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Introduction
By Germar Rudolf
The Leuchter Report,1 first published in 1988, is the work of a pioneer. It was
the first study that subjected the claim that human beings were killed in masses in homicidal gas chambers during the Third Reich to a forensic investigation. Because Fred Leuchter had only two weeks to prepare his expert report
focusing on the Auschwitz and Majdanek camps and because he lacked indepth knowledge of the historical background, his report could not possibly
have the scientific depth the topic deserves. It was therefore to be expected
that it would be subject to detailed criticism.
Instead of criticizing the Leuchter Report, the author of these lines decided
in 1989 to do a better job with the original task. After all, it is always easy to
complain, but it is quite difficult to do a better job on a topic so complex and
imbued with prejudices and emotions. This improved “Leuchter Report,” my
own expert report called The Rudolf Report, was first published in German in
19932 and in English ten years later.3 In contrast to the success of the Leuchter
Report, my own expert report remained something of an insider’s secret resource, probably because it is only second in line and also because dense, indepth scientific studies covering physical, chemical, toxicological, and engineering questions, as well as detailed historical documentations, are not the
kind of publications that attract the masses. They are simply not easy to digest.
Considering the fact that the Leuchter Report remains popular, I decided to
put it back in print. But since historical research on Auschwitz and Majdanek
has made huge progress since 1988 – not least because many archives in eastern Europe became accessible after the collapse of the Soviet Union – it would
be irresponsible to simply reprint it. It was therefore decided to publish a
commented version of it. The text of the original Leuchter Report was left
intact, since it also has become a historical document. The reader will find
many footnotes throughout the report, however, which were all added by me.
They either give references to sources and further explanations that back up
Leuchter’s claims, or they correct or comment on Leuchter’s statements where
1

2

3

Fred A. Leuchter, An Engineering Report on the alleged Execution Gas Chambers at Auschwitz, Birkenau and Majdanek, Poland, Samisdat Publishers Ltd., Toronto 1988, 195 pp.
Rüdiger Kammerer, Armin Solms (eds.), Das Rudolf-Gutachten, Cromwell, London 1993
(www.vho.org/D/rga).
G. Rudolf, The Rudolf Report, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago 2003; 2nd ed. The Barnes Review, Washington, DC, 2011 (www.holocausthandbooks.com/dl/02-trr.pdf).
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necessary. All illustrations embedded in the text section of the report were
also added for this edition, so that the reader can visualize the locations, devices and items Leuchter is writing about. At the end of this first Leuchter
Report, the reader will find several additional chapters, which explain in more
detail the issues involved.
What is unknown to many is the fact that Fred A. Leuchter not only authored the famous first Leuchter Report, but that he also compiled three more
studies on related issues in the years that followed. They were called The Second, Third, and Fourth Leuchter Report.4 Since they all belong together, it
was decided to include them in this book as well. These later three reports
were not given comment in this edition, because most comments that would
seem appropriate are already included in the First Leuchter Report. As to
Leuchter’s critique of Jean-Claude Pressac’s work on Auschwitz – The Fourth
Leuchter Report – I direct the reader’s attention to more thorough critiques by
other revisionists of Pressac’s work.5
The idea to publish this critical edition of the Leuchter Reports was triggered by the fate of the person on whose behalf they had been compiled: Ernst
Zündel. The reader will be introduced to Ernst Zündel’s trials and tribulations
in the introduction by Robert Faurisson, so I will restrict myself to saying that
these four Leuchter Reports are the core of Zündel’s legacy, for which he is
sitting in a German jail as I write these lines, because in Germany doubting
the veracity of the official version of the Holocaust is a thought crime punishable with up to five years in prison.
This critical edition is not only dedicated to Ernst Zündel, but also, of
course, to the author of the reports whose name they bear, who suffered like
no other American because of his historical dissent. After Ernst Zündel had
published Leuchter’s first report, Jewish organizations launched a vicious
smear campaign, which eventually destroyed not only Leuchter’s reputation
but also his ability to make a living. Leuchter’s contracts with state authorities
for the manufacture, installation and servicing of execution hardware were
cancelled. He was financially forced out of his home in Massachusetts and had
to find private work elsewhere.6

4

5

6

Fred Leuchter, Robert Faurisson, The Second Leuchter Report, Samisdat Publishers, Toronto 1990; Fred
A. Leuchter, The Third Leuchter Report, Samisdat Publishers Ltd., Toronto 1990; Fred A. Leuchter, The
Fourth Leuchter Report, Samisdat Publishers Ltd., Toronto 1991.
C. Mattogno, Journal of Historical Review, 10(4) (1990), pp. 461-485; R. Faurisson, ibid., 11(1) (1991),
pp. 25-66; ibid., 11(2) (1991), pp. 133-175; A. Butz, ibid., 13(3) (1993), pp. 23-37; Germar Rudolf (ed.),
Auschwitz: Plain Facts, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago, IL, 2005; C. Mattogno, The Real Case
for Auschwitz, Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2015.
See the special issue on Leuchter and the Leuchter Report in The Journal of Historical Review, 12(4)
(1992), pp. 421-492 (www.codoh.com/media/files/jhr/v12n4.pdf), esp.: Fred Leuchter, “Is there life after persecution?,” pp. 429-444.
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Fig. 1: Letter of recommendation by the warden of the Missouri State
Peni-tentiary, Bill Armontrout.

