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Foreword

“Auschwitz - it was Hell.” For all its subjectivity, this remark attributed
to a former inmate does not begin to characterize the emotion-charged ideas
the word Auschwitz evokes today. Auschwitz symbolizes more than the
multitudinous agonies suffered in concentration camps, not only German
camps during the war, but concentration camps everywhere, past and present:
It has come to symbolize the “murder of millions of European Jews.” Everyone
“knows” that we are not “supposed to” voice the slightest doubt regarding the
legend that is Auschwitz, or even relate personal experiences that might not be
entirely in line with it. Indeed, to commit such heresy is to run the risk of
losing one’'s livelihood. For the powers that be have ordained that Auschwitz
must be viewed in one way only.

That is exactly what should make us leery. Truth does not require
coercion to be accepted. Its persuasiveness does not depend on constant
repetition of bold-faced claims. All that is really needed for truth to prevail is
to show the facts, and let common sense do the rest.

What then could be more natural than to examine the factual basis of
the allegation that Auschwitz was the site of the most extensive and atrocious
massacre of Jews in history? Almost everybody is familiar with this claim, but
nobody can say just what evidence there is to support it. People have come to
regard the whole subject as taboo. | noticed this was true even of the judges
who imposed a relatively harsh penalty on me for having published, in the
form of an open letter, a de visu account of the Auschwitz parent camp that
conflicts with the now current picture of Auschwitz.

When | wrote that letter, it was far from my intention to dispute the
extermination thesis per se. Anyway, that would have been outside the scope of
my account. However, the reaction it provoked made me realize for the first
time what importance the powers that have for decades been determining our
destiny as a nation place on the Auschwitz taboo. That realization awakened in
me an irresistible urge to research the historical sources for the allegation that
Auschwitz was an “extermination camp,” and come to grips with it. | believe my
findings deserve to be brought to the attention of the general public.

At the outset, let one thing be noted: Contrary to popular belief,
Auschwitz was not a single camp under central administration. Rather, it
consisted of a number of individual camps of various sizes, some of which had
considerable organizational autonomy. The actual Auschwitz camp —the so-
called Stammlager (“parent camp” or “main camp,” also known as “Auschwitz
I”)— was situated about 2 kilometers southwest of the town of Auschwitz in

* *It appeared in the monthly periodical NationEuropa, Vol. XXIl, no. 10 (October 1973),
pp. 50-52. For an English translation of this document, see Appendix Il below.—T.F.
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Upper Silesia. Not this camp, but the Birkenau camp, located about 3 kilometers
west of the town, is supposed to have been the site of the extermination of the
Jews. There was a series of other camps in the Auschwitz region, some of which
had been established for special purposes, such as Raisko, for agricultural
experiments, and Monowitz, for the production of synthetic rubber. All these
camps were associated, more or less loosely, with the main camp. Thus it is
hardly correct to designate “Auschwitz” as an “extermination camp,” pure and
simple, as people often do, perhaps from ignorance. Basically, “Auschwitz” was
a network of labour camps established in the industrial area of Upper Silesia
for the German war economy. The Birkenau camp (“Auschwitz 11””), which is the
focal point of the extermination claims, served primarily as an internment
camp for specific groups of prisoners, such as Gypsies, women with children, as
well as the chronically ill and those who were otherwise incapable of labour. It
also served as a transit camp and, initially, even as a prisoner of war camp. In
the spring of 1943, several crematoria —allegedly containing “gas chambers”
for the extermination of Jews— were put into operation there, while the
original camp crematorium in “Auschwitz I” was shut down in July 1943.

The real subject of our investigation is the charge that Birkenau was an
“extermination camp.” This work is not intended to give a definitive picture of
Auschwitz — something that would, in any case, be beyond the limited resources
at my disposal. It also has no pretensions to being a Geschichtsschau in the
Rankian sense, that is, an attempt to depict Auschwitz “as it really was.” Rather,
it is an effort to survey, examine, and assess as objectively as possible the
evidence that has thus far been presented for the claim that Auschwitz was a
“death factory.”

Unfortunately, the Institut flr  Zeitgeschichte [Institute for
Contemporary History] in Munich has not seen fit to grant my request for its
assistance. My correspondence with the institute is so revealing that | must
share it with my readers (see Appendix Ill). Likewise, | was refused permission
to examine relevant trial records (see Appendices IV and V), and therefore had
to rely on published collections of trial documents, such as they exist.

I am aware, of course, that Auschwitz is not the only camp that has been
linked to the “extermination of the Jews.” Nevertheless, it assumes such
importance in this connection, both qualitatively and quantitatively, that | am
convinced that the extermination thesis stands or falls with the allegation that
Auschwitz was a “death factory.” That alone should justify my restricting the
scope of this inquiry.

Finally, let it be noted that the present volume is the work not of a
professional historian, but of a jurist with an interest in recent history.
Naturally, | have tried to observe the rules of scholarship. My intention is not
to polemicize, but to take stock of the evidence that has thus far been
presented for the claim that Auschwitz was a “death factory,” as objectively as
possible, and draw the logical conclusions from it.

If certain passages in this work strike the reader as polemical, he would
do well to ask himself whether such lapses are not unavoidable given the
nature of the subject.

Dr WILHELM STAGLICH
Hamburg, December 1978
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Chapter One

The Making of A Myth

In every period of history, men have succumbed to certain illusions.
Perhaps the most widespread illusion of our time is that people are now more
thoroughly, comprehensively, and, above all, accurately informed than ever
before. In reality, just the opposite seems to be the case.

The quality of the information disseminated via modern techniques of
communication stands in inverse proportion to its quantity. This general
observation also applies to the veracity of specific pieces of information.
Anyone who has seen an event reported about which he has firsthand
knowledge will attest that much of the depiction was at variance —even
radically so— with what actually happened.

This is hardly the place to examine the manifold causes of such
distortion. Of one thing there can be no doubt: All politically related
“information” that appears in the mass media today is designed to serve a
purpose. The vaunted “independence” of the communications media is little
more than a soothing copybook platitude. Though every once in a while
ostensibly dissenting viewpoints are aired in the mass media, so as to give a
certain substance to pretensions of “balance,” that does not alter in the least
the fact that the clique which, by virtue of its enormous wealth, largely controls
the communications media is primarily interested in manipulating individuals
and nations to attain its political objectives.: The ultimate achievement of
propaganda is, as Emil Mair-Dorn has so vividly put it, to “make millions of
people eagerly forge the chains of their own servitude.”2

A most depressing example of a people forging its own chains is to be
seen in the almost fanatical tenacity with which so many Germans cling to
feelings of guilt that have been implanted in them about an epoch in which
bitter necessity impelled the German people to seek an independent path to the
future. Many things go into the make-up our national guilt complex, but more
than anything else it is the prod[6]uct of deliberate misinformation about the

1 Especially after World War |, the often bizarre workings of this "supra-national power"
were vividly exposed in numerous books, articles, and speeches. It is significant that for a long time
after World War Il there was no public discussion of this subject. Although in recent years a
relatively large number of books about it have appeared, and been widely circulated, for instance,
those of the American journahst Gary Allen, one rather gets the impression that they are intended
to divert our attention from the real "wire-pufiers." In any case, the facts they "reveal" are for the
most part already quite well known. Possibly these "expos6s" owe their appearance to rivalry or
competition among group~ of powerful men. For an extensive survey of the subject see Gerhard
Muller, Uberstaatliche Machtpolitik im 20. Jahrhundert (2nd ed., rev., 1975).

2 Emil Maier-Dorn, Welt der Tduschung und Liige, p. 8.
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German past. As a result of this artificial and utterly baseless guilt complex, at
no time since the fall of the Third Reich has the German people been able to
bring itself to pursue its own political interests. Mendacious propaganda of a
kind and scope perhaps unique in history has insidiously —and thus all the
more effectively— deprived it of the national self-confidence required for such
a policy. Just as an individual cannot get along without a healthy measure of
personal self-esteem, so a people without a sense of national self-esteem cannot
maintain its political independence. In the long run, this political propaganda
disguised as “historiography” can have a positively lethal effect on the nation.

Pivotal to the German national guilt complex is the Auschwitz Myth.
During the war, a number of concentration camps were established near
Auschwitz, an industrial town of some 12,000 inhabitants situated about 50
kilometers west of Cracow.: In the course of the 1960's, but especially after the
so-called Auschwitz Trial of 1963-1965, the name of this town evolved into a
synonym for “genocide.” In the concentration camps of the Auschwitz region —
so the story goes— millions of Jews were systematically killed on orders from
the leadership of the Third Reich. Today the word “Auschwitz” has the almost
mystical force of traditional fables and legends, and it is in this sense, too, that
the phrase “Auschwitz Myth” should be understood. Indeed, the Auschwitz
Myth has become a quasi-religious dogma. Skepticism about it is not tolerated,
nor often expressed. Cleverly using the Auschwitz Myth to represent itself as
the sacrosanct embodiment of “Humanity” —and the German people as the
embodiment of utter evil— international Jewry has laid claim to a privileged
status among nations. Similarly, forces inside Germany, as well as outside, have
used the Auschwitz Myth to forestall or suppress any objective discussion of
the Third Reich era. Whenever Germans show signs of deviating from what
Golo Mann calls the “sociopedagogically desirable view of history” (“das
volkspadagogisch erwiunschte Geschichtsbild”), one need only utter the
catchword “Auschwitz” to remove all doubt as to the basic depravity of the
German people.» Not only does the very mention of “Auschwitz” call a halt to
rational discussion of the Third Reich, since beside “Auschwitz” this symbol of
absolute evil, everything else seems inconsequential; it can also be used to cast
a shadow over any other aspect of the German past. So long as the Auschwitz
Myth retains its terrible power, the recovery of our national self-esteem is
virtually impossible.s

