 1993, regarding the genocide of the Yugoslav partisans
against the German minority under J.B. Tito in the former Yugoslavia.
Cf. Die Welt, March 2, 1995; Süddeutsche Zeitung, May 1, 1995; Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, June
30, 1995.
J. M. Spaight, Bombing Vindicated, Geoffrey Bles, London 1944.
In its conservative estimate, the German Federal Bureau of Statistics postulates 600,000 victims; cf. D.
Irving, Und Deutschlands Städte starben nicht, Weltbild Verlag, Augsburg 1989, p. 373; cf. M.
Czesany, Europa im Bombenkrieg 1939-1945, Leopold Stocker, Vienna 1998.
The overcautious estimate of the German Federal Ministry for Expellees postulates at least 2.1 million
victims; cf. Alfred Maurice de Zayas, The German Expellees: Victims in War and Peace, St. Martin’s
Press, New York 1993, pp. 149f.
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credibility. In 1977, in view of the fact that no document has ever yet been found in which
Hitler ordered the murder of the Jews or even reveals his awareness or approval of the
mass murder, D. Irving (another non-German national) postulated that Hitler may not even
have known of the murders.172 M. Broszat commented rightly:173
“Rather, Irving’s theory touches the nerve of the credibility of historiography regarding
the National-Socialist period.”
But what is left of this credibility if the Holocaust did not take place as generally believed?
This revisionist thesis, advanced in the last decades primarily by, once again, citizens of
the western Allied nations, not only touches the nerve of the credibility of historiography,
it shatters it outright – and together with it the credibility of the entire German elite in the
media, in politics, and the judiciary.
In the end, the inevitable happened: four months after the first edition of the present
study had been published, the German police moved out in order to confiscate even the last
copy of this book by means of hundreds of house searches throughout Germany, and the
public prosecutor saw to it that all confiscated copies got burned under police supervision
in waste incinerators. When it comes to the credibility of the entire German elite, there is
neither freedom of expression nor freedom of science and research…174
But can the issue at stake really be the credibility of Germany’s elites, or is the ascertainment of historical truth the more-important issue? And is it not also particularly the
question whether freedom of scholarly research and freedom of expressing still exist in Europe, in other words, whether human rights, the moral foundation of western civilization,
really still deliver what they promise?
The semi-conservative German daily newspaper Welt demanded in a fit of outrage at the
above-mentioned verdict of the German Federal Supreme Court (Supreme Court v. Deckert, cf. Note 49) that revisionists should not only be convicted for their attack on Jewish
dignity without permitting any evidence, but claimed as further justification that
“[a]nyone who denies Auschwitz […] also shakes the very foundations of this society’s
self-perception.”175
As I said, there’s the rub!
The leftist German weekly paper Die Zeit also explained why disputers of the orthodox
Holocaust narrative must be silenced by the justice system and Protection Agency of the
Constitution:176
“The moral foundation of our Republic is at stake.”
No, my dear ladies and gentlemen of the press, quite the reverse is true! Anyone who
threatens academic freedom and freedom of the expression of opinion shakes the very
foundations of German society’s self-perception and endangers the moral foundation of
Germany!
Unless, yes, unless the Federal Republic of Germany defines itself not in terms of the
human rights set out in her constitution, but in terms of the belief in the prevailing narrative of the Holocaust. But before anyone expects us to accept this theocratic approach, it
would have to be set down in black and white in the Constitution – after prior approval by
the German electorate.
The fact that the above newspaper reports were not simply a passing craze was proven a
short time later by the Welt, which wrote:177
“Anyone who denies the truth about the National-Socialist extermination camps betrays
the principles on which the Federal Republic of Germany was built. This state is sup172
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I have described in detail the entire drama of the destruction of copies of my various research books, the
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posed to be a valiant democracy that defends itself when anti-democrats try to subvert
it.”
Well, there we have it: anyone who holds a contrary opinion on certain topics is anti-democratic. That makes about as much sense as the statement that nights are colder than outdoors.
Regarding the Welt’s indirect accusation that the authors of this volume are anti-democratic, I just want to point out that in my opinion an increase in democratic rights in the
form of popular plebiscitary participation in the state’s decision-making process would be
a major boon to Germany. In view of the conditions described in this introduction, to
which we researchers and scientists are subjected in Germany and other western nations, it
is evident that these nations suffer from considerable deficits of democratic and human
rights – not only in terms of freedom of opinion, research, and science, but also in terms of
access to the media.
Please allow me to define the term democracy succinctly here: Democracy is when three
foxes and a chicken decide what to have for dinner. Pure democracy is quite compatible
with lynch justice. Where the mob becomes the majority, democracy becomes an enemy of
humanity. Democracy needs the straitjacket of the rule of law, which protects and enforces
the inalienable civil, human and international rights even against the will of a democratic
majority. However, if the majority determines what is law and order at will, then the rule
of law simply ceases to exist. This condition existed in Germany not only between 1933
and 1945, but it exists also today.
Further examples I listed elsewhere178 show that the above-quoted media statements are
not just the opinions of some few journalists, but rather that it is the implacable posture of
most members of the German elites, in whose service said journalists write. This attitude
was succinctly summarized by German journalist Patrick Bahners when he wrote, in reference to the verdict against the leader of the right-wing National Democratic Party of Germany,179 Günter Deckert, for having voiced sacrilegious views on the Holocaust:180
“If Deckert’s [revisionist] ‘view of the Holocaust’ were correct, it would mean that the
Federal Republic of Germany was based on a lie. Every presidential address, every minute of silence, every history textbook would be a lie. In denying the murder of the Jews,
he denies the Federal Republic’s legitimacy.”
Finally, we ought to ask: what should we think of a state that tries to define by penal law
certain views of history as the ultimate truth, and which disparages dissidents as enemies
of democracy. Friedrich Karl Fromme, co-editor of the German daily newspaper Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung and certainly above suspicion of anti-democratic leanings, wrote in
1994:181
“Historical truth cannot be established by criminal law; such endeavors do not become
a state committed to liberality, no matter how painful or embarrassing it may be in individual cases.”
One might hope that the truth will hold its own in a factual, scientific encounter even without the protection of criminal law. On the other hand, it is almost impossible for truth to
prevail under the constant threat of criminal prosecution.
So, what is such a state to do when it turns out that the revisionists really are right? Is it
supposed to dissolve itself? Or is it supposed to ban the study of history and to jail all historians? It is easy to see how far from the straight-and-narrow such erroneous views lead: someone who pretends to wish to protect this Republic through the ruthless defense of the orthodox Holocaust narrative will, in the crunch, find himself forced to undermine the notional pillars of this state, which are freedom of expression, freedom of research, teaching and science,
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and an independent justice system under the rule of law. He thus becomes, not the protector
of a free and democratic fundamental order, but its greatest threat.
That this threat is more than theoretical was shown by the reactions to the infamous Mannheim verdict against Günter Deckert. In this instance, one of the foremost principles and prerequisites of a state under the rule of law, namely the independence of the trial judges, was
annulled in that two of the three judges were punished for their verdict by means of their
(forcibly extracted) ‘notifications of illness’ and subsequent forced retirements, while all the
time threatened to be prosecuted for an Orwellian, Brave New World-type “perversion of justice.” They were accused not only of having sentenced Deckert too leniently, but also of having portrayed his views and intentions as honorable.182
Ever since, German judges have been forced under threat of prosecution by the democratic
mob to portray any dissident of the orthodox Holocaust narrative as profoundly evil from the
get-go. This turns trials against Holocaust revisionists into nothing more than show trials
whose results and verdicts are already set in advance. Already in 1993 I posited that the real
issue to be decided by the judges during trials against revisionists is ultimately whose head is
to roll: that of the defendant, or that of the judge.183 The Deckert case proved me right.184
Furthermore, also the parallel drawn by me (in the contribution “The Value of Testimony and
Confessions on the Holocaust”) between the medieval witch trials of suspected demonic
agents and today’s trials against suspected ‘Holocaust Deniers’ has proven to be true, unfortunately.185
Repressive governments need “enemies” to frighten the average citizen into accepting the
government’s encroachments on civil rights, and to enlist them as footsoldiers in their battle
against any and all dissent. Very few Holocaust revisionists start their journey of doubts as
enemies of “the system”. The system persecutes them to the point where these dissidents
have little choice but to consider the destroyer of their civil existence as their enemy. Thusly
created, this revisionist enemy then serves as the government’s prime justification for stepping up its persecution. And so, a vicious circle of persecution and dissent is created which
keeps escalating. It is a tragic development ultimately leading to the destruction of liberty for
all.
Scholarship is a process of constant revision. As this edition appears, portions of it may
be superseded by new findings. That is so in every field of knowledge. Hence, this book
does not pretend to give definitive answers to the many whats and hows of the history of
the Holocaust, as everything must forever be subject to revision due to new findings. Nor
does it try to describe, in detail or in brief, how certain events happened, as do most history
books. This book rather goes to the very roots of historiography: document criticism and
detailed, interdisciplinary expert analysis of certain (alleged) historical events. It simply attempts to build, or to reveal, a solid and exact scholarly foundation about a few sections of
contemporary history, on which a source-discriminating historiography can rely in its future research.186
Furthermore, the purpose of this book is the evidentiary, scientific debate about the
question of where the truth is to be found regarding the Holocaust. This volume is to serve
as a beginning, not as conclusion to this debate. Everything else may follow. We hereby
introduce our theses regarding subnarratives of the Holocaust and look forward to objective replies and possibly refutations. Anyone, however, who can think of no better reply to
our work than cheap political polemics and ad hominem attacks is disqualified from the
outset.
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12. About Academic Freedom
“The protection that the Law provides for academic freedom depends neither on the correctness of the methods and the results, nor on the soundness of the arguments and the
line of reasoning, nor on the completeness of the points of view and evidence forming
the basis of a scientific treatise. Good or bad research, truth or untruth of findings can
only be assessed scientifically […] Thus, academic freedom also protects minority opinions as well as approaches to, and findings yielded by, research that proves incorrect or
flawed. Similarly, unorthodox or intuitive approaches are protected by the Law. The only prerequisite is that what is in question is scientific or academic; this includes anything which, by virtue of form and content, is to be regarded as a serious attempt to ascertain truth […]
No work may be denied scientific or academic character for the sole reason that it is
one-sided or incomplete or neglects to adequately consider contrary opinions. […] A
work fails to qualify for scientific or academic character only if it fails to meet the requirements of scientific or academic approach not only in individual respects or as defined by specific schools of thought, but systematically. In particular, this is the case
when the work is not intended to ascertain truth but merely to give an appearance of
scientific origin or provability to preconceived opinions or findings. One indication of
this may be the systematic disregard of facts, sources, opinions and conclusions which
cast the author’s views into doubt. On the other hand, it does not suffice for a work to be
deemed unscientific in the course of intra-disciplinary controversy between diverging
material or methodological approaches.”
Verdict of the German Federal Constitutional Court,
January 11, 1994, Ref. 1 BvR 434/87, pp. 16f.
A comparison of orthodox historical writing on the so-called Holocaust with more-recent
revisionist publications reveals a fundamental difference between the two scholarly communities. In the following I would like to consider this difference, and how it illuminates
the concerns addressed in this book.
As already mentioned, orthodox historiography on the National-Socialist persecution of
the Jews assumes that certain events of recent history took place in a certain, widely accepted manner. When writing about the claimed events of physical extermination of the
Jews, witness statements are almost the exclusive form of evidence on which the orthodoxy relies. These statements are rarely examined critically, nor can any comprehensive
document criticism be found; the interpretation of a document in the framework of the
thousands of other documents that provide its context is particularly rare.187
Often it is considered sufficient to cite portions of documents out of their proper context,
or arbitrarily select a few documents from many others of relevance. The well-known book
by Daniel J. Goldhagen represents in effect the apogee of this approach,140 and it has been
massively criticized for this even from the establishment side. However, Goldhagen’s
work is merely the logical, radical conclusion of the general tendency in this field of research to selectively interpret source materials. Consequently, the criticism directed at
Goldhagen generally reflects poorly on his establishment critics themselves.141 Two prominent examples for such poor historiography are the well-known authors Jean-Claude Pressac188 and Danuta Czech.189 Both profess to reconstruct the history of Auschwitz (or
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Auschwitz-Birkenau) on the basis of documents and, in the case of Danuta Czech, also of
eyewitness testimony.
Aside from the fact that, where gas-chamber and mass-extermination claims are concerned, both authors clearly give eyewitness testimony priority over all other forms of evidence and thus proceed in a grossly unscientific manner, their books also exhibit two other
grave errors. First, neither of the two authors has attempted to draw on the hundreds of
thousands of documents stored in the Moscow, Auschwitz and Prague archives to write a
history of the camp as reflected in the original documents. Both authors content themselves with choosing, from amongst the masses of all that is available, only such documents as they find appealing, and by misinterpreting them, they then combine them into a
distorted overall picture that reflects their bias.190
Furthermore, in virtually every one of its treatises, the method of historiography as practiced by mainstream historians ignores, on principle, any opposing scientific or academic
view that revisionists have submitted regarding the Holocaust. A prime example of this is
Jean-Claude Pressac’s second book, which was announced in Europe in the early 1990s as
the ‘last word’ of Holocaustology.127 Despite claiming to refute the revisionists’ arguments, Pressac systematically disregards any and all facts, sources, opinions and conclusions that cast his own view into doubt. No revisionist work is cited, not one single revisionist argument is discussed. One could live with that if at least he did justice to what he
promises in his book’s title, namely to present a treatise sound in technical, i.e., technological respects. In fact, however, his work contains not a single source from a technical publication. It does not contain even one conclusion drawn from his own technical studies or
those of others. Further, he mingles his own frequently unfounded opinions indistinguishably with the contents of documents he quotes – an extremely unsound procedure.128 One
would be fully justified in saying that Pressac systematically disregards not only arguments running counter to his own views, but also the scientific method as a whole.
Exactly the same is true for Prof. Robert Jan van Pelt’s works.191 Pelt does not quote a
single source of the expert literature about toxicology, chemistry, engineering, or architecture. He does not perform a single calculation, and he ignores the vast body of research
done by others, such as Germar Rudolf, Carlo Mattogno, Franco Deana, Werner Rademacher aka Willy Wallwey, Friedrich Paul Berg.192
Not surprisingly, such a modus operandi results in the grotesque situation where documents of ‘innocent’ or at worst ambiguous content are taken out of their proper context,
declared to be “criminal traces” (J.-C. Pressac), and promoted to the status of central evidence for the Holocaust, even though these documents have nothing at all unusual about
them when considered in context.193 A truly objective study of the Auschwitz concentration camp, however, would have to consider all other pertinent documents as well and
would have to assign each document its evidential value and significance in the context of
the many others. It is telling that not one mainstream scholar has tackled this gargantuan
task to date. Evidently none of the many Holocaust ‘scholars’ springing up like mushrooms, especially in the United States, is interested in a solid history of this camp, based
on documental evidence. Or are they simply too lazy?
One reason for their missing motivation may lie in the fact that, in the meantime, the
Holocaust has assumed quasi-religious features. Symptomatic for this is for instance that
two of the most-prominent Holocaust scholars worldwide are theologians: Deborah E. Lipstadt, Professor for Modern Jewish and Holocaust Studies, holds a chair in the Department
of Religion at Emory University. Michael Berenbaum, for many years active in leading
positions of the US Holocaust Memorial Museums in Washington D.C., is a rabbi. Ac190
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A profound criticism of Czechs’ “standard work” on Auschwitz is currently being written by Italian
scholar Carlo Mattogno, which will appear as a further volume of the series Holocaust Handbooks.
Robert Jan van Pelt, The Case for Auschwitz: Evidence from the Irving Trial, Indiana University Press,
Bloomington/Indianapolis 2002.
See Mattogno’s devastating critique in The Real Case for Auschwitz, op. cit. (note 128); by the way: Dr.
van Pelt, Professor for Architecture, is not an architect, but a cultural historian who has specialized on
the history of architecture!
W. Wallwey discusses a few of Pressac’s “criminal traces,” cf. his contribution in this volume. For more
details see there.
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cording to opinion polls, the Holocaust has replaced the Jewish religion as the most important topic defining Jewish identity,194 and it is widely accepted that the Holocaust is a
“founding myth of Israel”195 and a sort of a new secular religion of modern Jewry196 that is
used by Jewish organizations to garner support for Israel, promote Jewish identification,
and advance the cause of multi-culturalism.197 And it is well known that religions and political ideologies are more interested in defending dogma than in searching for truth.
Among the revisionists, on the other hand, aside from historians, there are engineers and
exact scientists (physicists, chemists, geologists).198 Since scholars in the exact sciences
have a completely different approach to their fields – “You must never trust an eyewitness
account.”199 –, it is no surprise that their results are completely different from those of
scholars swayed by theology.
First of all, the discussion of the opinions on the Holocaust as they are recorded in the
works of orthodox historians is the heart of the matter of this volume. Nothing is disregarded. The intensive examination of (alleged) facts, sources, opinions and conclusions of
the opposing side is the foremost reason for the publication of this book.
Secondly, the critique of documents and witness testimony has always been the core of
revisionist analysis and fundamental criticism. The present volume contains several chapters on this subject, so I will dispense with a detailed discussion here.
Finally, in insisting on hard, i.e., documental and material facts, the revisionist side has
begun the task of writing a reliable history of the Holocaust relying almost exclusively on
the total documental and material record available, and supported by pertinent and exact
scientific expertises.
This is what science is all about. And it is a heinous crime to punish revisionist scientists
for their findings, as many European countries do today.
However, due to constraints of time and resources, the revisionists’ focus has been on
resolving one detail after the other, fitting the mosaic together piece by piece. But since the
revisionists are being increasingly persecuted for their labors by state prosecution, especially in Europe (during the late 1990s, the Federal German government even exerted diplomatic pressure on eastern European countries to make it more difficult for us to access
the archives there),200 their work will probably take many more years. This volume contains only a few examples; of these, Carlo Mattogno’s articles in particular are based on intensive archival research, which he has been conducting for several decades. Since the
publication of the first edition of the present study, further findings of these ongoing re194
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Pew Research Center, “A Portrait of Jewish Americans,” Oct. 1, 2013, Table “What’s Essential to Being
Jewish?”; www.pewforum.org/2013/10/01/chapter-3-jewish-identity/.
Cf. Roger Garaudy, Les mythes fondateurs de la politique israélienne, La Vieille Taupe, Paris 1995;
English: The Founding Myths of Modern Israel, Institute for Historical Review, Costa Mesa, Cal., 2000.
Cf. Moshe Zimmermann, “Die Folgen des Holocaust für die israelische Gesellschaft,” Aus Politik und
Zeitgeschichte 42(1-2) (1992), pp. 33-43.
Cf. for this Peter Novick, The Holocaust in American Life, Houghton Mifflin, Boston 1999; Norman
Finkelstein, The Holocaust Industry: Reflections on the Exploitation of Jewish Suffering, Verso, London/New York 2000; idem, Beyond Chutzpah: On the Misuse of Anti-Semitism and the Abuse of History, University of California Press, Berkeley 2005; In this context see also Kevin MacDonald’s trilogy
about Judaism, published by Praeger, Westport (Connecticut) as part of the series Human Evolution,
Behavior, and Intelligence (Vol. 1: A People That Shall Dwell Alone, 1994; Vol. 2. In Separation And
Its Discontents, 1997; Vol. 3: The Culture of Critique, 1998).
Regarding the authors of this book: Engineers: Friedrich P. Berg, Arnulf Neumaier, Walter Lüftl; architect: Willy Wallwey; historians: Ingrid Weckert, Carlo Mattogno, Joachim Hoffmann; political scientist:
Udo B. Walendy; lawyer: Karl Siegert; geologist: John C. Ball; chemist: Germar Rudolf; Robert Faurisson was professor for text, document and witness account criticism.
This was the response of my Ph.D. supervisor Prof. Dr. Dr. hc. Hans Georg von Schnering when one of
his assistants, Dr. Harald Hillebrecht, quoted a statement of a colleague as proof for an allegation (January 20, 1993, 9:48, Room 4D2, Max Planck Institute for Solid-State Research, Stuttgart.). Needless to
say, Prof. von Schnering rejects his own maxim where the ‘Holocaust’ is concerned.
Cf. epd/AFP, “Herzog: Sudetendeutsche sollen Nachbarschaft gestalten,” Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Oct. 17, 1997; cf. W. Rademacher, G. Rudolf, “Appell an unsere Unterstützer,” VffG 2(1) (1998),
pp. 83-86; G. Rudolf, “Wer zu spät kommt, den bestraft das Leben,” VffG 2(3) (1998), p. 165.
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search efforts have beenpublished step by step as part of the series Holocaust Handbooks
(www.HolocaustHandbooks.com).