But who is Fred A. Leuchter anyway? A number of mainstream media reported on Fred Leuchter. Some of their statements were:7
A feature article in The Atlantic Monthly (Feb. 1990) described Leuchter as
“the nation’s only commercial supplier of execution equipment. […] A
trained and accomplished engineer, he is versed in all types of execution
equipment. He makes lethal-injection machines, gas chambers, and gallows,
as well as electrocution systems […]”
Similarly, a lengthy New York Times article (October 13, 1990), complete
with a front-page photo of Leuchter, called him
7

Taken from the paper “Probing Look at ‘Capital Punishment Industry’ Affirms Expertise of Auschwitz
Investigator Leuchter,” The Journal of Historical Review 17(2) (1998), pp. 34ff.
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“The nation’s leading adviser on capital punishment.”
In his book about America’s capital punishment industry, Stephen Trombley
confirms that Leuchter is:8
“America’s first and foremost supplier of execution hardware. His products include electric chairs, gas chambers, gallows, and lethal injection machines. He offers design, construction, installation, staff training and
maintenance.”
Thus, with Fred A. Leuchter we have the foremost, if not the only expert on
execution technology in the U.S. at that time. Should such a person not be
competent to judge the technical feasibility of the alleged execution technology applied by the Third Reich? Well, at least he should have the right to voice
his opinion, should he not?
According to Fred Leuchter, killing someone in a gas chamber is very dangerous for those who carry out the execution, above all because the body of
the dead prisoner is saturated with lethal gas. After the execution, explains
Leuchter:9
“You go in. The inmate has to be completely washed down with chlorine
bleach or with ammonia. The poison exudes right out through his skin. And
if you gave the body to an undertaker, you’d kill the undertaker. You’ve got
to go in; you’ve got to completely wash the body.”
Bill Armontrout, warden of the Missouri State Penitentiary in Jefferson City,
which contains an execution gas chamber, confirms the danger:10
“One of the things that cyanide gas does, it goes in the pores of your skin.
You hose the body down, see. You have to use rubber gloves, and you hose
the body down to decontaminate it before you do anything [else].”
In Leuchter’s opinion, gas-chamber use should be discontinued, not just because of the cruelty of this method of execution, but because of his beliefs
relating to gas chambers as such:11
“They’re dangerous. They’re dangerous to the people who have to use
them, and they’re dangerous for the witnesses. They ought to take all of
them and cut them in half with a chain saw and get rid of them.”
With a career built on the motto “Capital punishment, not capital torture,”
Leuchter took pride in his work – until the Holocaust lobby saw to it that he
lost his calling.
This book is an intellectual memorial to both Ernst Zündel and Fred Leuchter.
Germar Rudolf, Chicago, April 1, 2005
8
9
10
11

Stephen Trombley, The Execution Protocol, Crown Publishers, New York 1992, p. 8.
Ibid., p. 98.
Ibid., p. 102
Ibid., p. 13.
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The First Leuchter Report

1.

Preface by Prof. Dr. Robert Faurisson

Fred A. Leuchter, born in 1942, is an engineer living in Boston, Massachusetts, who specialized in the design of execution hardware used in prisons
throughout the United States. One of his major projects was the design of a
new gas chamber at the Missouri State Penitentiary at Jefferson City.
In January of 1988 I was in Toronto, Canada, assisting in the defense of Mr.
Ernst Zündel, a German-Canadian who was on trial for spreading false news
by publishing Did Six Million Really Die?,12 a booklet which challenged the
prevailing view that six million Jews were killed by the Nazis during World
War II, primarily through the use of gas chambers using hydrocyanic gas
(Zyklon B gas).
Ernst Zündel had been previously tried on the same charge in 1985. The trial
lasted seven weeks and ended with a conviction and a sentence of fifteen
months’ imprisonment.13 In January 1987, the Ontario Court of Appeal overturned the judgment because of grave errors in law and ordered that a new
trial be held. The retrial began on January 18, 1988, and at the time of this
writing is still proceeding.
My initial conversations with Fred Leuchter took place in Boston on the 3rd
and 4th of February, 1988. I was impressed with the conciseness of his answers to my questions and by his ability to explain every detail of gassing
procedures. He confirmed to me the particularly dangerous nature of an execution by hydrocyanic gas.
Executions using this gas were carried out for the first time in the United
States in 1924, but as late as 1988 major difficulties still existed in the construction of execution gas chambers, including the problem of leakage. I noticed that Fred Leuchter did not question the standard notion of the Holocaust.
After my return from Boston to Toronto and after I had reported to Ernst
Zündel on my discussions with Fred Leuchter, Mr. Zündel decided to ask the
latter to prepare an expert opinion on the alleged gas chambers at Auschwitz,
Birkenau and Majdanek.
12