Origins of the Auschwitz Myth

When one traces the evolution of the extermination legend, it is really
quite difficult to comprehend [7] how the Auschwitz Myth came to occupy such
a towering position in it. To be sure, as early as 1944 the inventors of the
legend had decided on Auschwitz as the site of the “extermination of the Jews”
and were clever enough to bolster this allegation with an official U.S.
Government publication, the “War Refugee Board Report” as Dr. Butz has

3 Gerald Reitlinger, Die Endlésung, p. 116.

4 See Caspar Schrenck-Notzing, Charakterwédsche, p. 11.

5 Interestingly, the English writer Richard Harwood [Richard Veran] views the legend of the
extermination of the Jews as a threat to all nations. He believes that it produced a delusion that
nationalism inevitably leads to genocide. According to Harwood, the spectre of "Auschwitz" is being
used to suppress and destroy the sense of nationhood which is a people's "very guarantee of
freedom." See Richard Harwood, Did Six Million Really Die?, p. 2.
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shown.s However, the WRB Report, which we shall discuss at greater length in
the next two chapters, was consigned to oblivion after the war. At least in
Germany, the “gas chamber” propaganda largely centreed around camps in the
Reich itself, even though the International Military Tribunal (IMT) had asserted
in its decision, on the basis of an affidavit from Rudolf H&ss, the former
commandant of Auschwitz, that some 2,500,000 Jews were murdered in “gas
chambers” at the camp.” Almost immediately after the war, severe tensions
arose between the western Allies and Soviet Russia, with the result that a line of
demarcation, the “liron Curtain” was drawn between their respective spheres of
influence. Partly for that reason, partly for others, the western Allies never got
to inspect the Auschwitz area. Here one recalls the statement of Stephen F.
Pinter, a U.S. War Department attorney who was stationed at Dachau for 17

months:
We were told there was a gas chamber at Auschwitz, but since that was in the
Russian zone of occupation, we were not permitted to investigate, since the Russians would
not permit it.8

Thus there was some uncertainty about what position the Soviets would
ultimately take on the “extermination of the Jews” especially since Stalin
himself was reputed to be an “anti-Semite.”

For whatever reason, the Auschwitz Myth was not widely publicized
until well into the 1950's. At least, it still had not acquired the crucial
significance attributed to it today. No distinction was as yet made between the
various camps when the “Final Solution” —the physical destruction of
European Jewry allegedly ordered by the leadership of the Third Reich— was
discussed. They were all supposed to have played basically the same role in this
enormous “murder plot.” Every concentration camp, it was said, had one or
more “gas chambers” in which Jews were asphyxiated with volatile cyanide (in
the form of “Zyklon B” a proprietary fumigant) or carbon monoxide — in usu
vulgi : “gassed.” Even in the later editions of his “standard work” The Final
Solution, Gerald Reitlinger claims:

Thus, eventually, every German concentration camp acquired a gas chamber of
sorts, though not on Auschwitz lines. The Dachau gas chamber, for instance, was preserved
by the American occupation authorities as an object lesson, but its construction had been

hampered and its use restricted to a few experimental victims, Jews or Russian prisoners-of-
war, who had been committed by the Munich Gestapo.®

In Reitlinger's hedging of his statement about the Dachau “gas chamber”
one sees a rearguard action. As early as 1960, the Institut fur [8] Zeitgeschichte

¢ Arthur R. Butz, The Hoax of the Twentieth Century, pp. 67ff.

7 International Military Tribunal, NUrnberg; Der Prozel3 gegen die Hauptkriegsverbrecher
vor dem Internationalen Militdrgerichtshof Niirnberg (cited hereafter as IMT), vol. |, pp. 282-283;
ibid., vol. XXXIII, pp. 275-279 (Document 3868-PS). [It should be noted that here, and throughout,
Staglich cites the German edition of the IMT volumes, especially since the pagination of the
published German-language transcript of the "Proceedings" (vols. 1-XXlIIl) does not correspond to
that of the "Official Text in the English Language.” In both editions, however, the "Documents in
Evidence" sections (vols. XXIV-XLVII) are identical.]

8 Writing in the correspondence section of the American Roman Catholic weekly Our
Sunday Visitor, June 14, 1959. See Butz, op. cit., p. 47. Pinter's letter is quoted at length by Heinz
Roth, Wieso waren wir Véter Verbrecher?, p. 111.

°Reitlinger, op. cit., p. 149. The German version of this so-called "standard work™" bears the
misleading sub-title, "Hitlers Versuch der Ausrottung der Juden Europas." The original English
edition was published at London in 1953 by Valentine, Mitchell & Co. Ltd. under the title The Final
Solution: The Attempt to Exterminate the Jews of Europe.
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in Munich felt itself called upon to issue the following statement, perhaps in

response to the findings of the French historian Paul Rassinier:

Neither in Dachau nor Bergen-Belsen nor in Buchenwald were Jews or other inmates
gassed. The gas chamber in Dachau was never finished and put into operation... The mass
extermination of the Jews by gassing began in 1941-42, and occurred in a very few places,
selected exclusively for the purpose and outfitted with the appropriate technical facilities,
above all in occupied Polish territory (but nowhere in the German Reich proper).1°©

If Reitlinger's statement was a rearguard action, the statement of the
Institut fur Zeitgeschichte was a general retreat. What made it so sensational
was that not only had a host of former inmates testified that “gassings” took
place at concentration camps in the Reich, but several commandants of these
camps even signed “confessions” affirming the existence of the alleged “gas
chambers.”11 At the Nuremberg IMT trial, the British Chief Prosecutor Sir
Hartley Shawcross specifically cited Dachau, Buchenwald, Mauthusen, and
Oranienburg as places where murder was “conducted like some mass
production industry in the gas chambers and ovens.”:2

For a long time, Auschwitz and other camps that had existed in the
German-occupied eastern territories played a subordinate role in the
extermination legend. But after Dr. Martin Broszat, a leading member of the
Institut fUr Zeitgeschichte, made the statement quoted above, the view that any
concentration camps in Germany were “death factories” became completely
untenable.

However, the claim that some six million Jews had fallen victim to the
“Final Solution” was so vital to the interests of the inventors and promoters of
the extermination legend that they absolutely could not abandon it. Not only
was that charge a means of holding the German people in political subjugation;
it had also become a highly lucrative source of income for international Jewry.
The six million figure was the basis of the “reparations” which the Federal
Republic of Germany obligated itself to pay to the State of Israel and the Jewish
international organizations, in addition to compensation payments to
individual Jews, beginning in the early 1950's and continuing even today.* For
that reason alone, the six million figure, about which certain writers had
already expressed wellfounded and earnest doubts on other grounds, could not
be abandoned, even after it was established definitely that none of the camps
in the German Reich proper were “extermination camps.”

10 Letter from Dr. Martin Broszat, then an associate member, now director, of this institute,
published in the correspondence section of the Hamburg weekly Die Zeit, August 19, 1960 (No. 34),
p. 16. [In the North American edition, August 24, 1960 (No. 34), p. 14.] See Butz, op. cit., p. 47; also
Paul Rassinier, The Real Eichmann Trial - The Incorrigible Victors p. 89; and Roth, pp. 19-23.

11 As the French university professor Robert Faurisson recently emphasized in the monthly
periodical Défense de 1'Occident, June 1978, p. 35. The "deathbed confessions" of the camp
commandant of Mauthausen, SS-Standartenfiuhrer Franz Ziereis, even appeared as a pamphlet.

12 IMT vol. XIX, p. 483. See also Joe J. Heydecker and Johannes Leeb, Der Niirnberger
Prozel3, p. 487, and the same authors' Bilanz der Tausend Jahre, p. 455.

13 On this subjeet see Franz Scheidl, Der Staat Israel und die deutsche Wiedergutmachung,
also his Deutschland und die Juden, pp. 266-270; and J. G. Burg, Schuld und Schicksal, 1962, pp.
155-163. The Allgemeinejlidische Wochenzeitung of July 4, 1975 estimated that 50.1 billion marks
in reparations have already been paid and indicated that the total would amount to 85.5 billions.

14 As Dr. Peter Kleist, for example, did long ago in his book Auch Du warst dabei. In Das
Drama der juden Europas, Rassinier conducted a thorough investigation of the 6,000,000 claim,
using Jewish statistics. In my opinion, all such estimates are of only slight importance, since there
are no reliable Jewish population statistics. Moreover, the decisive question is not how many Jews
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Thus the necessity of sticking to the six million figure led the
extermination mythologists to shift their emphasis from the camps in Germany
to the camps in German-occupied Poland. Auschwitz, undoubtedly the largest
camp complex, became the focal point of the extermination allegation. Since
the Poles had set themselves to the task of refashioning part of the camp
complex into an “Auschwitz Museum” —a move that also signaled the Soviets
would hold to the extermination legend, [9] something about which there had
been some uncertainty after the IMT trial— the extermination propagandists no
longer had any reason for restraint.

Although the Auschwitz propaganda campaign was aggressively pursued
from the very beginning, it still had a lot of catching up to do. To be sure,
“extermination camps” in occupied Poland had been mentioned in the so-called
Gerstein Report, a document allegedly composed by a onetime SS man named
Kurt Gerstein. At first, nobody seemed to take this document seriously, and it
was not even admitted in evidence at the IMT trial.:s At least three versions of it
were circulated: two French versions and one German version. Numerous
passages in these texts vary from one another.:s According to the French
version published in 1951, the following “extermination camps” were in

existence as of August 17, 1942:
1)Belzec, on the Lublin-Lwow road. Maximum per day, 15,000 persons
2) Sobibor, | don't know exactly where it is, 20,000 persons a day
3) Treblinka, 120 Kilometers NNE of Warsaw
4)Maidanek, near Lublin (in preparation)*”

One notes that the supposedly well-informed Gerstein does not include
Auschwitz on this list, though “mass murders” are now alleged to have begun
there in the spring of 1942 (The first “gas chambers” were, it is claimed, two
converted farm houses).:#Since, according to this document, Gerstein was

lost their lives during World War Il, but, granting that some did, how they perished. On the
problem of Jewish fatalities in the war see Butz, op. cit., pp. 205-240.