13. The Scientist’s Ethical Responsibility
Let us assume for the moment that our theses are correct. Should this be kept from the
world, or should it be made known? Or, to put it more clearly: can the dissemination of our
theses have negative consequences for the co-existence of different peoples? It is a negative possibility; but it is also possible that it may have positive consequences, just as it is
conceivable that the dissemination of the view commonly held of the Holocaust today may
also have had, and may continue to have, negative effects on the co-existence of different
peoples, especially as far as the Germans and the Palestinians are concerned. The crucial
factor in determining the political ramifications of a scientific theory or discovery is its
treatment in politics and today especially in the media. A theory or insight cannot be eliminated by attempts to suppress or even to ban it, by whatever means. Even self-denial on
the part of the scientist can result at most in a delay, but never in a termination of the process of learning and discovery. Friedrich Dürrenmatt described this accurately in his drama
The Physicists. No power on earth can forever stop the processes of learning and discovery. That is why a wise politician must strive to reconcile the concepts of these processes
into a framework in accordance with his own concepts and goals. This implies that politics
must determine its objectives at least roughly in accordance with the state of scientific
knowledge.
Historical revisionism is the first great intellectual adventure of the 21st Century. Judging from the way things look today, this adventure will in the future be more than just an
intellectual one, though.
Whoever controls the histories of nations controls those nations and their peoples. The
Second World War ended in the total victory of the enemies of the Third Reich and its allies. Their victory gave the conquerors a hitherto-unknown power to write the world’s history to their liking. But the power that brings total victory intoxicates, and poisons. Like
their predecessors, the victors, in their hubris, would write a history that was arbitrary,
self-serving, and at odds with what actually happened. No-less-inevitable than this intoxication of victory, however, is the gradual decay of their one-sided view of history, and thus
an erosion of the power based upon it. Viewed in this way, historical revisionism is an instrument against abusive political power. Nor does it function as such a weapon only at
present: it has in the past, and will do so in the future.
The possible political impact of the findings of Holocaust revisionism become apparent
if one considers what in our world is being dominated by the Holocaust Taboo. I have
shown elsewhere that the social sciences of western societies suffer under severe restrictions wherever topics are involved which somehow can be brought into context with
the Third Reich, often by the most devious of pseudo-arguments.201 Consequently, western
societies are increasingly unable to solve their social problems. Given that Holocaust propaganda and war mongering very often go hand in hand, the indirect financial and human
costs of this war-justifying propaganda is hard to overestimate.
Robert Hepp has summarized what would be at stake for Germany, should it emerge that
our opinion about the Second World War in general and the Holocaust in particular is seriously wrong: basically the entire postwar world order.202 Under these circumstances, simply everything might be jeopardized on which the reigning power elites depend.
Considering all the things that could be at stake, the role of the scientist in this process
ought to be to repeatedly remind politicians of the aforementioned insight: banning something does not eliminate it, it only makes it all the more interesting to those factions that
enjoy working in the shadows of the semi-legal or illegal. But most of all, the legislators
and powers-that-be who impose bans on research and science invariably place themselves
in the wrong in the eyes of the public, and thus lose all their credibility, for anyone who
201
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Germar Rudolf, “Wissenschaft und ethische Verantwortung,” in Andreas Molau (ed.), Opposition für
Deutschland, VGB, Berg am Starnberger See 1995, pp. 260-288.
R. Hepp, op. cit. (note 10), note 49, pp. 141f.
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forbids discussion is quickly suspected of having something to hide, or of lacking sound
arguments of his own.
Anyone who wishes to keep certain insights or theses from being misused by extremist
groups can only succeed by addressing the issues in question himself. In other words, if
Racists, National Socialists and anti-Semites are to be prevented from using Holocaust revisionism for their own political purposes, their opponents must embrace revisionism
themselves. Responsibility and leadership have to be taken from inside Holocaust revisionism in order to manage how irresistible revisions of our views of history affect the selfunderstanding of our polities. One has to take an offensive rather than a defensive approach to revisionism.
It ought therefore to be the foremost concern of moderate politicians to see to it that the
discussion about the Holocaust spreads to social circles beyond the radical or extremist
ones, so that any potential consequences of a revision of historiography can be represented
and implemented credibly and competently by respectable and respected politicians. And
the foremost concern of the scientist must be to alert the politicians to this fact and to support them as they thread their ways among the cliffs of scientific insights.
It is to be hoped that revisionist historians will be able to resist the Faustian temptation
to intoxicate themselves on their power that may arise in the future.
Thus, this book is offered as intellectual ammunition, but is not meant to serve any political ideology. Scholarship serves primarily one cause, the cause of Truth.
As a proper guideline, I have added a few paragraphs written by Bruno Leoni. May the
reader be inspired by this.
Germar Rudolf,203 August 25, 1994
Last revised: July 2019
Bruno Leoni, Freedom and the Law, Indianapolis, Liberty Fund, 1991, pp. 148-150:204
“No truly scientific result has ever been reached through group decisions and majority
rule. The whole history of modern science in the West evidences the fact that no majorities, no tyrants, no constraint can prevail in the long run against individuals whenever
the latter are able to prove in some definite way that their own scientific theories work
better than others and that their own view of things solves problems and difficulties better than others, regardless of the number, the authority, or the power of the latter. Indeed, the history of modern science, if considered from this point of view, constitutes the
most convincing evidence of the failure of decision groups and group decisions based on
some coercive procedure and more generally of the failure of constraint exercised over
individuals as a pretended means of promoting scientific progress and of achieving scientific results. The trial of Galileo, at the dawn of our scientific era, is in this sense a
symbol of its whole history, for many trials have since actually taken place in various
countries up to the present day in which attempts have been made to constrain individual scientists to abandon some thesis. But no scientific thesis has ever been established or
disproved in the end as a result of any constraint whatever exercised upon individual
scientists by bigoted tyrants and ignorant majorities.
On the contrary, scientific research is the most obvious example of a spontaneous process involving the free collaboration of innumerable individuals, each of whom has a
share in it according to his willingness and abilities. The total result of this collaboration has never been anticipated or planned by particular individuals or groups. Nobody
could even make a statement about what the outcome of such a collaboration would be
203
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Earlier versions of this article were signed with the name Ernst Gauss, which is a pen name Germar Rudolf chose in 1992/1993 for his first book Vorlesungen über Zeitgeschichte (Grabert, Tübingen 1993) to
protect himself from German government persecution which indeed started shortly afterwards. In 1994,
the publisher of the original German version of the present book, Grabert Verlag, urged Rudolf to continue using this pen name since it had gained reputation, and for safety reasons for both the publisher
and the editor.
Thanks to Michael Humphrey who discovered and sent me this excellent excerpt.
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without ascertaining it carefully every year, nay every month and every day throughout
the whole history of science.
What would have happened in the countries of the West if scientific progress had been
confined to group decisions and majority rule based on such principles as that of the
‘representation’ of the scientists conceived of as members of an electorate, not to speak
of a ‘representation’ of the people at large? Plato outlined such a situation in his dialogue Politikos when he contrasted the so-called science of government and the sciences
in general with the written rules enacted by the majority in the ancient Greek democracies. One of the characters in the dialogue proposes that the rules of medicine, of navigation, of mathematics, of agriculture, and of all the sciences and techniques known at
his time be fixed by written rules (syngrammata) enacted by legislatures. It is clear, so
the rest of the characters in the dialogue conclude, that in such a case all sciences and
techniques will disappear without any hope of reviving again, being banished by a law
that would hinder all research, and life, they add sadly, which is so hard already, would
become impossible altogether.”
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his ambitious, growing series addresses various aspects of the “Holocaust” of the
WWII era. Most of them are based on decades of research from archives all over the
world. They are heavily referenced. In contrast to most other works on this issue,
the tomes of this series approach its topic with profound academic scrutiny and a critical
attitude. Any Holocaust researcher ignoring this series will remain oblivious to some of
the most important research in the field. These books are designed to both convince the
common reader as well as academics. The following books have appeared so far, or are
about to be released. Compare hardcopy and eBook prices at www.findbookprices.com.