13

R. E. Harwood, Did Six Million Really Die?, 26 pp., undated
(www.ihr.org/books/harwood/dsmrd01.html).
Cf. Michael A. Hoffmann II, The Great Holocaust Trial, 3rd ed., Wiswell Ruffin House, Dresden, NY,
1995.
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Mr. Leuchter accepted the assignment after a weekend in Toronto reviewing
wartime aerial photographs of the camps, plans of the crematoriums and alleged gas chambers, documents on Zyklon B and slides taken of the sites in
the 1970’s by the Swedish researcher Ditlieb Felderer.
On February 25, 1988, Mr. Leuchter left for Poland together with his wife
Carolyn, his draftsman Howard Miller, cinematographer Jürgen Neumann,
and Polish-language interpreter Tijudar Rudolph. They returned eight days
later on March 3rd.
Upon return, Fred Leuchter wrote his report of 192 pages including appendices. His conclusions were clear: the evidence was overwhelming that there
were no execution gas chambers at Auschwitz, Birkenau and Majdanek and
that the alleged gas chambers at these sites could not have been, then or now,
utilized or seriously considered to function as execution gas chambers.
On the 20th and 21st of April, 1988, he stood in the witness stand in Toronto. At first, he replied to the questions put to him by Mr. Zündel’s defense
lawyer, 14 Douglas H. Christie, assisted by Keltie Zubko and Barbara Kulaszka. Mr. Leuchter then faced cross-examination by the crown prosecutor,
John Pearson, an official who had been assisted throughout the trial by another
crown attorney, a law clerk, and frequent consultations with Jewish advisors
sitting immediately behind him in the courtroom.
The examination and cross-examination took place in the presence of a
judge and an eleven-member jury. In the courtroom, the atmosphere was one
of extreme tension. I was sitting beside a number of revisionist experts, including Dr. William Lindsey, chief research chemist for Dupont Corporation
before his retirement in 1985. Everyone in the courtroom, regardless of his or
her own personal viewpoint on the topic under examination, was acutely
aware, I think, of participating in a historical event. The myth of the gas
chambers was ending.
The previous day, the director of the Missouri State Penitentiary, Bill Armontrout, had given testimony15 explaining the procedures and practical operation of a cyanide gas chamber. For every attentive listener it was revealed
that if it was so difficult to execute a single person in this manner, then the
alleged execution of hundreds of thousands of persons by the Germans using
Zyklon B would equal the problem of trying to square the circle.
Following Fred Leuchter on the witness stand was Dr. James Roth, Ph.D.
(Cornell Univ.), Manager of Alpha Analytical Laboratories in Ashland, Massachusetts. 16 Dr. Roth reported on the analysis of samples taken from the
walls, floors, ceilings and other structures inside the alleged gas chambers of
14
15
16

www.zundelsite.org/archive/english/dsmrd/dsmrd33leuchter.html
www.zundelsite.org/archive/english/dsmrd/dsmrd31armontrout.html
www.zundelsite.org/archive/english/dsmrd/dsmrd34roth.html
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Auschwitz I and Birkenau. These tests revealed either no detection of traces of
cyanide or extremely low levels. The only exception was the control sample
number 32 taken from Delousing Facility Number 1 at Birkenau. These results
were graphically produced in Appendix I of the Report and displayed to the
jury on an overhead projector. The difference in detected cyanide between the
delousing facility on one hand and the alleged gas chambers on the other was
spectacular. The extremely low level of cyanide found in some crematoria was
likely, in my opinion, to have resulted from disinfection of the premises during the war.
I think I was the first to point out that all studies of the alleged German execution gas chambers using Zyklon B should commence with a study of the
American execution gas chambers. As early as 1977, with the help of an
American friend, Eugene C. Brugger, a lawyer in New York City, I began an
inquiry into this area. During this research, I obtained information from six
American penitentiaries: San Quentin, California; Jefferson City, Missouri;
Santa Fe, New Mexico; Raleigh, North Carolina; Baltimore, Maryland; and
Florence, Arizona. I was forced to conclude at that time that only an expert in
American gas-chamber technology could finally determine whether the alleged German execution gas chambers were capable of having been used as
described in Holocaust literature.
During the next several years, my articles on German gas chambers always
referred to the American gas chambers. These articles included “The Rumor
of Auschwitz or the Gas Chamber Problem,” published on December 29,
1978, in a French daily newspaper, Le Monde,17 and a long interview published in August 1979 in the Italian periodical Storia Illustrata.18 I visited the
gas chamber in Baltimore, Maryland, in September 1979 and obtained eight
photographs of the chamber and additional documentation. Then, during a
meeting held in New York City under the chairmanship of Fritz Berg, I
showed the Gas Chamber Procedure Check Sheet of the Baltimore penitentiary and discussed its implications. In 1980, in the first issue of the newly
created Journal of Historical Review, I published an article entitled “The Mechanics of Gassing,”19 in which I described in some detail the gas-chamber
procedures used in the United States. In the same year, I published in Vérité
Historique ou Vérité Politique? the eight photographs of the Baltimore gas
17