15 IMT, vol. VI, pp. 370f., 400f,, 467. Characteristically, the Nuremberg Tribunal did not
admit into its official documentation a memorandum Gerstein allegedly composed, in bad French,
but only two invoices for shipments of Zyklon B, to the Oranienburg and Auschwitz camps, that
were appended to his statement. See T. XXVII, pp. 340-342 (Document RF 350/1553-PS).

16 See Hans Rothfels's article "Augenzeugenbericht zu den Massenvergasungen" in
Vierteljahreshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte (No. 2 of 1953), pp. 177ff.; and Rassinier, Das Drama der
juden Europas, pp. 71ff. For an extensive discussion of the value of the "Gerstein Report" as a
source see Udo Walendy, Europa in Flammen, vol. |, pp. 422-429; and Butz, op. cit., pp. 105ff.; 251-
258. The latter book contains an English translation of the "Gerstein Report" that was presented by
the prosecution at the NMT "Doctors Trial" (NMT, vol. |, pp. 865-870, Nuremberg Docurnent 1553-
PS). The version in the German edition of Butz's book was translated by Udo Walendy from this
English translation of the French text. It is not a German "original." Adalbert Rickerl has recently
attempted to rehabilitate the "Gerstein Report” by alleging that Dr. Wilhelm Pfannenstiel
accompanied Gerstein on his trip to the “extermination camps" and later corroborated the
essentials of Gerstein's report. Yet Pfannenstiel would hardly have made certain of these statements
voluntarily, though he could have done so under duress. | have before me a communication
Pfannenstiel wrote to Professor Rassinier, from which it is evident that he dissociates himself
unequivocally from the alleged "Gerstein Report.” At that time, as during the war, Pfannenstiel was
Professor of Hygiene at University of Marburg. It is peculiar that the public is being introduced to
this "witness" to the "gassings” only now when he is presumably deceased. See Adalbert Ruckerl,
NS-Vernichtungslager im Spiegel deutscher Strafprozesse, pp. 14; 61-66.

17 In the second French version this passage is missing. See Rassinier, Das Drama der Juden
Europas, pp. 133ff. The German version Rothfels cites in Vierteljahreshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte and
the English version Butz reproduced are in accord here.

18 As is claimed, for example, in the autobiography attributed to Rudolf Hdss, Kommandant
in Auschwitz, pp. 123; 154ff. See also Helmut Krausnick in Anatomie des SS-Staates, vol. Il, p. 416.
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responsible for the procurement and distribution of Zyklon B, he certainly
would have been aware of the existence of Auschwitz. As a matter of fact,
Auschwitz is mentioned as an “extermination camp” at the end of the English
version of the document —along with Theresienstadt, Oranienburg, Dachau,
Belsen, and Mauthausen-Gusen!:® This version of the “Gerstein Report” (the one
that appears in Dr. Butz' volume) was used by the Americans in the “trials”
they conducted on their own after the IMT proceedings.

As the years went on, Auschwitz by and large receded into the
background. A decade after the war, the public knew virtually nothing about it.
This may be attributed partly to the fact that the Soviets did not permit
outsiders to inspect the grounds of the Auschwitz complex. What is more, none
of the German and Austrian soldiers interned at Auschwitz, which served for
several months as a Soviet prisoner of war camp, found any traces of the
alleged mass murders, not even in Birkenau, supposedly the actual
extermination camp, or else did not report them after their release. Of course,
remnants of the crematoria were there to be seen, but the quantity of rubble
did not match what would have been left behind by crematoria of the size
required for the mass extermination of several thousand people per day.2

One may well ask: If this allegation were true, why then did not the
Soviets immediately exhibit the camp to journalists from all over the world and
place the evidence of the alleged mass murders under interna[lO]national
control? | shall leave it to the reader to answer this question for himself. Even
less comprehensible is the fact that the majority of Germans offered virtually
Nno resistance to the Auschwitz propaganda campaign that began in the middle
of the 1950's. They did not ask why Auschwitz was suddenly being brought
forward as the greatest extermination camp of them all, a camp in which Jews
were “gassed” by the millions. Everyone seemed to have forgotten the old
German proverb: Wer einmal lligt, dem glaubt man nicht. Given the fact that
the falsehoods about Dachau, Bergen-Belsen, Buchenwald, and other camps
lasted hardly a decade, similar charges about Auschwitz should have been
regarded with the utmost suspicion.

Previous assertions of this kind in the literature on the subject are contradictory indeed. The War
Refugee Board Report mentions in this respect only one large barrack erected for this purpose in
"Birkenwald." See the report of the U.S. War Refugee Board, German Extermination Camps:
Auschwitz and Birkenau (cited hereafter as WRB Report), p. 9. According to Reitlinger, op. cit., p.
166, there were "two converted barns,"” however. Oddly enough, Bernd Naumann's reportage on the
trial mentions ordy one "converted barn." See Naumann, Auschwitz: Bericht (iber die Strafsache
Mulka und andere vor dem Schwurgericht Frankfurt, p. 9. The above should give one some
indication of how "reliable" is the testimony on this central question in the alleged extermination
of the Jews.

19 Butz, op. cit., p. 225.

20 As the late Jochen Floth, who was Chairman of the Deutsch-Vélkische Gemeinschaft,
stated in a special bulletin issued by his organization (Deutsch-Vélkischer, no. 2 of 1975), of which
I have a copy in my files. Other witnesses from among the former prisoners of war in Auschwitz are
named in the periodical Denk Mit! (No. 3 of 1975), p. 65. See also Franz Scheidl, Geschichte der
Verfemung Deutschlands, vol. IV, p. 59; and Heinz Roth...der makaberste Betrug aller Zeiten, pp. 94
and 140.

21 On this see Emil Aretz, Hexen-Einmal-eins einer Llige, pp. 55ff. According to reports of
former Auschwitz inmates, a crematorium was destroyed in an "uprising" toward the end of 1944.
See Adler, Langbein, and Lingens-Reiner, Auschwitz: Zeugnisse und Berichte, pp. 167, 273ff, 282ff,
and 385. Also Kazimierz Smolen, Auschwitz, 1940-1945, p. 81.

* Falsus in uno, falsus in omnibus; literally, “He who lies once is not to be believed twice.”—
T.F.
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Of course, here one must take into account the fact that even today
many Germans are in the dark about how shamelessly they were deceived in
regard to the concentration camps in Reich territory. Countless Germans still
believe the lies they were told, for neither the Government nor the mass media
gave Dr. Broszat's revealing admission the publicity it deserved.

However, that alone is not enough to explain the establishment and
entrenchment of the Auschwitz Myth. Not even the segment of our population
most familiar with the Dachau “gas chamber” hoax, for example, is immune to
the Auschwitz Myth. Anyone who follows the nationalist press knows that even
there “Auschwitz” is often used as a synonym for “genocide.”2 In part, this
implicit endorsement of the Auschwitz Myth may be the result of a
thoughtlessness that is in itself unpardonable. But there is also some genuine
belief involved, as became clear to me from discussions with editors of those
publications. To support their position they usually cited the findings of the
first Frankfurt Auschwitz Trial. Indeed, the actual reason for the widespread
public acceptance of the Auschwitz Myth may be that the decisions of German
courts enjoy the unlimited confidence of the German people. Despite many
miscarriages of justice, judicial authority and objectivity are still considered
above suspicion. Whether this trust is justified when it comes to such blatantly
political trials as the so-called Frankfurt Auschwitz Trial is a question that will
arise many times in the course of our investigation. At this point, it should be
enough simply to note that it can never be the task of the courts to pronounce
the final verdict on historical matters, something that certain groups consider
the real purpose of the so-called “Nazi Crimes of Violence Trials” (“NSG-
Verfahren”), of which the Auschwitz Trial is the prime example.z

Considering the importance of the Auschwitz Myth, and its strange
etiology, it is high time that the facts be systematically investigated and
scrutinized. To be sure, other writers —for example, Rassinier and [11] Butz—
have brought many significant facts to light. However, since their studies
embraced the whole problem of the German concentration camps, their
treatment of Auschwitz was necessarily limited to the essentials, and could do
with some supplimentation. Beyond that, | should like to treat the Auschwitz
Myth from a different point of view, as will become evident in the following
pages.

Before going into details, let us take an overall look at the “official”
image of Auschwitz and how it has been fashioned.

Form and Content of the Auschwitz Myth

The “Official” Auschwitz Image

Undoubtedly, the image of Auschwitz that haunts the public mind today
is the result of the persistent “educational campaign” conducted by the press,
radio, and television, the so-called mass media. This image, which, of course,

22 For instance, in the Deutsche Wochen-Zeitung, July 19, 1974 (No. 29), p. 3 (“Ein heil3es
Eisen"). This example is by no means unique.