SECTION ONE:
General Overviews of the Holocaust
The First Holocaust. The Surprising Origin of
the Six-Million Figure. By Don Heddesheimer.
This compact but substantive study documents
propaganda spread prior to,
during and after the FIRST
World War that claimed East
European Jewry was on the
brink of annihilation. The
magic number of suffering
and dying Jews was 6 million
back then as well. The book
details how these Jewish fundraising operations in America
raised vast sums in the name
of feeding suffering Polish and
Russian Jews but actually funneled much of the money to Zionist and Communist groups. 5th ed., 200 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#6)
Lectures on the Holocaust. Controversial Issues
Cross Examined. By Germar Rudolf. This book
first explains why “the Holocaust” is an important topic, and that it is well to keep an open
mind about it. It then tells how many mainstream scholars expressed
doubts and subsequently fell
from grace. Next, the physical traces and documents
about the various claimed
crime scenes and murder
weapons are discussed. After that, the reliability of
witness testimony is examined. Finally, the author
lobbies for a free exchange
of ideas about this topic. This book gives the
most-comprehensive and up-to-date overview
of the critical research into the Holocaust. With
its dialog style, it is pleasant to read, and it can
even be used as an encyclopedic compendium.
3rd ed., 596 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index.(#15)
Breaking the Spell. The Holocaust, Myth &
Reality. By Nicholas Kollerstrom. In 1941,
British Intelligence analysts cracked the German “Enigma” code. Hence, in 1942 and 1943,
encrypted radio communications between German concentration camps and the Berlin headquarters were decrypted. The intercepted data