18

19

“‘Le problème des chambres à gaz’ ou ‘la rumeur d’Auschwitz’,” Le Monde, 29.12.1978, p. 8; see also
“The ‘problem of the gas chambers’,” Journal of Historical Review, 1(2) (1980), pp. 103-114
(www.ihr.org/jhr/v01/v01p103_Faurisson.html)
R. Faurisson, “Le camere a gas non sono mai esistite,” Storia illustrata, 261 (1979), pp. 15-35
(www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/archFaur/1974-1979/RF7908xx2.html); Engl.: “The Gas Chambers: Truth or
Lie?” Journal of Historical Review, 2(4) (1981), pp. 319-373.
R. Faurisson, “The Mechanics of Gassing,” Journal of Historical Review, 1(1) (1980) pp. 23-30
(www.ihr.org/jhr/v01/v01p-23_Faurisson.html)
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chamber.20 My video entitled “The Gas Chamber Problem,” made in 1982,
began with an analysis of the American gas chambers.
In 1983, I prepared for the Institute for Historical Review, Los Angeles, a
book written in English on the Holocaust controversy which was to include,
for the first time, a list of the questions put to the penitentiary wardens and
their answers. The book, however, was never published: on July 4, 1984,
American Independence Day, the archives of the Institute were destroyed by
arson. This fire, for all intents and purposes, destroyed the financial viability
of the Institute, and a number of projects, including that of my book, were
abandoned.21
The Holocaust has appeared to be a subject of enormous proportions. But
this “giant,” as Dr. Arthur Butz pointed out in The Hoax of the Twentieth Century,22 is a giant with feet of clay. To see the feet of clay, one need only go to
Auschwitz Concentration Camp in Poland. In the words of Dr. Wilhelm
Stäglich, “the extermination thesis stands or falls with the allegation that
Auschwitz was a ‘death factory’.” 23 And for me, the whole mystery of
Auschwitz is, in turn, concentrated on the 65 square meters of the alleged gas
chamber of Auschwitz I and on the 210 square meters of the alleged gas
chamber of Birkenau. These 275 square meters should have been forensically
examined immediately after the war by the Allies, but no such examination
was ever carried out then or since. The Polish examining magistrate, Jan Sehn,
ordered some forensic examinations at Auschwitz but not of the alleged execution gas chambers themselves.
Research by revisionists has shown that the places alleged to have been execution gas chambers could not have been used for such a purpose. Ditlieb
Felderer published photographs indicating the flimsy construction of vents and
doors to the gas chambers and the lack of Prussian-blue stains on the walls.24 I
myself had discovered in 1975 in the archives of the Auschwitz State Museum
(archives which are well-guarded by Communist officials) the plans of these
alleged gas chambers and was the first to publish them in various books and
articles. These plans were also shown at the first convention of the Institute
for Historical Review in Los Angeles in 1979, when Mr. Zündel was present.
In reality, these alleged gas chambers had been mortuaries or, as indicated on