23 "NSG" is the abbreviation of the term "Nationalsozialistische Gewaltverbrechen" (“Nazi
Crimes of Violence™"), which is supposed to designate a species of crime unique in history.
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still meets with a certain amount of skepticism,2* follows a set pattern that is, as
we shall see, of very obscure origin. It has been supplemented and broadened
by a literature, full of contradictions, that ranges from accounts of personal
experiences to discussions of particular aspects of the camp to general treatises
with scholarly pretensions. Considering the importance of the subject, there are
fewer of the latter than one would expect, and they are also quite superficial as
historiography. The superficiality of these “standard works” may be attributed
to the fact that the authors do not approach their subject in the manner of
professional historians, but of propagandists. Because nearly all of them are
Jews, there is an inherent bias.>

Why professional historians steer clear of this subject is rather obvious.
On the one hand, if a historian affiliated with an institution dared cast doubt
on the image of Auschwitz that a worldwide propaganda campaign has made
into a taboo —something he could not fail to do, given the lack of genuine
evidence to support it— he would be out of a job. On the other hand, if the
same historian lent his authority to the “official” version of Auschwitz, he
would destroy his professional reputation. How many people can be expected
to risk their livelihood or reputation?

In his book on the Auschwitz Trial, which he covered for the Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung, the journalist Bernd Naumann gives in a nutshell the
version of Auschwitz propagated in the mass media and “scholarly” tomes,
which the court took for granted throughout the proceedings:

The camp was set up in May, 1940, at Auschwitz, 37 miles west of Cracow. Convicted
criminals were installed as its prisoner hierarchy. The first shipment of Polish inmates
arrived on June 14, 1940. Twelve months later, Hitler decided on the “final solution of the
Jewish problem.”

Auschwitz became the chosen centre for the planned mass extermination, and
Himmler therefore ordered that the camp be expanded. The adjacent town of [12] Birkenau
was converted into a gigantic barbed-wire enclosure, a barracks town able to accommodate
100,000 inmates. It became known as Auschwitz Il, and the original camp as Auschwitz I.

On September 3, 1941, more than four months before the infamous Wannsee
Conference at which Heydrich’outlined the details of the “final solution” about 600
prisoners were sent to the gas chambers —this in the nature of an “experiment.” The same
fate befell a group of Jews from Upper Silesia, who, in January, 1942, were gassed in a
converted barn in the razed village of Birkenau. The schedule for the final solution was
about to become Eichmann's grim reality. Endless shipments of prisoners, mostly Jews,
began to pour into the extermination camp.

On May 4, 1942, the first “selections” were conducted at the Auschwitz
concentration camp, and the “selectees” gassed. Only a week later, an entire transport, 1,500
men, women, and children, were taken to the gas chambers immediately after their arrival,
without ever setting foot in the prison compound. The extermination of European Jewry and
of members of “inferior” races was under way.

Corpses were burned in huge incineration pit because the so-called Old Crematory
was unequal to the job. Consequently, the speedy construction of four large gas chambers
and crematories was ordered, and on June 28, 1943, Sturmbannfuhrer Bischoff, the chief of

24 Broszat in the weekly Das Parlament May 8, 1976 (supplement B 19/76), pp. 6-7; idem,
Vierteljahreshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte (No. 2 of 1976), pp. 110-111

25 Butz, op. cit., pp. 247-248. The only professional historian Butz mentions here, Lucy S.
Dawidowicz, is relatively unknown. According to him, she occupies the "Leah Lewis Chair in
Holocaust Studies” at the Yeshiva University in New York. Butz does not mention any German
historians. Their "accomplishments" are also negligible. See my monograph "Das Institut fur
Zeitgeschichte-eine Schwindelfirma?” (no. 2 of the series Zur Aussprache).

“ In the German original, Naumann has Himmler attending the Wannsee Conference. This
error is corrected in the English-language edition of his book, from which the above passage is
taken.— T.F.
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the building section of the Auschwitz Waffen SS, reported that with the last crematory built,
the camp had a daily capacity of 4,756 cremations. However, many more could be killed per
day: Each of the two larger gas chambers could accommodate up to 3,000 persons. Thus the
cremation of bodies under the open sky continued, and the human fat served as
supplementary fuel. The stench of burning flesh blanketed the countryside for miles around;
dark, fatty smoke wafted across the sky.

But murder in Auschwitz was committed in a variety of ways. Inmates were given
injections of phenolic acid, beaten and tortured, arbitrarily and summarily executed, and
made guinea-pigs in so-called medical experiments. Inhuman working conditions,
unspeakably primitive sanitary conditions, inadequate diet, and the complete degradation of
the individual all contributed their share: Debility, disease, and despair took the lives of tens
of thousands. The life expectancy of an Auschwitz inmate was but a few weeks.

Also part of the Auschwitz camp complex were a number of subsidiary slave labour
camps (primarily Monowitz —Auschwitz Ill— where IG Farben constructed a Buna [synthetic
rubber] camp, which, however, never got around to producing rubber), and about thirty
industrial enterprises. There, too —that is, right under the noses of the civilian supervisors
of these war plants— feeble and sick prisoners were selected for the gas chambers.

In autumn, 1944, the end of Auschwitz seemed to be approaching. A special
prisoner detail assigned to work in the crematories managed to destroy Crematory IV. This
rebellion was put down brutally. Almost all involved were shot; a few managed to escape.
After this, the crematories were in operation for only a few more weeks; in early November
gassings were stopped on orders from above; the murder machinery was grinding to a halt.
The gas chambers were blown up and documents destroyed. On January 17, 1945, the
evacuation of the camp began. Ten days later, Soviet troops entered Auschwitz; 5,000 sick
prisoners, left behind by the retreating Nazis, were saved.

Five thousand —out of more than 400,000 officially registered Auschwitz prisoners:
two-thirds men, one-third women. Of these, 261,000 died in the camp or were murdered; the
number of those who died during the “evacuation march” is [13] not known. Neither is the
number of those who died without ever being registered, who went from railroad siding to
gas chamber without stopping over at the camp. Auschwitz Commandant Ho6ss testified at
Nuremberg on April 15, 1946, that the number was 2.5 million; he said, though, that this
figure was not based on his personal knowledge but was one mentioned by Eichmann. In his
memoirs he maintained that the figure he had given was much too high. Eichmann himself,
who is believed to have known the actual number kept silent on this point during his
Jerusalem trial.

Pery Broad (one of the defendants at Frankfurt), in a report written by him at the
end of the war, spoke of 1 to 2 million. The estimates of historians range from 1 to 4
million.26

Here I must forgo point by point discussion of Naumann's various
claims, many of which strike one as implausible even at first glance. So far as
they have anything to do with the alleged mass extermination of Jews at
Auschwitz, they will be examined later in the proper place, together with the
evidence adduced to support them. However, | must note that in the literature
on Auschwitz there is no unanimity about the details the authors use to give an
impression of punctilious accuracy. Also, | should perhaps note that it is a well-
known fact that Himmler * was not present at the “Wannsee Conference” which,
according to the so-called Wannsee Protocol, was held under the chairmanship
of Reinhard Heydrich.z

Since the proper, if not exclusive, subject of our inquiry is the allegation
that Auschwitz was an extermination camp set up as part of a scheme to
destroy the Jewish people, certain inaccuracies in the passage quoted above,

26 Naumann, op. cit., pp. 9-11.

27 At least according to the alleged "minutes" of the Wannsee Conference, reproduced as
Appendix 1 of the present work. Recently it has been contended that Heydrich could not have been
in Berlin on January 20, 1942, the date of the alleged Wannsee Conference. On that very day, he is
supposed to have been occupied with various governmental business in Prague. See Wolf-Dieter
Rothe, Die Endlésung der Juden frage, pp. 180ff.
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and others like them, may be ignored. Only those allegations which give the
extermination thesis —what we have called the Auschwitz Myth— a semblance
of credibility come within the purview of this work. Above all, this study is
concerned with the allegation that “gas chambers” purportedly the means
whereby thousands of people were exterminated all at once and in a short time,
existed at Auschwitz. That allegation, the focal point of the depiction of
Auschwitz found in the concentration camp literature and transmitted to the
general public by the mass media, is the sine qua non of the Auschwitz Myth.

The other causes of inmate mortality Naumann mentions —phenolic
acid injections, beatings and torture, arbitrary and summary executions,
medical experiments, inhuman working conditions and primitive sanitary
conditions— could hardly have been the vehicle for the extermination of all
Jews in German-controlled territory. We may leave aside the question of
whether tens of thousands of Jews were in fact killed by these means, as
Naumann claims. That allegation has no direct bearing on the real subject of
our investigation, viz., the charge that millions of Jews fell victim to a
systematic, racially motivated program of “genocide.” Nevertheless, | believe a
few comments about these other alleged causes of death are in order:

Phenolic acid injections. If the lives of inmates were indeed
ter[14]minated by means of phenol injections, this action would seem to come
under the heading of euthanasia rather than “genocide.” Whether euthanasia is
ever justifiable, for example, during a life and death struggle such as the
Second World War, may be disputed.z2 On this matter the testimony of the
Auschwitz Trial defendant Josef Klehr is very much to the point. Among other
things, Klehr stated that inmates singled out for the “knock off shot”
(“Abspritzung”) were not merely ill, but already half-dead.z»> The employment
of this method of killing would seem, by the way, to speak against the existence
of “gas chambers:” Why were the terminally ill not simply “gassed” along with
the rest?

Arbitrary and summary executions. During the Second World War,
summary executions —with or without court-martial sentences— were hardly
uncommon, and in some cases may have been “arbitrary.” In the occupied
eastern territories, for example, the German armed forces sometimes resorted
to the firing-squad as a means of combatting the plague of guerrilla warfare.
Our enemies were no less gun-shy, even after the armistice, as many Germans
who lived through the invasion and occupation of our country can testify
firsthand. If summary executions did occur at Auschwitz, one could not say
that they were all “arbitrary” without examining each and every case. But how
is the allegation that summary executions were carried out at Auschwitz
directly relevant to the extermination claim?