Pictured above are all of the scientific studies that comprise the
series Holocaust Handbooks published thus far or are about to
be released. More volumes and new editions are constantly in
the works. Check www.HolocaustHandbooks.com for updates.

refutes the orthodox “Holocaust” narrative. It
reveals that the Germans were desperate to reduce the death rate in their labor camps, which
was caused by catastrophic
typhus epidemics. Dr. Kollerstrom, a science historian,
has taken these intercepts
and a wide array of mostly
unchallenged corroborating
evidence to show that “witness statements” supporting the human gas chamber
narrative clearly clash with
the available scientific data.
Kollerstrom concludes that
the history of the Nazi “Holocaust” has been
written by the victors with ulterior motives. It is
distorted, exaggerated and largely wrong. With
a foreword by Prof. Dr. James Fetzer. 5th ed.,
282 pages, b&w ill., bibl., index. (#31)
Debating the Holocaust. A New Look at Both
Sides. By Thomas Dalton. Mainstream historians insist that there cannot be, may not be
a debate about the Holocaust. But ignoring it
does not make this controversy go away. Traditional scholars admit that there was neither a
budget, a plan, nor an order for the Holocaust;
that the key camps have all but vanished, and
so have any human remains; that material and
unequivocal documentary evidence is absent; and that there
are serious problems with
survivor testimonies. Dalton
juxtaposes the traditional
Holocaust narrative with revisionist challenges and then
analyzes the mainstream’s
responses to them. He reveals
the weaknesses of both sides,
while declaring revisionism
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the winner of the current state of the
debate. 2nd ed., 332 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#32)
The Hoax of the Twentieth Century.
The Case against the Presumed Extermination of European Jewry. By
Arthur R. Butz. The first writer to
analyze the entire Holocaust complex
in a precise scientific manner. This
book exhibits the overwhelming force
of arguments accumulated by the mid1970s. Butz’s two main arguments
are: 1. All major entities hostile to
Germany must have known what was
happening to the Jews under German
authority. They acted during the war
as if no mass slaughter was occurring.
2. All the evidence adduced to proof
any mass slaughter has a dual interpretation, while only the innocuous
one can be proven to be correct. This
book continues to be a major historical reference work, frequently cited by
prominent personalities. This edition
has numerous supplements with new
information gathered over the last 35
years. 4th ed., 524 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#7)
Dissecting the Holocaust. The Growing Critique of ‘Truth’ and ‘Memory.’
Edited by Germar Rudolf. Dissecting
the Holocaust applies state-of-the-art
scientific technique and classic methods of detection to investigate the alleged murder of millions of Jews by
Germans during World War II. In
22 contributions—each of some 30
pages—the 17 authors dissect generally accepted paradigms of the “Holocaust.” It reads as exciting as a crime
novel: so many lies, forgeries and deceptions by politicians, historians and
scientists are proven. This is the intellectual adventure of the 21st century.
Be part of it! 3rd ed., 634 pages, b&w
illustrations, bibliography, index. (#1)
The Dissolution of Eastern European
Jewry. By Walter N. Sanning. Six Million Jews died in the Holocaust. Sanning did not take that number at face
value, but thoroughly explored European population developments and
shifts mainly caused by emigration as
well as deportations and evacuations
conducted by both Nazis and the Soviets, among other things. The book
is based mainly on Jewish, Zionist
and mainstream sources. It concludes
that a sizeable share of the Jews found
missing during local censuses after
the Second World War, which were
so far counted as “Holocaust victims,”
had either emigrated (mainly to Israel
or the U.S.) or had been deported by
Stalin to Siberian labor camps. 2nd
ed., foreword by A.R. Butz, epilogue by
Germar Rudolf containing important

updates; 224 pages, b&w illustrations,
bibliography (#29).
Air Photo Evidence: World War Two
Photos of Alleged Mass Murder Sites
Analyzed. By Germar Rudolf (editor).
During World War Two both German
and Allied reconnaissance aircraft
took countless air photos of places of
tactical and strategic interest in Europe. These photos are prime evidence
for the investigation of the Holocaust.
Air photos of locations like Auschwitz,
Maj
danek, Treblinka, Babi Yar etc.
permit an insight into what did or did
not happen there. The author has unearthed many pertinent photos and
has thoroughly analyzed them. This
book is full of air photo reproductions
and schematic drawings explaining
them. According to the author, these
images refute many of the atrocity
claims made by witnesses in connection with events in the German sphere
of influence. 5th edition; with a contribution by Carlo Mattogno. 168 pages,
8.5”×11”, b&w illustrations, biblio
graphy, index (#27).
The Leuchter Reports: Critical Edition. By Fred Leuchter, Robert Faurisson and Germar Rudolf. Between 1988
and 1991, U.S. expert on execution
technologies Fred Leuchter wrote four
detailed reports addressing whether
the Third Reich operated homicidal
gas chambers. The first report on
Ausch
witz and Majdanek became
world famous. Based on chemical
analyses and various technical arguments, Leuchter concluded that the
locations investigated “could not have
then been, or now be, utilized or seriously considered to function as execution gas chambers.” The second report
deals with gas-chamber claims for
the camps Dachau, Mauthausen and
Hartheim, while the third reviews design criteria and operation procedures
of execution gas chambers in the U.S.
The fourth report reviews Pressac’s
1989 tome Auschwitz. 4th ed., 252
pages, b&w illustrations. (#16)
The Giant with Feet of Clay: Raul Hilberg and His Standard Work on the
“Holocaust.” By Jürgen Graf. Raul Hilberg’s major work The Destruction of
European Jewry is an orthodox standard work on the Holocaust. But what
evidence does Hilberg provide to back
his thesis that there was a German
plan to exterminate Jews, carried out
mainly in gas chambers? Jürgen Graf
applies the methods of critical analysis to Hilberg’s evidence and examines
the results in light of modern historiography. The results of Graf’s critical
analysis are devastating for Hilberg.
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2nd, corrected edition, 139 pages, b&w
illustrations, bibliography, index. (#3)
Jewish Emigration from the Third
Reich. By Ingrid Weckert. Current
historical writings about the Third
Reich claim state it was difficult for
Jews to flee from Nazi persecution.
The truth is that Jewish emigration
was welcomed by the German authorities. Emigration was not some kind of
wild flight, but rather a lawfully determined and regulated matter. Weckert’s booklet elucidates the emigration
process in law and policy. She shows
that German and Jewish authorities
worked closely together. Jews interested in emigrating received detailed
advice and offers of help from both
sides. 2nd ed., 130 pages, index. (#12)
Inside the Gas Chambers: The Extermination of Mainstream Holocaust
Historiography. By Carlo Mattogno.
Neither increased media propaganda
or political pressure nor judicial persecution can stifle revisionism. Hence, in
early 2011, the Holocaust Orthodoxy
published a 400 pp. book (in German)
claiming to refute “revisionist propaganda,” trying again to prove “once
and for all” that there were homicidal
gas chambers at the camps of Dachau,
Natzweiler, Sachsenhausen, Mauthausen, Ravensbrück, Neuengamme,
Stutthof… you name them. Mattogno
shows with his detailed analysis of
this work of propaganda that mainstream Holocaust hagiography is beating around the bush rather than addressing revisionist research results.
He exposes their myths, distortions
and lies. 2nd ed., 280 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#25)