20

21
22

23

24

Serge Thion (Hg.), Vérité historique ou vérité politique?, La Vielle Taupe, Paris 1980
(www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/histo/SF/SF1.html).
See Journal of Historical Review, 5(2-4) (1984), outer back cover.
Arthur R. Butz, The Hoax of the Twentieth Century, 4th ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2015
(www.holocausthandbooks.com/dl/07-thottc.pdf).
W. Stäglich, The Auschwitz Myth, Institute for Historical Review, Torrance, CA, 1986; 3rd ed. Castle
Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2015, p. 15.
Cf. Ditlieb Felderer, “Auschwitz Notebook Part 2: Lids and openings,” Journal of Historical Review
1(3) (1980), pp. 255-266 (www.ihr.org/jhr/v01/v01p255_Felderer.html).
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the plans, “Leichenhalle” for Krema I (later transformed into an air-raid shelter) and “Leichenkeller” for Krema II.
Nevertheless, in order to obtain an entirely scientific confirmation of what
simple common sense compelled us to see and what revisionist research work
and documents had revealed, it was necessary to look for an American gaschamber specialist. I desperately tried to find such a specialist, but, frankly, I
had little hope of finding a man who was not only an expert in gas-chamber
technology, but also courageous enough to carry out such an investigation in a
Communist country and to publish the results if ever they confirmed revisionist conclusions. Fortunately, I was wrong.
Fred Leuchter was this specialist. He went to Poland, conducted the forensic
examination, wrote his report and testified in a Canadian court on behalf of
Mr. Zündel. In so doing, he has quietly entered history.
Fred Leuchter is a modest but quietly determined man who speaks precisely.
He would be an excellent professor and has the gift of making people understand the intricacies of any difficult problem. When I asked him whether or
not he was afraid of any dangerous consequences, he replied, “A fact is a
fact.” Upon reading the Leuchter Report, David Irving, the famous British
historian, said on April 22, 1988, during his testimony in Toronto that it was a
“shattering” document which would become essential for any future historian
writing on the Second World War.
Without Ernst Zündel, almost nothing of what has now transpired would
have been conceivable. He sacrifices everything in his search for historical
accuracy and lives under difficult conditions, facing influential and powerful
enemies. The pressure on him is permanent and takes the most unexpected and
sometimes the most vicious forms. But he has a strong personality and charisma. He knows how to analyze any given situation, to evaluate the ratio of
forces, to turn adversity into advantage. From all parts of the world he attracts
and mobilizes competent people. He is a profound man, a genius who combines common sense with a keen understanding of people and situations.
He may once again go to prison for his research and beliefs or be threatened
with deportation. All this is possible. Anything may happen when there is an
intellectual crisis and a realignment of historical concepts of such dimension.
Revisionism is the great intellectual adventure at the end of this century.
Whatever happens, Ernst Zündel is already the victor. He is the pacifistactivist who has achieved this victory through the powers of reason and persuasion.
On May 11, 1988, the jury found Ernst Zündel guilty of knowingly spreading false news about the Holocaust. He was sentenced to nine months’ imprisonment and was granted bail after signing a gag order, promising not to write
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or speak about the “Holocaust” until
the end of his appeal proceedings. He
thus joined Galileo.
On August 27, 1992, the Canadian
Supreme Court overturned Ernst Zündel’s conviction and declared the law
unconstitutional under which he was
dragged through the courts of Canada
for nine years. Canada has refused to
apologize to Ernst Zündel for his ordeal, and has turned down his request
for compensation for his legal costs etc.
In spring of 1995, Zündel’s home in
Toronto was the target of violent
demonstrations.
Posters
spread
throughout Toronto urged violence
against him. On April 4, 1995, an
anonymous bomb threat with a razor Fig. 2: The Zündel residence in Toronblade and a mousetrap was sent to
to after the arson attack on May 7,
1995.
Zündel. On May 7, 1995, Zündel’s
house was the victim of arson, suffering some $400,000 of damage. During
the week of May 20, 1995, Zündel received a “book parcel” containing a
bomb. The police bomb squad detonated the bomb safely by remote control in
a quarry near Toronto.
On August 5, 1995, the Canadian Minister of Citizenship and Immigration
informed Zündel that he had been classified a “security risk” to Canada, a
decision upheld by the Canadian Supreme Court on April 30, 1998.
In 1996 Zündel was dragged in front of the recently established Canadian
Human Rights Commission for allegedly inciting hatred. Any evidence introduced for his defense was declared to be irrelevant by the Commission, because when it comes to incitement to hatred, “truth is not a defense,” so the
decision of the Human Rights Commission. On May 25, 1998, this Commission issued a ruling finding him guilty of inciting hatred with the website dedicated to him called www.zundelsite.com. Zündel was ordered to shut down
his website and cease and desist from all public statements on the Holocaust.
All subsequent attempts to challenge the legality of the proceedings of the
Human Rights Commission failed, despite harsh criticism even from the mass
media.
In early 2000, Ernst Zündel married the U.S. citizen Ingrid Rimland and
immigrated to the United States. Due to his marriage to a U.S. citizen, he applied for permanent legal residence. The proceedings for legal residence were
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started properly, but some communication problems apparently evolved
between Zündel and his immigration
lawyer. As a result of this, Ernst Zündel missed a scheduled hearing at the
U.S. Immigration and Naturalization
Service in spring 2001. Hence, on
February 5, 2003, Ernst Zündel was
arrested, and on February 17, the U.S.
authorities deported him back to Canada, where he was held in solitary Fig. 3: The arrested Ernst Zündel at his
confinement in a high-security prison.
arrival in Toronto, Feb. 19, 2003.
With the help of the new anti-terror
legislation enacted after 9/11, the Canadian authorities claimed that Zündel
was a security risk to Canada and that the evidence proving this was a matter
of national security and could therefore not be disclosed. All attempts to challenge this secret evidence and to challenge these kangaroo-style proceedings
failed. On March 1, 2005, Zündel was deported to Germany. The Canadian
authorities gave as reasons that Zündel was a security risk because he had
associated with individuals and groups that were allegedly inclined to endorse
or engage in violence and because his views destabilize the government of
Germany.
As these lines are being written, Ernst Zündel is sitting in a German jail in
Mannheim awaiting his trial for “Holocaust denial,” an offense which is punished with up to five years imprisonment. In Germany, no exonerating evidence may be introduced in such trials, since that same evidence would constitute “denial” as well and would merely lead to another criminal indictment of
the defendant and his lawyer.
Robert Faurisson, Toronto, April 23, 1988
Updated on May 3, 2005
P.S.: On February 15, 2007, Ernst Zündel was sentenced to five years’ imprisonment by judge Meinerzhagen of the Mannheim District Court. The two
years he had spent in Canada in solitary confinement were not recognized by
the German court, claiming that this confinement had been unrelated.
On March 1, 2010, Ernst Zündel was finally released from prison. When he
was deported from the U.S. in 2005, he was barred from returning to the U.S.
for 20 years. Since the German government has issued a European arrest warrant for his wife Ingrid for her revisionist activities, she cannot come to Europe either, hence for this couple a married life together takes place only during brief vacation time spent in third countries outside of Europe.
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2.