Beatings and torture. Physical brutality against prisoners, especially
resulting in death, obviously deserves the strongest condemnation. If Auschwitz
camp personnel beat or otherwise tortured inmates, they were acting in

28 Scheidl treats this question in detail in Geschichte der Verfemung Deutschlands, vol. I,
pp. 227ff.

29 Naumann, Auschwitz, pp. 82-91 (especially p. 90); Herman Langbein, Der Auschwitz-
Prozel3. Eine Dokumentation, vol. I, p. 711. Even several contributions to the Anthologie published
by the International Auschwitz Committee, Warsaw, a propaganda work completely without
scholarly value, refer to this. See, for example, vol. I, Part 1, pp. 3ff. and 38ff. of that work (cited
hereafter as Polish Anthology).

12
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violation of Himmler's strict guidelines for treatment of prisoners, and subject
to punishment.® Indeed, Himmler ordered camp commandants and physicians
to give top priority to the preservation of inmates’ health and fitness for work.s:
It should not be forgotten that SS tribunals did in fact rigorously prosecute SS
men for maltreating inmates. At the Nuremberg IMT trial, SS Justice Konrad
Morgen testified that SS tribunals convicted some 200 persons —among them
five camp commandants— of such offenses, and that the sentences were usually
carried out. Two camp commandants went before the firing-squad.=

Medical experiments. To be sure, experimentation on living human
beings is a grisly business, but, like experimentation on animals, it is sometimes
indispensable to medical research. Any experimentation in the concentration
camps could be undertaken only by special permission of Himmler.s:
Incidentally, the medical experiments performed in American penal institutions
today —and not just on death-row prisoners— require no top-level
governmental authorization.

Inhuman working conditions and primitive sanitary
conditions. Naumann's claim that living conditions at Auschwitz were in

30 See Reimund Schnabel, Macht ohne Moral: Eine Documentation liber die SS, p. 202. See
also IMT, vol. XLIl, pp. 517ff. (Gerlach affidavit) and IMT, vol. XLIl, pp. 551ff., 522ff. (Morgen
affidavit). Corporal punishment could be administered only with the authorization of the Camp
Inspector or the SS Economic and Administrative Main Office, Bureau D, and then only under
medical supervision. See Schnabel, op. cit., pp. 191-194, and Scheidl, Geschichte der Verfemung
Deutschlands, vol. Ill, pp. 53ff.

31 There are a multitude of documents concerning this. See, for example, the directive from
the SS Economic and Administrative Main Office, dated December 28, 1942 (Schnabel, op. cit, p.
223). A particularly lengthy and minutely detailed order from Reichsfiihrer-SS Himmler to all camp
commandants, dated October 26, 1943 (signed by SS-Obergruppenfihrer Oswald Pohl, Chief of the
SS Economic and Administrative Main Office), was recently published in the Deutsche National
Zeitung, August 12, 1977 (No. 33), p. 1.

32 IMT, vol. XX, p. 533. See also IMT, vol. XLIl, p. 556 (Morgen affidavit), and Scheidl,
Geschichte der Verfemung Deutschlands, vol. Ill, p. 56.

33 Schnabel, op. cit., pp. 271-272 (sterilization experiments), pp. 289-290 (sub-zero
temperature experiments); and Polish Anthology, vol, |, Part 1, pp,. 170ff.

Whenever possible, condemned criminals were selected for such experiments. See
Alexander Mitscherlich, Medizin ohne Menschlichkeit, pp. 24 and 128f.; also Polish Anthology, vol.
1, Part 1, pp. 60ff.

Scheidl points out that medical experimentation in the various camps had nothing to do
with the alleged extermination of the Jews. It was conducted according to governmental regulations
and required official permission. The results of the experiments were regularly published in the
journal Zeitschrift fiir die gesamte experimentelle Medizin. See Scheidl, Geschichte der Verfemung
Deutschlands, vol. |ll, pp. 179ff.

The medical experiments mentioned in the Polish Anthology are largely a matter of pure
atrocity propaganda, and the only supporting evidence adduced for them is the verdict of the
American Military Tribunal in the Nuremberg "Doctors Trial.» Especially typical is the atrocity story
told about the Auschwitz camp pharmacist (Polish Anthology, vol. 1, Part 1, pp. 162-63), which was
rehashed in the Frankfurt Auschwitz Trial of 1963-65 (see Naumann, op. cit., p. 82). Even the more
detailed accounts in the Polish Anthology (e.g. vol. 1, Part 2 and vol. Il, Part 1) are, it is obvious,
largely repetition of camp gossip or atrocity propaganda. Significantly, the concentration camp
registration numbers of the various authors of these tales are very low, which, along with their
stories themselves, allows us to conclude that they spent many years in the Auschwitz camp.
Elsewhere in the Polish anthology (vol. I, Part 1, p. 7) it is asserted that the life-span of an
Auschwitz prisoner usually did not exceed a few months.

34 According to a report broadcast by the Norddeutscher Rundfunk, Hamburg, UKW2, on
March 26, 1974, about 7:45 a.m. See also Heinz Roth, Was geschah nach 19452, Part 2, p. 40;
Scheidl, Geschichte der Verfemung Deutschlands, vol. Ill, pp. 219ff. (especially pp. 223-226); and
Deutsche Wochen-Zeitung, May 31, 1974, p. 7.
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themselves homicidal remains to be proved. At times, conditions there [15]
might have been deadly, especially when epidemics were rampant. In his
booklet Die Auschwitz-Llige [The Auschwitz Lie], Thies Christophersen gives
convincing testimony that as late as 1944, the fifth year of the war, living and
working conditions at Auschwitz were, in general, tolerable; in part, even
good.s (On my visits to the Auschwitz parent camp in the middle of 1944, |
never encountered a malnourished inmate.) Likewise, Naumann's claim that the
life expectancy of an Auschwitz inmate did not exceed a few weeks from the
time of his arrival is obviously nothing but speculation. Here one recalls that a
number of now prominent Jews lived and worked for years at Auschwitz, for
example, the Austrian Jew Benedikt Kautsky (a prominent socialist) and the
German Jew Erik Blumenfeld (Party Chairman of the Hamburg branch of the
“conservative” Christian Democratic Union). According to former Israeli Prime
Minister Levi Eshkol, “tens of thousands, if not hundreds of thousands” of
onetime Auschwitz inmates are alive today in Israel alone.z

Even these few brief factual observations should take away some of the
drama from Naumann's portrayal of Auschwitz. Anyway, it is not such
incidental atrocity charges as these that have over the past three decades
transformed the word “Auschwitz” into a synonym for Hell on earth, but the
“gas chamber” charge. Our primary task, then, is to scrutinize the evidence
adduced for that charge and determine whether there is any substance to it.

To be sure, a number of facts are already known that would warrant
skepticism about the allegation that “gas chambers” existed at Auschwitz.s”
They are not, however, officially acknowledged, much less communicated to
the public. The standard treatment of this subject is to assert that the “gassing
of the Jews” is an “established historical fact” what is known in legal parlance
as a matter of “common knowledge” i.e., something regarded as so obvious that
it does not require proof. Thus Hermann Langbein, for example, in his book
...wir haben es getan [We Did It], makes the claim that “scholars” have proved
the leadership of the Third Reich ordered the planning and execution of mass

murder. To be precise, he says:

Perhaps the evidence accessible to research and examination might leave some
doubt about this or that detail, but not about the vast killing action itself, ordered and
organized by the State. To scholars the facts are clear. In the area of public opinion,
however, political passions and guilty conscience distort the picture.3®

35 See also the statements of Dr. Konrad Morgen and Rudolf Hoss in the Nuremberg IMT
trial. IMT, vol. XX, pp. 534-535 and IMT, vol. XI, pp. 445-447.

36 Interview published in the newsweekly Der Spiegel, as cited by J.G. Burg in Siindenbécke,
p. 231, and by Roth in Wieso waren wir Véter Verbrecher?, p. 118.

37 An important piece of circumstantial evidence that there were no "gas chambers" in the
Auschwitz complex is the report of a Red Cross delegation that visited Auschwitz in September
1944, and found nothing whatever to substantiate this rumour, which had already reached the
International Red Cross. See the collection of documents that organization published after the war:
Documents sur I'activité du CICR en faveur des civils détenus dans les camps de concentration en
Allemagne (1939-1945), Geneva, 1947 (henceforth referred to as Red Cross). It is cited here after
the German translation published in 1974 by the Arolsen Tracing Service, Die Tétigkeit des IKRK zu
gunsten der in den deutschen Konzentrationslagern inhaftierten Zivilpersonen (1939-1945). See
my commentary on this document in Mensch und MaB (No. 22 of 1975), pp. 1021-1031; also
Harwood, Six Million?, 24-26. In this context, Butz's investigation of the fate of the Hungarian Jews
is likewise important: op. cit., pp. 133ff.

38 Hermann Langbein, ...wir haben es getan: Selbstzeugnisse in Tagebiichern und Briefen,
p. 8.
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While we need not allow ourselves to be spoon fed such arrogant
generalities, we are not, as a basic principle, the ones who have to come up
with the evidence here. Anybody who implies that we are is turning things
upside down. The burden of proof, to use a juristic term, rests solely with those
groups which, aided by virtually the entire mass media and even part of
“German” officialdom, including the judiciary, have for more than thirty years
stridently and doggedly accused Germany of having committed “genocide”
against the Jewish people.

[16]

In the field of historical scholarship there is, strictly speaking, no
burden of proof in the juristic sense. However, before the historian can
approach his task of depicting some past epoch or event through critical
interpretation of the source material he has researched, he must determine the
reliability of those sources, something “establishment” historians have not, as |
see it, so much as attempted to do with regard to the subject under discussion
here. Every conscientious historian will reject a source when he has reason to
suspect that it may be false or even unreliable, and, accordingly, eliminate
from his work any statements based thereupon, just as a court of law will
dismiss a case on the grounds of insufficient evidence. Our attempt to
scrutinize the evidence for the “gassing of the Jews” allegation is a preview of
the kind of research future historians will have to undertake on a broader
scale.