SECTION TWO:
Specific non-Auschwitz Studies
Treblinka: Extermination Camp or
Transit Camp? By Carlo Mattogno and
Jürgen Graf. It is alleged that at Treblinka in East Poland between 700,000
and 3,000,000 persons were murdered
in 1942 and 1943. The weapons used
were said to have been stationary and/
or mobile gas chambers, fast-acting or
slow-acting poison gas, unslaked lime,
superheated steam, electricity, diesel
exhaust fumes etc. Holocaust historians alleged that bodies were piled as
high as multi-storied buildings and
burned without a trace, using little
or no fuel at all. Graf and Mattogno
have now analyzed the origins, logic
and technical feasibility of the official
version of Treblinka. On the basis of
numerous documents they reveal Treblinka’s true identity as a mere transit
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camp. 2nd ed., 372 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#8)
Belzec in Propaganda, Testimonies,
Archeological Research and History.
By Carlo Mattogno. Witnesses report that between 600,000 and 3 million Jews were murdered in the Belzec camp, located in Poland. Various
murder weapons are claimed to have
been used: diesel gas; unslaked lime
in trains; high voltage; vacuum chambers; etc. The corpses were incinerated
on huge pyres without leaving a trace.
For those who know the stories about
Treblinka this sounds familiar. Thus
the author has restricted this study to
the aspects which are new compared
to Treblinka. In contrast to Treblinka, forensic drillings and excavations
were performed at Belzec, the results
of which are critically reviewed. 142
pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography,
index. (#9)
Sobibor: Holocaust Propaganda and
Reality. By Jürgen Graf, Thomas Kues
and Carlo Mattogno. Between 25,000
and 2 million Jews are said to have
been killed in gas chambers in the
Sobibór camp in Poland. The corpses
were allegedly buried in mass graves
and later incinerated on pyres. This
book investigates these claims and
shows that they are based on the selective use of contradictory eyewitness
testimony. Archeological surveys of
the camp in 2000-2001 are analyzed,
with fatal results for the extermination camp hypothesis. The book also
documents the general National Socialist policy toward Jews, which
never included a genocidal “final solution.” 442 pages, b&w illustrations,
bibliography, index. (#19)
The “Extermination Camps” of “Aktion Reinhardt”. By Jürgen Graf,
Thomas Kues and Carlo Mattogno. In
late 2011, several members of the exterminationist Holocaust Controversies blog posted a study online which
claims to refute three of our authors’
monographs on the camps Belzec,
Sobibor and Treblinka (see previous three entries). This tome is their
point-by-point response, which makes
“mincemeat” out of the bloggers’ attempt at refutation. Caution:
The two volumes of this work are
an intellectual overkill for most
people. They are recommended
only for collectors, connoisseurs
and professionals. These two
books require familiarity with
the above-mentioned books, of
which they are a comprehensive
update and expansion. 2nd ed.,
two volumes, total of 1396 pages,
illustrations, bibliography. (#28)
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Chelmno: A Camp in History & Propaganda. By Carlo Mattogno. At Chelmno, huge masses of Jewish prisoners
are said to have been gassed in “gas
vans” or shot (claims vary from 10,000
to 1.3 million victims). This study covers the subject from every angle, undermining the orthodox claims about
the camp with an overwhelmingly effective body of evidence. Eyewitness
statements, gas wagons as extermination weapons, forensics reports and
excavations, German documents—all
come under Mattogno’s scrutiny. Here
are the uncensored facts about Chelmno, not the propaganda. 2nd ed., 188
pages, indexed, illustrated, bibliography. (#23)
The Gas Vans: A Critical Investigation. By Santiago Alvarez and Pierre
Marais. It is alleged that the Nazis
used mobile gas chambers to exterminate 700,000 people. Up until 2011, no
thorough monograph had appeared on
the topic. Santiago Alvarez has remedied the situation. Are witness statements reliable? Are documents genuine? Where are the murder weapons?
Could they have operated as claimed?
Where are the corpses? In order to get
to the truth of the matter, Alvarez has
scrutinized all known wartime documents and photos about this topic; he
has analyzed a huge amount of witness statements as published in the
literature and as presented in more
than 30 trials held over the decades
in Germany, Poland and Israel; and
he has examined the claims made in
the pertinent mainstream literature.
The result of his research is mind-boggling. Note: This book and Mattogno’s
book on Chelmno were edited in parallel to make sure they are consistent
and not repetitive. 398 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#26)
The Einsatzgruppen in the Occupied
Eastern Territories: Genesis, Missions and Actions. By C. Mattogno.
Before invading the Soviet Union,
the German authorities set up special
units meant to secure the area behind
the German front. Orthodox historians claim that these unites called
Einsatzgruppen primarily engaged
in rounding up and mass-murdering
Jews. This study sheds a critical light
into this topic by reviewing all the
pertinent sources as well as material traces. It reveals on the one hand
that original war-time documents do
not fully support the orthodox genocidal narrative, and on the other that
most post-“liberation” sources such as
testimonies and forensic reports are
steeped in Soviet atrocity propaganda
and are thus utterly unreliable. In ad-

•

Free Samples at www.HolocaustHandbooks.com

dition, material traces of the claimed
massacres are rare due to an attitude
of collusion by governments and Jewish lobby groups. 830 pp., b&w illu
strations, bibliography, index. (#39)
Concentration Camp Majdanek. A
Historical and Technical Study. By
Carlo Mattogno and Jürgen Graf. At
war’s end, the Soviets claimed that up
to two million Jews were murdered
at the Majdanek Camp in seven gas
chambers. Over the decades, however, the Majdanek Museum reduced
the death toll three times to currently
78,000, and admitted that there were
“only” two gas chambers. By exhaustively researching primary sources,
the authors expertly dissect and repudiate the myth of homicidal gas chambers at that camp. They also critically investigated the legend of mass
executions of Jews in tank trenches
and prove them groundless. Again
they have produced a standard work
of methodical investigation which authentic historiography cannot ignore.
3rd ed., 358 pages, b&w illustrations,
bibliography, index. (#5)
Concentration Camp Stutthof and Its
Function in National Socialist Jewish
Policy. By Carlo Mattogno and Jürgen
Graf. Orthodox historians claim that
the Stutthof Camp served as a “makeshift” extermination camp in 1944.
Based mainly on archival resources,
this study thoroughly debunks this
view and shows that Stutthof was in
fact a center for the organization of
German forced labor toward the end of
World War II. 4th ed., 170 pages, b&w
illustrations, bibliography, index. (#4)

SECTION THREE:
Auschwitz Studies
The Making of the Auschwitz Myth:
Auschwitz in British Intercepts, Polish Underground Reports and Postwar Testimonies (1941-1947). By
Carlo Mattogno. Using messages sent
by the Polish underground to London, SS radio messages send to and
from Auschwitz that were intercepted
and decrypted by the British, and a
plethora of witness statements made
during the war and in the immediate
postwar period, the author shows how
exactly the myth of mass murder in
Auschwitz gas chambers was created,
and how it was turned subsequently
into “history” by intellectually corrupt
scholars who cherry-picked claims
that fit into their agenda and ignored
or actively covered up literally thousands of lies of “witnesses” to make
their narrative look credible. Ca. 300
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pp., b&w illustrations, bibliography,
index. (Scheduled for mid-2020; #41)
The Real Case of Auschwitz: Robert
van Pelt’s Evidence from the Irving
Trial Critically Reviewed. By Carlo
Mattogno. Prof. Robert van Pelt is
considered one of the best mainstream
experts on Auschwitz. He became famous when appearing as an expert
during the London libel trial of David Irving against Deborah Lipstadt.
From it resulted a book titled The
Case for Auschwitz, in which van Pelt
laid out his case for the existence of
homicidal gas chambers at that camp.
This book is a scholarly response to
Prof. van Pelt—and Jean-Claude
Pressac, upon whose books van Pelt’s
study is largely based. Mattogno lists
all the evidence van Pelt adduces, and
shows one by one that van Pelt misrepresented and misinterpreted each
single one of them. This is a book of
prime political and scholarly importance to those looking for the truth
about Auschwitz. 3rd ed., 692 pages,
b&w illustrations, glossary, bibliography, index. (#22)
Auschwitz: Plain Facts: A Response
to Jean-Claude Pressac. Edited by
Germar Rudolf, with contributions
by Serge Thion, Robert Faurisson
and Carlo Mattogno. French pharmacist Jean-Claude Pressac tried to
refute revisionist findings with the
“technical” method. For this he was
praised by the mainstream, and they
proclaimed victory over the “revisionists.” In his book, Pressac’s works and
claims are shown to be unscientific
in nature, as he never substantiate
what he claims, and historically false,
because he systematically misrepresents, misinterprets and misunderstands German wartime documents.
2nd ed., 226 pages, b&w illustrations,
glossary bibliography, index. (#14)
Auschwitz: Technique and Operation
of the Gas Chambers: An Introduction and Update. By Germar Rudolf.
Pressac’s 1989 oversize book of the
same title was a trail blazer. Its many
document reproductions are still valuable, but after decades of additional
research, Pressac’s annotations are
outdated. This book summarizes the
most pertinent research results on
Auschwitz gained during the past 30
years. With many references to Pressac’s epic tome, it serves as an update
and correction to it, whether you own
an original hard copy of it, read it
online, borrow it from a library, purchase a reprint, or are just interested
in such a summary in general. 144
pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography. (#42)