A Brief History of Critiques of the Leuchter
Report

A fact-oriented discussion of the technical arguments brought to the public by
the Leuchter Report was started in France by an attempt at refutation by the
French pharmacist Jean-Claude Pressac in the periodical Jour Juif.25 However,
Pressac’s article could hardly qualify as an expert discussion, because he did
not back up any of his technical or scientific claims with evidence or exact
scientific argumentation. Though he did point out several deficiencies in the
Leuchter Report, he made several errors himself in chemical and engineering
questions due to his lack of expertise.26
Next came the late Dr. Georges Wellers, who has been both Professor for
Physiology and Biochemistry at France’s National Center for Scientific Research (Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, CNRS) and president of
the historical commission of the Center for Contemporary Jewish Documentation (Centre de Documentation Juive Contemporaine, CDJC) in Paris. He
wrote an article narrowly focusing on only a few aspects of the Leuchter Report: 27 His paper is characterized by wishful thinking running contrary to
physical reality and ignoring what witnesses claimed about the alleged homicidal gassings.28
The first response from Germany came from Germany’s official Institute for
Contemporary History (Institut für Zeitgeschichte).29 It was based on Pressac’s
work, did not bother to back up any of its claims with evidence, and was
therefore hardly useful, also due to the all-too-apparent lack of technical expertise of its author, historian Hellmuth Auerbach.30
25

26

27

28

29

30

J.-C. Pressac, Jour J, December 12, 1988, pp. I-X; see also Pressac in: S. Shapiro (ed.), Truth Prevails:
Demolishing Holocaust Denial: The End of the Leuchter Report, Beate Klarsfeld Foundation, New York
1990.
On this cf. Paul Grubach, “The Leuchter Report Vindicated: A Response to Jean-Claude Pressac’s
Critique,” Journal of Historical Review, 12(4) (1992), pp. 445-473; see also in German: W. Schuster,
“Technische Unmöglichkeiten bei Pressac,” Deutschland in Geschichte und Gegenwart, 39(2) (1991),
pp. 9-13 (vho.org/D/DGG/Schuster39_2.html).
G. Wellers, “A propos du ‘rapport Leuchter’ les chambres à gaz d’Auschwitz,” Le Monde Juif, No. 134,
April-June 1989, pp. 45-53.
Cf. G. Rudolf, “Fantasies of a Biochemist, ” G. Rudolf, Carlo Mattogno, Auschwitz Lies, 2nd ed., The
Barnes Review, Washington, DC, 2011, pp. 35-43 (www.holocausthandbooks.com/dl/18-al.pdf).
H. Auerbach, Institut für Zeitgeschichte, letter to Bundesprüfstelle, Munich, Oct. 10, 1989; Auerbach,
November 1989 (no day given), both published in U. Walendy, Historische Tatsache no. 42, Verlag für
Volkstum und Zeitgeschichtsforschung, Vlotho 1990, pp. 32 and 34; somewhat shortened in: Wolfgang
Benz (ed.), Legenden, Lügen, Vorurteile, 7th ed., dtv, Munich 1995, pp. 147-149.
In this regard, see my technical appraisal, first reprinted in Henri Roques, Günter Annthon, Der Fall
Günter Deckert, DAGD/Germania Verlag, Weinheim 1995, pp. 431-435
(www.vho.org/D/Deckert/C2.html); updated as “Institut für Zeitlegenden” in G. Rudolf, AuschwitzLügen, 2nd ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2012, pp. 15-28
(www.holocausthandbuecher.com/dl/18d-al.pdf).
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In 1991, a contribution on the Leuchter Report appeared in an anthology on
the Third Reich, authored by a 90-year-old German geriatric, retired social
worker Werner Wegner, who had neither qualifications in chemistry nor civil
engineering nor did he back up his technical claims.31 Instead of seeking the
advice of qualified people on these matters, he drew his own conclusions – to
his own massive embarrassment.32 On my question why German historian Dr.
Rainer Zitelmann, the responsible editor of this anthology, included this ridiculous piece in his otherwise well-researched compilation, he indicated that he
had to include the paper to avoid opposition to his book due to the fact that the
other papers were ‘revisionist’ in tone.33
At the end of 1991, Austrian chemist Dr. Josef Bailer critiqued the Leuchter
Report in a little booklet published in Austria.34 This work is notable for largely ignoring the witness testimony on the procedures supposedly used during
the gassings at Auschwitz and for the author’s lack of understanding of the
chemical process involved. Despite criticism directed at his study, 35 Bailer
repeated his unsustainable objections in a later publication,36 without responding to his critics.37
Finally, the Auschwitz State Museum itself ordered an expert report to be
compiled. The Institute for Forensic Research, Toxicology Division, of Krakow, Poland, named after Prof. Dr. Jan Sehn, prepared this report, which was
confined to the analysis of masonry samples, on September 24, 1990, under
the late Dr. Jan Markiewicz, professor for technical testing.38 The report concluded that the reason why Leuchter’s samples from the homicidal gas chambers were mostly negative with respect to traces of cyanide was because the
31