Since the “gas chamber” allegation has been used to represent Germany
as a nation of criminals, | find it quite appropriate to introduce the burden of
proof concept into the dispute over the extermination thesis. The criteria of
penal law may be readily applied to the wholesale indictment of the German
people. In the penal jurisprudence of every Western nation it is an established
principle that the accused must be proved guilty. If his guilt cannot be proved,
he is to be regarded and treated as innocent. According to the time-honored
principle of Roman law in dubio pro reo, he must be acquitted when the facts
of the case leave room for doubt, even though his innocence cannot be
definitely established. The German people have every right to expect this
standard to be applied to them in the court of world history.

Thus we the accused —the German people— are under no obligation to
prove that “gas chambers” did not exist. Rather, it is up to our accusers to
prove that they did. As will be seen in the following chapters, they have yet to
do so, and we must not allow ourselves to be fooled by any claims to the
contrary, such as those of Langbein. So long as the Auschwitz mythologists
make this charge, they will be responsible for proving it. We do not have to
plead guilty to a mere accusation. It is to be hoped that this point will not be
lost on some otherwise well-meaning and patriotic journalists who use the word
“Auschwitz” as a synonym for “genocide” because —as one of them stated in
response to a question of mine— “the opposite cannot be proved.”

Foundations of the “Official” Auschwitz Image

Documentary Evidence

As source material for historiography, documents of every kind are
assigned pre-eminent rank. Generally speaking, documents constitute the
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soundest basis for the portrayal of historical events and the analysis of
historical processes. While the term “document” in the broadest [17] sense,
may be used to describe almost any object conveying information, for example,
maps, blueprints, sketches, photographs, motion pictures, and so forth, in the
narrower sense it refers only to original or official statements in writing.
Transcripts of witness testimony, affidavits, memoirs, letters, and the like are
all examples of documents in this limited sense of the word.z®

Documents that originated in connection with the alleged events, to
which the general term “contemporaneous documents” has been applied, will
naturally be assigned greater importance in our study than the post-war
testimony and personal accounts the Auschwitz mythologists use to support
their grave charges. The latter came into being in what Dr. Butz has called a
“hysterical emotional atmosphere.”+ Indeed, the testimony and affidavits in the
Nuremberg and other “war crimes” trials were often given under duress.
Contemporaneous documents, particularly those which are said to have played
an indispensable role in the alleged events, represent the most reliable source
of information about what actually happened.

According to our ground rules, only contemporaneous documents will
count as documentary evidence. To be specific: written statements, both
personal and official, but especially the latter, relating to “extermination
actions”; construction plans of installations necessary for the operation of an
“extermination camp” (e.g., “gas chambers” and crematoria); purported
photographs of such installations and actions; and any surviving objects that
convey information about the alleged events.

At the outset, we should make a few general comments about the
authenticity of the documents that allegedly come from German official files. It
is —or should be— well known that America has thus far returned to Germany
only selected portions of the tons and tons of documents it confiscated from
German archives.# (By “Germany” | mean the Federal Republic of Germany: |
do not know whether the German Democratic Republic has received any
confiscated documents from the Soviet Union or another of its allies. That is
most unlikely.) Official documents relating to what happened in the
concentration camps were assembled and evaluated in connection with the
various “war crimes trials” staged by the victorious Allies, especially the
Nuremberg trials, which were largely an American production. There they
received the number and letter designations by which they are cited in the
standard works on our subject, seldom with any indication of where the
originals are to be found. At best, one finds a footnote indicating that a
photocopy of this or that document is to be found at the Institut far
Zeitgeschichte or in some other archive. Very often, however, it is not even a
photocopy of the original, but rather a photocopy of a “transcription of the
original made by the Allies.” Nobody seems to know where the originals of the
“Nuremberg Documents” —as they are called— repose today. Evidently, [18]
“scholars” and “professional historians” have not taken the trouble to locate

39 Der Grosse Brockhaus, vol. 1ll (1957), p. 304, "Dokument"; ibid., vol. XIlI (1957), p. 26,
"Urkunde."

40 Butz, op. cit., p. 119.

41 On this see Werner Maser, Nirnberg. Tribunal der Sieger, pp. 163ff., 173-174, also notes
20 (p. 633) and 23 (p. 634).
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the originals of these documents. (When | tried to locate the so-called Wannsee
Protocol, which is constantly represented as the key document on the
“extermination of the Jews” | had no success whatsoever.) It is doubtful, by the
way, that an independent expert has ever examined a single “Nuremberg
Document” for its authenticity. The documents are, as Udo Walendy puts it,
“nearly inaccessible.”42

Given these facts —particularly the fact that they have not been
evaluated by independent experts, indeed, cannot be— one must have grave
doubts as to the authenticity of all “German official documents” cited in the
literature on our subject. It is hardly surprising that such authentication was
not undertaken in connection with the Nuremberg trials. For the sake of
argument, however, we shall proceed on the premise that they are genuine.
When doubt as to their authenticity may be surmised from their origin and
variance from known fact, it will be indicated in the proper place.

Readers interested in probing further into this episode in recent history
will find most of the documents used at the Nuremberg IMT trial in the 42-
volume published record of those proceedings, which may be found in all the
larger libraries. Particular documents are not always easy to locate in the trial
record, since the individual volumes lack tables of contents and the general
indexing is incomplete. However, page and volume numbers are usually cited
correctly in the literature on our subject. It is more difficult to obtain the text
of documents used in the subsequent “war crimes trials.”+ There is, of course,
an official compendium, as it were, of the documents used in the Nuremberg
NMT* proceedings, the 15-volume Trials of War Criminals, but it contains only
English translations which, according to Dr. Butz, cannot always be trusted. As
even Reitlinger admits, neither there nor anywhere else are these documents
systematically collected and reproduced in full. Nevertheless, we may be sure
that all the fundamental documents on the “Final Solution” are to be found in
the German-language literature on the subject. They will be the starting-point
of our investigation. This approach does not strike me as objectionable, since
the task we have set for ourselves is not to determine what Auschwitz was
“really” like, but simply to investigate whether sufficient documentary
evidence can be adduced for the claim that Jews were exterminated en masse at
the camp. We may assume that our “contemporary historians” have left no
stone unturned in their search for evidence to support even the least of their

42 0On this see Udo Walendy, Die Methoden der Unterziehung, pp. 34ff. The statement of
the Director of the Staatsarchiv (Regional Archives) at Nuremberg, quoted by Walendy, that for
over 30 years "scholars of many lands have seen no reason to consult original documents that are
not readily accessible" is noteworthy indeed (Walendy, ibid., p. 36, tight colunm). | had similar
experiences when attempting to locate various documents in the Staatsarchiv at Nuremberg and the
Bundesarchiv (German Federal Archives) at Coblenz. When it comes to researching the "Final
Solution of the Jewish Question,” it seems that "scholars" are satisfied with quite threadbare source
material. This example alone should make it clear that nearly all previous studies in this field are
suspect. The New York Jewish newspaper Aufbau, june 23, 1978, published a report on an exhibit
of "Holocaust documents" at the National Archives in Washington, D.C. According to Aufbau,
similar exhibits are planned for German schools and universities. To me it seems doubtful that
original documents of genuine importance would really be exhibited. The exhibits in Germany will
tell.

4% On this see Reitlinger, op. cit., pp. 611-615; Butz, op. cit., pp. 19-20.

* Nurenberg Military Tribunal, a series of twelve trials of “lesser” German defendants,
conducted entirely by the Americans — T.F.
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allegations. Almost invariably they make use of the same documents that were
used in the Nuremberg trials, often giving only excerpts from them.

Now, let us assume for a moment that the leadership of the Third Reich
actually decided to “exterminate the Jews of Europe.” (Ever since the war, the
anti-German propagandists who claim such a policy existed [19] have equated
it with the “Final Solution of the Jewish Question” a term which, as we shall see,
was used with a quite different meaning during the Third Reich.) The
formulation and carrying out of a program of mass extermination would have
involved so much planning and preparation, so many governmental officials
and agencies, that one would expect it to have produced a corresponding mass
of paperwork. But where are these contemporaneous documents? In his
introduction to the purported autobiography of the former Auschwitz camp
commandant Rudolf H8ss, Dr. Martin Broszat, one of the “expert witnesses” in
the so-called Frankfurt Auschwitz Trial and currently director of the Institut fur
Zeitgeschichte, talks as though the Auschwitz legend had long since been
substantiated with reliable documents. “Documents on Auschwitz are nothing
new” he asserts. One wonders to what extent he understands the meaning of
the term “document.” From the context in which this remark appears, one must
assume that he regards all the post-war testimony and reports on Auschwitz as
“documents.” However, as we shall see, genuine contemporaneous documents
that can in any way be construed as supporting the allegation that Jews were
“exterminated” at Auschwitz-Birkenau are almost non-existent.