The Chemistry of Auschwitz: The
Technology and Toxicology of Zyklon
B and the Gas Chambers – A Crime
Scene Investigation. By Germar Rudolf. This study documents forensic
research on Auschwitz, where material traces and their interpretation
reign supreme. Most of the claimed
crime scenes – the claimed homicidal
gas chambers – are still accessible to
forensic examination to some degree.
This book addresses questions such
as: What did these gas chambers look
like? How did they operate? In addition, the infamous Zyklon B can also
be examined. What exactly was it?
How does it kill? Does it leave traces
in masonry that can be found still
today? The author also discusses in
depth similar forensic research concuted by other authors. 3rd ed., 442
pages, more than 120 color and almost
100 b&w illustrations, biblio
graphy,
index. (#2)
Auschwitz Lies: Legends, Lies and
Prejudices on the Holocaust. By C.
Mattogno and G. Rudolf. The fallacious research and alleged “refuta
tion” of Revisionist scholars by French
biochemist G. Wellers (attacking
Leuchter’s famous report), Polish
chemist Dr. J. Markiewicz and U.S.
chemist Dr. Richard Green (taking on
Rudolf’s chemical research), Dr. John
Zimmerman (tackling Mattogno on
cremation issues), Michael Shermer
and Alex Grobman (trying to prove it
all), as well as researchers Keren, McCarthy and Mazal (how turned cracks
into architectural features), are exposed for what they are: blatant and
easily exposed political lies created to
ostracize dissident historians. 3rd ed.,
398 pages, b&w illustrations, index.
(#18)
Auschwitz: The Central Construction
Office. By C. Mattogno. Based upon
mostly unpublished German wartime
documents, this study describes the
history, organization, tasks and procedures of the one office which was
responsible for the planning and construction of the Auschwitz camp complex, including the crematories which
are said to have contained the “gas
chambers.” 2nd ed., 188 pages, b&w
illustrations, glossary, index. (#13)
Garrison and Headquarters Orders of
the Auschwitz Camp. By C. Mattogno.
A large number of all the orders ever
issued by the various commanders of
the infamous Auschwitz camp have
been preserved. They reveal the true
nature of the camp with all its daily
events. There is not a trace in these
orders pointing at anything sinister
going on in this camp. Quite to the
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contrary, many orders are in clear
and insurmountable contradiction
to claims that prisoners were mass
murdered. This is a selection of the
most pertinent of these orders together with comments putting them
into their proper historical context.
(Scheduled for late 2020; #34)
Special Treatment in Auschwitz:
Origin and Meaning of a Term. By C.
Mattogno. When appearing in German wartime documents, terms like
“special treatment,” “special action,”
and others have been interpreted as
code words for mass murder. But that
is not always true. This study focuses
on documents about Auschwitz, showing that, while “special” had many
different meanings, not a single one
meant “execution.” Hence the practice of deciphering an alleged “code
language” by assigning homicidal
meaning to harmless documents – a
key component of mainstream historiography – is untenable. 2nd ed., 166
pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#10)
Healthcare at Auschwitz. By C. Mattogno. In extension of the above study
witz,
on Special Treatment in Ausch
this study proves the extent to which
the German authorities at Auschwitz
tried to provide health care for the
inmates. Part 1 of this book analyzes
the inmates’ living conditions and the
various sanitary and medical measures implemented. Part 2 explores
what happened to registered inmates
who were “selected” or subject to “special treatment” while disabled or sick.
This study shows that a lot was tried
to cure these inmates, especially under the aegis of Garrison Physician
Dr. Wirths. Part 3 is dedicated to Dr.
this very Wirths. His reality refutes
the current stereotype of SS officers.
398 pages, b&w illustrations, biblio
graphy, index. (#33)
Debunking the Bunkers of Auschwitz:
Black Propaganda vs. History. By
Carlo Mattogno. The bunkers at Auschwitz, two former farmhouses just
outside the camp’s perimeter, are
claimed to have been the first homicidal gas chambers at Auschwitz specifically equipped for this purpose.
With the help of original German
wartime files as well as revealing air
photos taken by Allied reconnaissance
aircraft in 1944, this study shows
that these homicidal “bunkers” never
existed, how the rumors about them
evolved as black propaganda created
by resistance groups in the camp, and
how this propaganda was transformed
into a false reality. 2nd ed., 292 pages,
b&w ill., bibliography, index. (#11)
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Auschwitz: The First Gassing. Rumor and Reality. By C. Mattogno. The
first gassing in Auschwitz is claimed
to have occurred on Sept. 3, 1941, in
a basement room. The accounts reporting it are the archetypes for all
later gassing accounts. This study
analyzes all available sources about
this alleged event. It shows that these
sources contradict each other in location, date, victims etc, rendering it impossible to extract a consistent story.
Original wartime documents inflict
a final blow to this legend and prove
without a shadow of a doubt that this
legendary event never happened. 3rd
ed., 190 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#20)
Auschwitz: Crematorium I and the
Alleged Homicidal Gassings. By C.
Mattogno. The morgue of Crematorium I in Auschwitz is said to be the
first homicidal gas chamber there.
This study investigates all statements
by witnesses and analyzes hundreds
of wartime documents to accurately
write a history of that building. Where
witnesses speak of gassings, they are
either very vague or, if specific, contradict one another and are refuted
by documented and material facts.
The author also exposes the fraudulent attempts of mainstream historians to convert the witnesses’ black
propaganda into “truth” by means of
selective quotes, omissions, and distortions. Mattogno proves that this
building’s morgue was never a homicidal gas chamber, nor could it have
worked as such. 2nd ed., 152 pages,
b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#21)
Auschwitz: Open Air Incinerations.
By C. Mattogno. In spring and summer of 1944, 400,000 Hungarian Jews
were deported to Auschwitz and allegedly murdered there in gas chambers.
The Auschwitz crematoria are said
to have been unable to cope with so
many corpses. Therefore, every single
day thousands of corpses are claimed
to have been incinerated on huge
pyres lit in deep trenches. The sky
over Ausch
witz was covered in thick
smoke. This is what some witnesses
want us to believe. This book examines
the many testimonies regarding these
incinerations and establishes whether
these claims were even possible. Using
air photos, physical evidence and wartime documents, the author shows that
these claims are fiction. A new Appendix contains 3 papers on groundwater
levels and cattle mass burnings. 2nd
ed., 202 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#17)
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The Cremation Furnaces of Ausch
witz. By Carlo Mattogno & Franco
Deana. An exhaustive study of the
history and technology of cremation
in general and of the cremation furnaces of Auschwitz in particular. On
a vast base of technical literature,
extant wartime documents and material traces, the authors can establish
the true nature and capacity of the
Ausch
witz cremation furnaces. They
show that these devices were inferior
make-shift versions of what was usually produced, and that their capacity
to cremate corpses was lower than
normal, too. 3 vols., 1198 pages, b&w
and color illustrations (vols 2 & 3),
bibliography, index, glossary. (#24)
Curated Lies: The Auschwitz Museum’s Misrepresentations, Distortions
and Deceptions. By Carlo Mattogno.
Revisionist research results have put
the Polish Auschwitz Museum under
pressure to answer this challenge.
They’ve answered. This book analyzes their answer and reveals the appallingly mendacious attitude of the
Auschwitz Museum authorities when
presenting documents from their archives. 248 pages, b&w illustrations,
bibliography, index. (#38)
Deliveries of Coke, Wood and Zyklon
B to Auschwitz: Neither Proof Nor
Trace for the Holocaust. By Carlo
Mattogno. Researchers from the Auschwitz Museum tried to prove the reality of mass extermination by pointing to documents about deliveries of
wood and coke as well as Zyklon B to
the Auschwitz Camp.
If put into the actual
historical and technical context, however,
these
documents
prove the exact opposite of what these
orthodox researchers
claim. Ca. 250 pages,
b&w illust., bibl., index. (Scheduled for
2021; #40)

SECTION FOUR:
Witness Critique
Holocaust High Priest: Elie Wiesel,
Night, the Memory Cult, and the
Rise of Revisionism. By Warren B.
Routledge. The first unauthorized
biography of Wiesel exposes both his
personal deceits and the whole myth
of “the six million.” It shows how Zi-
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onist control has allowed Wiesel and
his fellow extremists to force leaders
of many nations, the U.N. and even
popes to genuflect before Wiesel as
symbolic acts of subordination to
World Jewry, while at the same time
forcing school children to submit to
Holocaust brainwashing. 468 pages,
b&w illust., bibliography, index. (#30)
Auschwitz: Eyewitness Reports and
Perpetrator Confessions. By Jürgen Graf. The traditional narrative
of what transpired at the infamous
Auschwitz Camp during WWII rests
almost exclusively on witness testimony. This study critically scrutinizes
the 30 most important of them by
checking them for internal coherence,
and by comparing them with one another as well as with other evidence
such as wartime documents, air photos, forensic research results, and material traces. The result is devastating for the traditional narrative. 372
pages, b&w illust., bibl., index. (#36)
Commandant of Auschwitz: Rudolf
Höss, His Torture and His Forced
Confessions. By Carlo Mattogno &
Rudolf Höss. From 1940 to 1943, Rudolf Höss was the commandant of the
infamous Auschwitz Camp. After the
war, he was captured by the British.
In the following 13 months until his
execution, he made 85 depositions of
various kinds in which he confessed
his involvement in the “Holocaust.”
This study first reveals how the British tortured him to extract various
“confessions.” Next, all of Höss’s depositions are analyzed by checking his
claims for internal consistency and
comparing them with established historical facts. The results are eye-opening… 402 pages, b&w illustrations,
bibliography, index. (#35)
An Auschwitz Doctor’s Eyewitness Account: The Tall Tales of Dr. Mengele’s
Assistant Analyzed. By Miklos Nyiszli
& Carlo Mattogno. Nyiszli, a Hungarian physician, ended up at Auschwitz
in 1944 as Dr. Mengele’s assistant. After the war he wrote a book and several other writings describing what he
claimed to have experienced. To this
day some traditional historians take
his accounts seriously, while others
reject them as grotesque lies and exaggerations. This study presents and
analyzes Nyiszli’s writings and skillfully separates truth from fabulous
fabrication. 484 pages, b&w illustrations, bibliography, index. (#37)
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Thomas Dalton, The Holocaust: An Introduction