32

33
34

35

36

37

38

W. Wegner, “Keine Massenvergasungen in Auschwitz? Zur Kritik des Leuchter-Gutachtens,” in U.
Backes, E. Jesse, R. Zitelmann (eds.), Die Schatten der Vergangenheit, Propyläen, Frankfurt 1990, pp.
450-476 (www.vho.org/D/dsdv/Wegner.html, with inserted critique by the present writer).
On this cf. W. Häberle, “Zu Wegners Kritik am Leuchter-Gutachten,” Deutschland in Geschichte und
Gegenwart, 39(2) (1991), pp. 13-17 (www.vho.org/D/DGG/Haeberle39_2.html); G. Rudolf, “Ein Sozialoberrat schreibt Geschichte,” in Rudolf, op. cit., (note 30), pp. 55-74.
In a personal communication to me.
J. Bailer, “Der Leuchter-Bericht aus der Sicht eines Chemikers,” in: Amoklauf gegen die Wirklichkeit,
Dokumentationszentrum des österreichischen Widerstandes, Bundesministerium für Unterricht und Kultur (eds.), Vienna 1991, pp. 47-52.
Cf. Ernst Gauss (alias Germar Rudolf), Vorlesungen zur Zeitgeschichte, Grabert, Tübingen 1993, pp.
290-293 (www.vho.org/D/vuez); E. Gauss, “Chemische Wissenschaft zur Gaskammerfrage,” Deutschland in Geschichte und Gegenwart, 41(2) (1993), pp. 16-24 (www.vho.org/D/DGG/Gauss41_2).
Josef Bailer, in B. Bailer-Galanda, W. Benz, W. Neugebauer (ed.), Wahrheit und Auschwitzlüge, Deuticke, Vienna 1995, pp. 112-118.
Cf. my renewed critique: Germar Rudolf, “Zur Kritik an ‘Wahrheit und Auschwitzlüge’” in: Herbert
Verbeke (ed.), Kardinalfragen zur Zeitgeschichte, Vrij Historisch Onderzoek, Berchem, 1996, pp. 91108 (www.vho.org/D/Kardinal/Wahrheit.html); reprinted in G. Rudolf, “Lüge und AuschwitzWahrheit,” in Rudolf, op. cit., (note 30), pp. 193-236; Engl.: “Critique of Truth and the Auschwitz-Lie”
(www.vho.org/GB/Books/cq/critique.html).
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, e.g. in: “An
official Polish report on the Auschwitz ‘gas chambers’,” Journal of Historical Review, 11(2) (1991), pp.
207-216.
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cyanide compounds had been exposed for more than 40 years to weathering,
which these compounds allegedly could not have withstood. Three of these
authors from the Jan Sehn Institute later published additional findings.39 Both
studies, however, were based on a verifiably incorrect analytical method, so
that their results were flawed. 40 Correspondence with the authors failed to
elucidate the reasons for the deliberate use of an incorrect method.41
The first critique of the Leuchter Report that deserved at least partially to be
called scientific was published on the Internet in 1998 by an American Ph.D.
chemist, Dr. Richard J. Green. Green also criticized the Rudolf Report, unfortunately engaging in massive political name-calling as well.42 In related correspondence43 the author of the paper avoided any discussion of the central issues.44
In 1999, the Dutch cultural historian Dr. Robert Jan van Pelt, professor of
the history of architecture in Canada, produced an expert report on Auschwitz
for the defense in the libel case of British Historian David Irving against U.S.
author Deborah Lipstadt.45 This report represents a retreat from the argumentative situation before Jean-Claude Pressac’s first book, published in 1989,46