The explanation usually adduced for this dearth of contemporaneous
documents is that the Reich leadership kept its homicidal plans under tight
security. All the necessary orders and directives were, it is claimed, given
orally. Since it has never been proved that Hitler or any other top Reich official
issued a written order for the extermination of all Jews in German-controlled
territory, the Institut fur Zeitgeschichte is reduced to claiming that “according
to many witnesses, it must have been given orally.”+] The same claim appears
in the depositions leading members of this institute gave as “expert witnesses”
in the Auschwitz Trial, and the arguments they use to support it are thoroughly
unconvincing. One of these “experts” Dr. Helmut Krausnick, cites in this regard
the memoirs of Himmler's masseur Felix Kersten, which have since been
branded a forgery (Since a number of respected historians hold the view that
the Kersten memoirs are fraudulent, it cannot be simply dismissed).ss Another

44 Letter from the Institut fUr Zeitgeschichte, cited after Heinz Roth, Wieso waren wir Véter
Verbrecher?, p. 115

45 Particularly David Irving. See his Hitler's War, p. xx; also the review thereof in Nation
Europa (No. 8 of 1975), p. 62. After the war, Kersten had every reason to "rehabilitate” himself on
account of bis close relations with Heinrich Himmler. Not until 1952 did he publish extracts from
the diary he purportedly kept. They appeared under the title Totenkopf und Treue and are most
commonly cited after the English language version (The Kersten Memoirs, London, 1956).
According to Kersten's own foreword, the text of The Kersten Memoirs does not always correspond
to that of Totenkopf und Treue, nor to the excerpts from his diary that were published in Dutch
and Swedish: material was added to, and omitted from, those volumes. Kersten claims that
whatever he knows about the "extermination of the jews" came directly from Himmler —indeed, as
early as November 11, 1941! (Totenkopf und Treue, p. 149; The Kersten Memoirs, p. 119). Of
course, it is rather unlikely that Himmler would have discussed at length with his masseur a policy
that was allegedly subject to such secrecy that the decisive orders were only transmitted orally. In
Der stille Befehl. Medizinrat Kersten, Himmler und das Dritte Reich, p. 63, Achim Besgen reveals yet
another particular from the alleged Kersten Diary, which the aforementioned volumes lack.
According to this story, Kersten received detafied information about the "extermination of Jews" in
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of Krausnick's arguments in support of this assertion is that the Einsatzgruppen
(SS commandos) took Hitler's so-called Commissar Order as a license to Kkill
every Jew they could in their field of operations.ss Be that as it may, the
occurrence of such actions would not per se prove that Hitler or Himmler
ordered the liquidation of those Jews. Testimony to that effect from the
Nuremberg trials carries no weight here, since there are so many examples of
that testimony being extorted through physical and psychological torture or
bought with promises.ss Obviously, the claim that the Commissar Order
included a directive to exterminate all Jews but that this part of the order was
never put in writing is pure speculation. Even such a hardly impartial
biographer of Hitler as Joachim C. Fest must admit that “in the table [20] talk,
the speeches, the documents or the recollections of participants from all those
years not a single concrete reference of his to the practice of annihilation has
come down to us.”4

Also opposing the hypothesis that Hitler or Himmler issued an oral
directive for the extermination of the Jews is the fact that no request for
confirmation of such an order has been found among the files of any
subordinate agency. Given the famous German penchant for thoroughness and
the gravity of the alleged order, one would assume that those involved in
carrying it out would, if only for their own protection, have requested

"death camps" from an - unnamed - SS-Obersturmbannfiihrer who sat next to him in the mess hall
during lunch. This tale is patently unbelievable.

46 As Hans-Adolf Jacobsen in Anatomie des SS-Staates, vol. |1, pp. 163ff., and Reitfinger, op.
cit., p. 91, have also asserted.

Krausnick himself cites a "written minute,” dated July 2, 1941, in which Heydrich is
reported to have "summarized" to the four Senior SS and Police Commanders «basic instructions»
he had already issued to the Einsatzgruppen.- According to this «minute,» Heydrich ordered the
Einsatzgruppen to "execute" only those Jews who occupied positions in the Soviet state or the
Communist Party, in addition to non-Jewish Soviet commissars, Party functionaries, and sundry
other "extremists» -"saboteurs, propagandists, snipers, assassins, agitators, etc." (Anatomie des SS-
Staates, vol. Il, p. 364). Nevertheless, Krausnick asserts that 'there can be no doubt that... the
Einsatzgruppen had verbal orders to shoot all Jews" (ibid., p. 365). As is well known, the task of the
Einsatzgruppen was to carry on a ruthless struggle against the guerrilla bands operating behind
German lines. Since the Jews were naturally on the side of the guerrillas, many of them —including
some who were innocent of terrorist activities - may have been executed for that reason, but such
executions had nothing to do with "genocide.” See Scheidl, Geschichte der Verfemung
Deutschlands, vol. V, pp. 64ff.; Harwood, pp. IIff.; Walendy, Europa in Flammen, vol. |l, pp. 389ff.;
also Rudolf Aschenauer, NS-Prozesse im Lichte der Zeitgeschichte, passim.

For the rest, we need not take into account the activities of the Einsatzgruppen, even
though they have been linked from the start to the “final Solution,” since they had nothing to do
with Auschwitz.

47 See Chapter Three, pp. 109, 122-47, of the present work. The suffragan bishop of
Munich, Johannes Neuhéausler, a former Dachau inmate, made some remarkable comments on this
question in an interview he granted to Radio Munich in 1948. Significantly, this interview was
never broadcast. A transcript of it was first published in the January 6, 1974 issue of the Mdinchner
Katholishce Kirchenzeitung. The Frankfurter Rundschau of January 4, 1974 also carried a report
about it. See further Maurice Bardeche, Niirnberg, oder Die Falschmdinzer, pp. 14-16, 86-130; Freda
Utley, pp. 185ff., 21Iff.; op cit.,, Harwood, pp. 10-13; Butz, op. cit., pp. 160ff; Heinz Roth, Was
geschah nach 1945?, Part 2, pp. 63f., 67ff., 84, 95ff. Another very revealing disclosure about the
methods of interrogation then being practiced is the statement of Jost Walter Schneider, a German
whom the U.S. War Crimes Group employed as an interpreter, quoted by the attorney Eberhard
Engelhardt in his contribution to Sieger-Tribunal: Niirnberg 1945-46 (a collection of scholarly
papers delivered at the Contemporary History Congress of the Gesellschaft fir Freie Publizistik in
Kassel, May 21-23, 1976, published as the July-August 1976 issue of Nation Europa), pp. 65-68.

48 Joachim C. Fest, Hitler: Eine Biographie, p. 931.
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confirmation. At the very least, one would expect some traces of such requests
to have survived. This is especially true if Robert M.W. Kempner is correct in
his charge that countless officials and agencies of the Reich Government were
not only aware of the “extermination of the Jews” but even took part in it.+
There can be hardly any doubt that the Allies went through the documents
they confiscated with a fine-toothed comb to find such evidence. Since no
document containing a reference to an “extermination order” has yet been
discovered, it is highly improbable that the order was given. If massacres of
Jews did occur, by means of gas or whatnot, subordinates acting on their own
undertook them. Such killings would therefore have nothing to do with any
“plan” to exterminate the Jewish people. No wonder the extermination
mythologists doggedly insist —despite a total lack of evidence— that Hitler
must have given the order for the “extermination of the Jews” orally. Of course,
this “must have” is no substitute for proof.

In this connection, an order Himmler allegedly issued in autumn 1944
for the suspension of the “extermination program” is constantly cited in the
literature on our subject. From the alleged order, the extermination
mythologists conclude that an order for the “extermination of the Jews” must
have been issued in the first place. Apart from the fact that this conclusion is
something of a non sequitur, one notes they usually avoid mentioning that
there is no documentary proof that Himmler issued any order to shut down an
“extermination program.”se

Besides the extremely rare contemporaneous documents that bear
directly on Auschwitz, there are a number of documents that are supposed to
bear indirectly on the alleged plan to exterminate the Jews. They cannot be
ignored here, even though they contain no mention whatever of Auschwitz,
because they form the basis of the claim that the evacuation (i.e., deportation)

49 Kempner’s hate-filled "reckoning” with his erstwhile colleagues, Eichmann und
Komplizen, is almost totally based on this charge. In their book Das Dritte Reich und seine Diener,
Léon Poliakov and Josef Wulf have attempted to document this thesis. They give no specific
references and are anything but convincing.

50 The story of this order from Himmler is worked into the alleged H8ss memoir
Kommandant in Auschwitz (p. 160). Broszat, the editor and commentator, remarks in a footnote
that "the fact itself has been confirmed beyond a shadow of doubt by a variety of witnesses." In this
context, he invokes Reitlinger, op. cit., pp. 516ff., who, in turn, cites the so-called Kasztner Report
(Resz6 Kasztner, Bericht des jlidischen Rettungskomitees aus Budapest, Geneva, 1945), which on
this point is based upon a communication that SS-Standartenfiihrer Kurt Becher allegedly sent to
Kasztner. As a witness in the Nuremberg Trials, Becher affirmed any statements attributed to him
that seemed likely to procure his own acquittal. Afterwards, he was not harassed further. See IMT,
vol. XI, p. 370 and vol. XY-XIIl, pp. 68-70 (Nuremberg Document 3762-PS, Becher Affidavit). This
can hardly be called a "fact confirmed beyond a shadow of doubt by a variety of witnesses."” The
one-sided presentation in Alexander Weissberg's famous book Die Geschichte des Joel Brand
likewise rests only upon hearsay. It is notable, however, for the author's admission that there is a
complete lack of documentary evidence to prove Hitler planned to exterminate the Jews. As a
source material for contemporary historiography, his book is otherwise quite worthless. On
Weissberg see the anonymously published The Myth of the Six Million, p. 33. For a critical estimate
of Kasztner and bis informant Becher see especially Rassinier, Was ist Wahrheit?, p. 94 (note 29)
and pp. 232ff.

In addition to Kasztner, Reitinger invokes a certain Miklos Nyiszli (op. cit., pp. 517-518), a
personage with which we shall deal at greater length elsewhere. He is an even more dubious source
of information than the others (see Rassinier, Was ist Wahrheit?, pp. 242-245). Harwood, Six
Million?, p. 20, describes Nyiszli as a "mythical and invented person."

Incidentally, there is also a Nuremberg affidavit from Kasztner: IMT, vol. XXXI, p. 1-15
(document 2605-PS).
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of Jews from all parts of Europe to concentration camps in the German-
occupied Eastern territories, beginning in 1941 —an indisputable historical
occurrence— was undertaken for the purpose of killing them, and that, in
particular, Birkenau was the site and “gas chambers” the means of this mass
murder.st Even these documents, however, are not particularly numerous.