The Holocaust was perhaps the greatest crime of the 20th century. Six million Jews,
we are told, died by gassing, shooting, and deprivation. But: Where did the six million
figure come from? How, exactly, did the gas chambers work? Why do we have so little
physical evidence from major death camps? Why haven’t we found even a fraction of the
six million bodies, or their ashes? Why has there been so much media suppression and
governmental censorship on this topic? In a sense, the Holocaust is the greatest murder
mystery in history. It is a topic of greatest importance for the present day. Let’s explore
the evidence, and see where it leads.
128 pp. pb, 5”×8”, ill., bibl., index

Carlo Mattogno, Auschwitz: A Three-Quarter Century of
Propaganda: Origins, Development and Decline of the “Gas Chamber” Propaganda Lie

During the war, wild rumors were circulating about Auschwitz: that the Germans were
testing new war gases; that inmates were murdered in electrocution chambers, with
gas showers or pneumatic hammer systems; that living people were sent on conveyor
belts directly into cremation furnaces; that oils, grease and soap were made of the massmurder victims. Nothing of it was true. When the Soviets captured Auschwitz in early
1945, they reported that 4 million inmates were killed on electrocution conveyor belts
discharging their load directly into furnaces. That wasn’t true either. After the war, “witnesses” and “experts” repeated these things and added more fantasies: mass murder with
gas bombs, gas chambers made of canvas; carts driving living people into furnaces; that
the crematoria of Auschwitz could have cremated 400 million victims… Again, none of
it was true. This book gives an overview of the many rumors, myths and lies about Auschwitz which mainstream historians today reject as untrue. It then explains by which
ridiculous methods some claims about Auschwitz were accepted as true and turned into “history,” although
they are just as untrue.
125 pp. pb, 5”×8”, ill., bibl., index, b&w ill.

Wilhelm Stäglich, Auschwitz: A Judge Looks at the Evidence

Auschwitz is the epicenter of the Holocaust, where more people are said to have been
murdered than anywhere else. At this detention camp the industrialized Nazi mass
murder is said to have reached its demonic pinnacle. This narrative is based on a wide
range of evidence, the most important of which was presented during two trials: the
International Military Tribunal of 1945/46, and the German Auschwitz Trial of 19631965 in Frankfurt.
The late Wilhelm Stäglich, until the mid-1970s a German judge, has so far been the only
legal expert to critically analyze this evidence. His research reveals the incredibly scandalous way in which the Allied victors and later the German judicial authorities bent
and broke the law in order to come to politically foregone conclusions. Stäglich also
exposes the shockingly superficial way in which historians are dealing with the many
incongruities and discrepancies of the historical record.
3rd edition 2015, 422 pp. pb, 6“×9“, b&w ill.

Gerard Menuhin: Tell the Truth & Shame the Devil

A prominent Jew from a famous family says the “Holocaust” is a wartime propaganda
myth which has turned into an extortion racket. Far from bearing the sole guilt for starting WWII as alleged at Nuremberg (for which many of the surviving German leaders
were hanged) Germany is mostly innocent in this respect and made numerous attempts
to avoid and later to end the confrontation. During the 1930s Germany was confronted
by a powerful Jewish-dominated world plutocracy out to destroy it… Yes, a prominent
Jew says all this. Accept it or reject it, but be sure to read it and judge for yourself!
The author is the son of the great American-born violinist Yehudi Menuhin, who,
though from a long line of rabbinical ancestors, fiercely criticized the foreign policy of
the state of Israel and its repression of the Palestinians in the Holy Land.
4th edition 2017, 432 pp. pb, 6”×9”, b&w ill.

For prices and availability see www.shop.codoh.com or write to: CHP, PO Box 243, Uckfield, TN22 9AW, UK

Robert H. Countess, Christian Lindtner, Germar Rudolf (eds.),
Exactitude: Festschrift for Prof. Dr. Robert Faurisson

On January 25, 1929, a man was born who probably deserves the title of the most courageous intellectual of the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st century: Robert
Faurisson. With bravery and steadfastness, he challenged the dark forces of historical
and political fraud with his unrelenting exposure of their lies and hoaxes surrounding
the orthodox Holocaust narrative. This book describes and celebrates the man, who
passed away on October 21, 2018, and his work dedicated to accuracy and marked by
insubmission.
146 pp. pb, 6”×9”, b&w ill.

Cyrus Cox, Auschwitz – Forensically Examined

It is amazing what modern forensic crime-scene investigations can find out. This is also
true for the Holocaust. There are many big tomes about this, such as Rudolf ’s 400+ page
book on the Chemistry of Auschwitz, or Mattogno’s 1200-page work on the crematoria of
Auschwitz. But who reads those doorstops? Here is a booklet that condenses the mostimportant findings of Auschwitz forensics into a nutshell, quick and easy to read. In the
first section, the forensic investigations conducted so far are reviewed. In the second
section, the most-important results of these studies are summarized, making them accessible to everyone. The main arguments focus on two topics. The first centers around
the poison allegedly used at Auschwitz for mass murder: Zyklon B. Did it leave any
traces in masonry where it was used? Can it be detected to this day? The second topic
deals with mass cremations. Did the crematoria of Auschwitz have the claimed huge
capacity claimed for them? Do air photos taken during the war confirm witness statements on huge smoking
pyres? Find the answers to these questions in this booklet, together with many references to source material
and further reading. The third section reports on how the establishment has reacted to these research results.
124 pp. pb., 5“×8“, b&w ill., bibl., index

Steffen Werner, The Second Babylonian Captivity: The Fate of the Jews in Eastern

Europe since 1941

“But if they were not murdered, where did the six million deported Jews end up?” This is
a standard objection to the revisionist thesis that the Jews were not killed in extermination camps. It demands a well-founded response. While researching an entirely different
topic, Steffen Werner accidentally stumbled upon the most-peculiar demographic data
of Byelorussia. Years of research subsequently revealed more and more evidence which
eventually allowed him to substantiate a breathtaking and sensational proposition: The
Third Reich did indeed deport many of the Jews of Europe to Eastern Europe in order
to settle them there “in the swamp.” This book, first published in German in 1990, was
the first well-founded work showing what really happened to the Jews deported to the
East by the National Socialists, how they have fared since, and who, what and where they
are “now” (1990). It provides context and purpose for hitherto-obscure and seemingly
arbitrary historical events and quite obviates all need for paranormal events such as genocide, gas chambers,
and all their attendant horrifics. With a preface by Germar Rudolf with references to more-recent research
results in this field of study confirming Werner’s thesis.
190 pp. pb, 6”×9”, b&w ill., bibl., index

Germar Rudolf, Holocaust Skepticism: 20 Questions and Answers about Holocaust

Revisionism

This 15-page brochure introduces the novice to the concept of Holocaust revisionism,
and answers 20 tough questions, among them: What does Holocaust revisionism claim?
Why should I take Holocaust revisionism more seriously than the claim that the earth
is flat? How about the testimonies by survivors and confessions by perpetrators? What
about the pictures of corpse piles in the camps? Why does it matter how many Jews were
killed by the Nazis, since even 1,000 would have been too many? … Glossy full-color
brochure. PDF file free of charge available at www.HolocaustHandbooks.com, Option
“Promotion”. This item is not copyright-protected. Hence, you can do with it whatever
you want: download, post, email, print, multiply, hand out, sell…
15 pp., stapled, 8.5“×11“, full-color throughout

For prices and availability see www.shop.codoh.com or write to: CHP, PO Box 243, Uckfield, TN22 9AW, UK

Germar Rudolf, Bungled: “Denying the Holocaust” How Deborah Lipstadt Botched
Her Attempt to Demonstrate the Growing Assault on Truth and Memory

With her book Denying the Holocaust, Deborah Lipstadt tried to show the flawed
methods and extremist motives of “Holocaust deniers.” This book demonstrates that
Dr. Lipstadt clearly has neither understood the principles of science and scholarship,
nor has she any clue about the historical topics she is writing about. She misquotes,
mistranslates, misrepresents, misinterprets, and makes a plethora of wild claims without backing them up with anything. Rather than dealing thoroughly with factual arguments, Lipstadt’s book is full of ad hominem attacks on her opponents. It is an exercise
in anti-intellectual pseudo-scientific arguments, an exhibition of ideological radicalism
that rejects anything which contradicts its preset conclusions. F for FAIL
2nd ed., 224 pp. pb, 5“×8“, bibl., index, b&w ill.

Carolus Magnus, Bungled: “Denying History”. How Michael Shermer and Alex
Grobman Botched Their Attempt to Refute Those Who Say the Holocaust Never Happened

Skeptic Magazine editor Michael Shermer and Alex Grobman from the Simon Wiesenthal Center wrote a book in 2000 which they claim is “a thorough and thoughtful answer
to all the claims of the Holocaust deniers.” In 2009, a new “updated” edition appeared
with the same ambitious goal. In the meantime, revisionists had published some 10,000
pages of archival and forensic research results. Would their updated edition indeed answer all the revisionist claims? In fact, Shermer and Grobman completely ignored the
vast amount of recent scholarly studies and piled up a heap of falsifications, contortions,
omissions, and fallacious interpretations of the evidence. Finally, what the authors claim
to have demolished is not revisionism but a ridiculous parody of it. They ignored the
known unreliability of their cherry-picked selection of evidence, utilizing unverified
and incestuous sources, and obscuring the massive body of research and all the evidence
that dooms their project to failure. F for FAIL
162 pp. pb, 5“×8“, bibl., index, b&w ill.