39
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J. Markiewicz, W. Gubala, J. Labedz, Z Zagadnien Nauk Sadowych, Z XXX (1994) pp. 17-27
(www.nizkor.org/hweb/orgs/polish/institute-for-forensic-research).
G. Rudolf, “Leuchter-Gegengutachten: Ein Wissenschaftlicher Betrug?,” in Deutschland in Geschichte
und Gegenwart 43(1) (1995) pp. 22-26 (www.vho.org/D/Kardinal/Leuchter.html); Engl.: “CounterLeuchter Expert Report: Scientific Trickery?” (www.vho.org/GB/Books/cq/leuchter.html); summarized
in Rudolf, “A Fraudulent Attempt to Refute Mr. Death,” www.vho.org/GB/c/GR/Fraudulent.html; updated in G. Rudolf, “Polish Pseudo-Scientists,” in: G. Rudolf, Carlo Mattogno, op. cit. (note 28), pp. 4567.
G. Rudolf and J. Markiewicz, W. Gubala, J. Labedz, “Briefwechsel,” in: Sleipnir, 1(3) (1995) pp. 29-33;
reprinted in Herbert Verbeke (ed.), op. cit. (note 37), pp. 86-90 (online English: as note 40) and G. Rudolf, “Polish Pseudo-Scientists,” op. cit. (note 40), pp. 57-67.
Richard J. Green, “The Chemistry of Auschwitz,” May 10, 1998, holocausthistory.org/auschwitz/chemistry/, and “Leuchter, Rudolf and the Iron Blues,” March 25, 1998, holocaust-history.org/auschwitz/chemistry/blue/, with considerable proselytizing ‘anti-fascist’ bias.
A detailed description of the deficiencies of the paper appeared in “Das Rudolf Gutachten in der Kritik,
Teil 2,” Vierteljahreshefte für freie Geschichtsforschung 3(1) (1999), pp. 77-82
(www.vho.org/VffG/1999/1/RudDas3.html); Engl.: “Some considerations about the ‘Gas Chambers’ of
Auschwitz and Birkenau,” www.vho.org/GB/c/GR/Green.html.
Richard J. Green, Jamie McCarthy, “Chemistry is Not the Science,” May 2, 1999, holocausthistory.org/auschwitz/chemistry/not-the-science/. About 50% of the article consists of political accusations and vilification. For a response, see G. Rudolf, “Character Assassins,”
www.vho.org/GB/c/GR/CharacterAssassins.html: R. Green’s response to this, “Postscript to Chemistry
Is Not the Science: Rudolf’s Character Suicide” (www.holocaust-history.org/auschwitz/chemistry/notthe-science/postscript.shtml), was again filled with political polemics and evasions of the core issues;
see G. Rudolf, “Dr. Richard Green’s Evasions,” www.vho.org/GB/c/GR/Evasions.html. See also G. Rudolf, “Green sees Red,” in: G. Rudolf, Carlo Mattogno, op. cit. (note 28), pp. 69-85.
Pelt Report, introduced in evidence during the libel case before the Queen’s Bench Division, Royal
Courts of Justice, Strand, London, David John Cawdell Irving vs. (1) Penguin Books Limited, (2) Deborah E. Lipstadt, ref. 1996 I. No. 113 (www.hdot.org/en/trial/defense/van.html).
Jean-Claude Pressac, Auschwitz: Technique and operation of the gas chambers, Beate-KlarsfeldFoundation, New York 1989 (www.holocaust-history.org/auschwitz/pressac/technique-andoperation/pressac0011.shtml).
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ignoring almost all arguments brought forth by revisionists since that year.47
In 2002, Prof. van Pelt published a summary of the evidence presented at said
trial and his interpretation of it.48 This book is the first in English to intensively discuss various revisionist arguments, for which van Pelt mainly relies on
the works of J.-C. Pressac.49 It is a pity, though, that the cultural historian van
Pelt tries to address many chemical, toxicological, engineering, and architectural questions for which he simply lacks both expertise and experience.50
Considering all the deficiencies of the critiques of the (first) Leuchter Report, the present edition may be the first thorough criticism of the Leuchter
Report. At the same time, it tries to be fair. When reading my critical remarks
in the footnotes as well as in the explanatory chapters added after Leuchter’s
report, the reader should keep in mind that Leuchter had only two weeks to
compile his work, based on the limited knowledge of 1988, whereas the current author has had more than a decade of time to investigate the issues involved, and he also had the help of many other scholars working in this field
for years or even decades.
Germar Rudolf, Chicago, April 1, 2005
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Cf. G. Rudolf, “Gutachter und Urteilsschelte,” Vierteljahreshefte für freie Geschichtsforschung 4(1)
(2000), pp. 33-50 (www.vho.org/VffG/2000/1/Rudolf33-50.html); more exhaustively, in English,
www.vho.org/GB/c/GR/RudolfOnVanPelt.html and …/CritiqueGray.html. See also G. Rudolf, “Der
Pseudo-Architekt,” in: G. Rudolf, op. cit. (note 30), pp. 301-346.
Robert J. van Pelt, The Case for Auschwitz. Evidence from the Irving Trial, Indiana University Press,
Bloomington/Indianapolis 2002.
When he addresses chemical questions, he also refers to some degree to the work of R. Green (ibid., p.
365, 499).
For a detailed critique of van Pelt’s flawed arguments in his 2002 book, see C. Mattogno, The Real Case
for Auschwitz, Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2015 (www.holocausthandbooks.com/dl/22-atcfs.pdf).