Carolus Magnus, Bungled: “Debunking Holocaust Denial Theories”. How James
and Lance Morcan Botched Their Attempt to Affirm the Historicity of the Nazi Genocide

The novelists and movie-makers James and Lance Morcan have produced a book “to
end [Holocaust] denial once and for all.” To do this, “no stone was left unturned” to
verify historical assertions by presenting “a wide array of sources” meant “to shut down
the debate deniers wish to create. One by one, the various arguments Holocaust deniers
use to try to discredit wartime records are carefully scrutinized and then systematically disproven.” It’s a lie. First, the Morcans completely ignored the vast amount of recent scholarly studies published by revisionists; they didn’t even identify them. Instead,
they engaged in shadowboxing, creating some imaginary, bogus “revisionist” scarecrow
which they then tore to pieces. In addition, their knowledge even of their own side’s
source material was dismal, and the way they backed up their misleading or false claims
was pitifully inadequate. F for FAIL.
144 pp. pb, 5“×8“, bibl., index, b&w ill.

Joachim Hoffmann, Stalin’s War of Extermination 1941-1945

A German government historian documents Stalin’s murderous war against the German army and the German people. Based on the author’s lifelong study of German and
Russian military records, this book reveals the Red Army’s grisly record of atrocities
against soldiers and civilians, as ordered by Stalin. Since the 1920s, Stalin planned to
invade Western Europe to initiate the “World Revolution.” He prepared an attack which
was unparalleled in history. The Germans noticed Stalin’s aggressive intentions, but they
underestimated the strength of the Red Army. What unfolded was the most-cruel war
in history. This book shows how Stalin and his Bolshevik henchman used unimaginable
violence and atrocities to break any resistance in the Red Army and to force their unwilling soldiers to fight against the Germans. The book explains how Soviet propagandists incited their soldiers to unlimited hatred against everything German, and he gives
the reader a short but extremely unpleasant glimpse into what happened when these Soviet soldiers finally
reached German soil in 1945: A gigantic wave of looting, arson, rape, torture, and mass murder…
428 pp. pb, 6“×9“, bibl., index, b&w ill.
For prices and availability see www.shop.codoh.com or write to: CHP, PO Box 243, Uckfield, TN22 9AW, UK

Udo Walendy, Who Started World War II: Truth for a War-Torn World
For seven decades, mainstream historians have insisted that Germany was the main,
if not the sole culprit for unleashing World War II in Europe. In the present book this
myth is refuted. There is available to the public today a great number of documents on
the foreign policies of the Great Powers before September 1939 as well as a wealth of
literature in the form of memoirs of the persons directly involved in the decisions that
led to the outbreak of World War II. Together, they made possible Walendy’s present
mosaic-like reconstruction of the events before the outbreak of the war in 1939. This
book has been published only after an intensive study of sources, taking the greatest
care to minimize speculation and inference. The present edition has been translated
completely anew from the German original and has been slightly revised.
500 pp. pb, 6”×9”, index, bibl., b&w ill.

Germar Rudolf: Resistance is Obligatory!

In 2005 Rudolf, a peaceful dissident and publisher of revisionist literature, was kidnapped by the U.S. government and deported to Germany. There the local lackey regime
staged a show trial against him for his historical writings. Rudolf was not permitted to
defend his historical opinions, as the German penal law prohibits this. Yet he defended
himself anyway: 7 days long Rudolf held a speech in the court room, during which he
proved systematically that only the revisionists are scholarly in their attitude, whereas
the Holocaust orthodoxy is merely pseudo-scientific. He then explained in detail why it
is everyone’s obligation to resist, without violence, a government which throws peaceful
dissident into dungeons. When Rudolf tried to publish his public defence speech as a
book from his prison cell, the public prosecutor initiated a new criminal investigation
against him. After his probation time ended in 2011, he dared publish this speech anyway…
2nd ed. 2016, 378 pp. pb, 6“×9“, b&w ill.

Germar Rudolf, Hunting Germar Rudolf: Essays on a Modern-Day Witch Hunt

German-born revisionist activist, author and publisher Germar Rudolf describes which events made him convert from a Holocaust believer to a Holocaust skeptic, quickly rising to a leading personality within the revisionist movement. This in turn unleashed a tsunami of persecution
against him: loss of his job, denied PhD exam, destruction of his family, driven into
exile, slandered by the mass media, literally hunted, caught, put on a show trial where
filing motions to introduce evidence is illegal under the threat of further proseuction,
and finally locked up in prison for years for nothing else than his peaceful yet controversial scholarly writings. In several essays, Rudolf takes the reader on a journey through
an absurd world of government and societal persecution which most of us could never
even fathom actually exists.…
304 pp. pb, 6“×9“, bibl., index, b&w ill.

Germar Rudolf, The Day Amazon Murdered History

Amazon is the world’s biggest book retailer. They dominate the U.S. and several foreign
markets. Pursuant to the 1998 declaration of Amazon’s founder Jeff Bezos to offer “the
good, the bad and the ugly,” customers once could buy every book that was in print and
was legal to sell. However, in early 2017, a series of anonymous bomb threats against
Jewish community centers occurred in the U.S., fueling a campaign by Jewish groups
to coax Amazon into banning revisionist writings, false portraing them as anti-Semitic.
On March 6, 2017, Amazon caved in and banned more than 100 books with dissenting
viewpoints on the Holocaust. In April 2017, an Israeli Jew was arrested for having placed
the fake bomb threats, a paid “service” he had offered for years. But that did not change
Amazon’s mind. Its stores remain closed for history books Jewish lobby groups disapprove of. This book accompanies the documentary of the same title. Both reveal how revisionist publications
had become so powerfully convincing that the powers that be resorted to what looks like a dirty false-flag
operation in order to get these books banned from Amazon…
128 pp. pb, 5”×8”, bibl., b&w ill.

For current prices and availability see book finder sites such as www.bookfinder.com,
www.addall.com, www.bookfinder4u.com or www.findbookprices.com; learn more at
shop.codoh.com. published by Castle Hill Publishers, PO Box 243, Uckfield, TN22 9AW, UK

Thomas Dalton, Hitler on the Jews

That Adolf Hitler spoke out against the Jews is beyond obvious. But of the thousands of
books and articles written on Hitler, virtually none quotes Hitler’s exact words on the
Jews. The reason for this is clear: Those in positions of influence have incentives to present a simplistic picture of Hitler as a blood-thirsty tyrant. However, Hitler’s take on the
Jews is far more complex and sophisticated. In this book, for the first time, you can make
up your own mind by reading nearly every idea that Hitler put forth about the Jews, in
considerable detail and in full context. This is the first book ever to compile his remarks
on the Jews. As you will discover, Hitler’s analysis of the Jews, though hostile, is erudite,
detailed, and – surprise, surprise – largely aligns with events of recent decades. There are
many lessons here for the modern-day world to learn.
200 pp. pb, 6”×9”, index, bibl.

Thomas Dalton, Goebbels on the Jews

From the age of 26 until his death in 1945, Joseph Goebbels kept a near-daily diary.
From it, we get a detailed look at the attitudes of one of the highest-ranking men in Nazi
Germany. Goebbels shared Hitler’s dislike of the Jews, and likewise wanted them totally
removed from the Reich territory. Ultimately, Goebbels and others sought to remove
the Jews completely from the Eurasian land mass—perhaps to the island of Madagascar.
This would be the “final solution” to the Jewish Question. Nowhere in the diary does
Goebbels discuss any Hitler order to kill the Jews, nor is there any reference to extermination camps, gas chambers, or any methods of systematic mass-murder. Goebbels
acknowledges that Jews did indeed die by the thousands; but the range and scope of
killings evidently fall far short of the claimed figure of 6 million. This book contains,
for the first time, every significant diary entry relating to the Jews or Jewish policy. Also
included are partial or full citations of 10 major essays by Goebbels on the Jews.
274 pp. pb, 6”×9”, index, bibl.

Thomas Dalton, The Jewish Hand in the World Wars

For many centuries, Jews have had a negative reputation in many countries. The reasons
given are plentiful, but less well known is their involvement in war. When we examine
the causal factors for war, and look at its primary beneficiaries, we repeatedly find a
Jewish presence. Throughout history, Jews have played an exceptionally active role in
promoting and inciting war. With their long-notorious influence in government, we
find recurrent instances of Jews promoting hardline stances, being uncompromising,
and actively inciting people to hatred. Jewish misanthropy, rooted in Old Testament
mandates, and combined with a ruthless materialism, has led them, time and again,
to instigate warfare if it served their larger interests. This fact explains much about the
present-day world. In this book, Thomas Dalton examines in detail the Jewish hand in
the two world wars. Along the way, he dissects Jewish motives and Jewish strategies for
maximizing gain amidst warfare, reaching back centuries.
197 pp. pb, 6”×9”, index, bibl.

Barbara Kulaszka (ed.), The Second Zündel Trial: Excerpts from the Transcript
In 1988. German-Canadian Ernst Zündel was for on trial a second time for allegedly spreading “false news” about the Holocaust. Zündel staged a magnificent
defense in an attempt to prove that revisionist concepts of “the Holocaust” are
essentially correct. Although many of the key players have since passed away,
including Zündel, this historic trial keeps having an impact. It inspired major
research efforts as expounded in the series Holocaust Handbooks. In contrast to
the First Zündel Trial of 1985, the second trial had a much greater impact internationally, mainly due to the Leuchter Report, the first independent forensic
research performed on Auschwitz, which was endorsed on the witness stand by
British bestselling historian David Irving. The present book features the essential
contents of this landmark trial with all the gripping, at-times-dramatic details.
When Amazon.com decided to ban this 1992 book on a landmark trial about the
“Holocaust”, we decided to put it back in print, lest censorship prevail…
498 pp. pb, 8.5“×11“, bibl., index, b&w ill.

For prices and availability see www.shop.codoh.com or write to: CHP, PO Box 243, Uckfield, TN22 9AW, UK