The documents that bear, directly or indirectly, on the question of
whether an extermination program was implemented at Auschwitz will be
scrutinized in the following chapter.

[21]

Post-War Personal Accounts

Considerably more numerous than contemporaneous documents used to
support the Auschwitz legend are the personal accounts of those who
purportedly had firsthand experience of the “death factories.” In this
connection, accounts written by former Auschwitz inmates figure most
prominently, but former members of the SS camp personnel have also written
accounts or given depositions claiming Jews were exterminated at the camp in
“gas chambers” and crematoria built especially for this purpose. Perhaps the
most important of the accounts written by former SS men is that of Rudolf
Ho6ss, commandant of the Auschwitz camp, which we have mentioned above.

A particularly instructive collection of such accounts is the book
Auschwitz: Zeugnisse und Berichte, edited by the former concentration camp
inmates H.G. Adler, Hermann Langbein, and Ella Lingens-Reiner. This
compilation has a foreword by Hermann Langbein but is otherwise without
commentary. Obviously intended as psychological spadework for the Frankfurt
Auschwitz Trial, which began in 1963 after several years of preliminary
investigations, it contains accounts by persons who later appeared as
prosecution witnesses, some of whom likewise told their stories on the radio
prior to the trial. A similar compendium of personal accounts is Hermann
Langbein's Menschen in Auschwitz. Unlike the previously mentioned volume,
this compilation contains a good deal of augmentation and commentary.

There are other books that deal exclusively with the purported
experiences of their authors in Auschwitz, but these two collections, | believe,

51 The fact that deported Jews in the occupied eastern territories were extensively used for
work essential to the war effort had to be admitted even by the members of the Institut fir
Zeitgeschichte, who were consulted as "experts" in the Frankfurt Auschwitz Trial. See Anatomie des
SS-Staates, vol. I, pp. 129-144, 375-379, 395, 426ff. Yet even today the charge persists that the
Reich leadership sought to "work the Jews to death."” For example, Uwe Dietrich Adam, in his
Judenpolitik im Dritten Reich, speaks of "elimination through toil,"” but the only proof he can
adduce for this charge is the so-called Wannsee Protocol and a memorandum by Minister of Justice
Thierack, in one passage of which the phrase "annihilaation through work» is used (see IMT, vol.
XXVI, pp. 200ff., Nuremberg Document 654-PS). This thesis is self-contradictory to the point of
absurdity. What farmer slaughters the ox he would have draw the plow?

How very interested the Reich leadership was in the labour of the concentration camp
inmates and, consequently, how much attention it devoted to the preservation of their health and
energies, is shown by numerous surviving documents on the subject, documents indisputably
authentic. With their complaints about inadequate shelter and nourishment for prisoners, about
inhumane treatment, they are just as incompatible with this charge as with the one that the Reich
leadership, i.e., Hitler or Himmler, planned to kill the greatest possible number of Jews in the
concentration camps with the greatest possible speed. See note 31 above. Also Schnabel, op. cit.,
pp. 204, 207, 210, 215, 216, 221, 227, and 235.
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represent the most copious sampling of what has been reported about the
“extermination camp.”

The evaluation of these “eyewitness accounts” only a very few of which
contain anywhere near specific statements about “gassings” or “gas chambers”
and crematoria, leads us to the problem of how to regard witness testimony in
general. For it must be equally clear to both layman and jurists that not
everything witnesses state is the truth. Here we can only touch briefly on this
problem. Later on, we shall treat it in greater detail.

It goes without saying that virtually all of these accounts are far
removed from objectivity. In the case of accounts written by former inmates
that is quite understandable. Nobody likes to be deprived of his freedom.
People who have been imprisoned are inclined to speak only evil of their
erstwhile jailers. After the fall of the Third Reich, such a depiction was
expected, indeed, demanded, of former inmates of its concentration camps and
prisons. We must always bear in mind that witnesses in the initial “war crimes
trials” —and even later ones— were under pressure to give a certain line of
testimony. Few people today can imagine the variety and intensity of the
pressures and influences to [22] which those witnesses were subject.s?
Furthermore, we must take into account what Rassinier calls the “Odysseus
complex” namely, the psychic tendency, present in most individuals, to
exaggerate one's own experiences, whether good or bad.= In view of these self-
evident facts, less weight should be assigned to post-war accounts than to
contemporaneous documents. All post-war accounts must be subjected to
particularly rigorous scrutiny.

Even those accounts by writers and witnesses who appear to be making a
sincere effort to relate the truth as it is known to them must be regarded with
critical reserve. The ability of human beings to observe and record has its
limits. Any honest person will affirm this fact from his own experience. What is
more, the suggestive effect of the atrocity propaganda spread by the mass
media since 1945 has caused even well-intentioned writers of personal
accounts to mingle inseparably hearsay and personal experience, or to relate
hearsay as personal experience. Along with this confounding of fact and fiction
goes a certain mutual influence —conscious or unconscious— among former
concentration camp inmates.s

Thus one must warn against placing any great trust in post-war accounts
of Auschwitz. No responsible historian would regard personal accounts alone as
proof, least of all of the extermination thesis. Unless they could be verified
from authentic sources, he would not even take into consideration as evidence.

52 On this consult note 47 above. No doubt the witnesses appearing before German courts
in "Nazi Crimes of Violence" trials have also been unceasingly manipulated. Hans Laternser has
given detailed and cogent proof of that. See his Die andere Seite im Auschwitz-Prozel3, pp. 85-124;
also my own publication Die westdeutsche Justiz und die sogenannten NS-Gewaltverbrechen.

58 Paul Rassinier, Die Lige des Odysseus, pp. 140-141; idem; Was nun, Odysseus?, p. 17.
See also Heinz Roth ...der makaberste Betrug aller Zeiten, p. 38.

54 Even the Director of the Central Office of the Regional judiciary for the Investigation of
National Socialist Crimes, Chief Public Prosecutor Adalbert Rickerl, has to concede that. See his NS-
Prozesse, p. 26. The noted criminologist Hellwig's remarks on the suggestive effects of atrocity
propaganda in World War | are no less applicable to the intensified atrocity propaganda during
and after World War |Il. See Albert Heflwig, Psychologie und Vernehumugstechnik bei
Tatbestandsermittlungen p. 88f. Likewise instructive on this point is Baron Arthur Ponsonby's
Falsehood in Wartime.
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Most “witnesses” to the alleged “gassing of the Jews” have failed, by the way, to
provide a convincing explanation of how or why their own lives were spared.

Post-War Legal Proceedings

Since most people place a great deal of trust in judicial decisions, the
various post-war trials of so-called “nazi” war criminals played an important
role in the establishment and consolidation of the extermination legend.
Beginning with the Nuremberg trials of the Allies, judicial and quasi-judicial
proceedings have been used to give a semblance of plausibility to the six
million legend. All the courts had to do, it seems, was note in their decisions
that the “extermination of the Jews” is an “established fact.”

Nevertheless, the various “war crimes trials” conducted by the victorious
Allies failed to accomplish the purposes for which they were designed. In
Germany, as elsewhere, they were unpopular from the start, and their
“findings” continue to meet with doubt.ss That helps explain why the name
Auschwitz was virtually unknown to the average citizen until well into the
1950's, even though the International Military Tribunal had represented
Auschwitz as the site of millions of murders, largely on the basis of the Hoss
affidavit, which was undoubtedly the product of coercion.ss
[23]

After the propaganda campaign to make Auschwitz the focal point of the
extermination legend began, it must have seemed advisable to get a German
court to echo this allegation. Hence the grotesque proceedings against Mulka et
al. before the Frankfurt Assize Court, which have entered the history of
jurisprudence under the heading of the “Auschwitz Trial.” This trial, which
received extraordinary attention in the mass media, has influenced the
historical consciousness of a great many people, especially in Germany. There
can be no doubt that it not only strengthened the belief of those who were
already convinced that Auschwitz was the centre of the extermination of the
Jews, but also persuaded a wider range of people that there might be some
truth to this allegation, even, as mentioned above, elements on the so-called
right-wing.

Although the Auschwitz mythologists constantly invoke the various
Nuremberg trials, as well as the Frankfurt Auschwitz Trial, as proof that
Auschwitz-Birkenau was a “death factory” they do not merit any special
consideration within the framework of this study. The findings of these trials
are based on documents and witness testimony found in the literature on the
camp, and will be discussed in that context. It goes without saying that a legal
proceeding, even one concerned with events in recent history, is only worth as
much as the documents and testimony on which its findings are based. As
Rassinier has noted, not a single document has been presented, either at the
Nuremberg trials or in the concentration camp literature, that substantiates the
allegation that “gas chambers” were installed in German concentration camps,

55 Maurer in Mensch und Mal3 (No. 16 of 1977), pp. 725ff.; Richard Harwood Nuremberg
and Other War Crimes Trials. Particularly thorough criticism from a contemporary viewpoint is
contained in the collection Sieger-Tribunal, Niirnberg 1945-46, published as the July-August 1976
issue of Nation Europa.

56 On this see pp. 134ff. For a penetrating analysis of the Hoéss affidavit (Nuremberg
Document 3868-PS, IMT vol. XXXIII, pp. 275-279), see Butz, op. cit., pp. 103ff.
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on orders from the Reich Government, for the purpose of mass extermination
of Jews.s” In this regard, the Auschwitz Trial changed nothing.

Even so, | think it appropriate to devote a chapter to the Auschwitz
Trial, because quite a few people believe that its findings have especially great
“probative value.” | also think this costly trial is the best possible illustration of
the fact that penal trials are unsuited for the clarification of historical issues —
indeed, that they hinder, rather than promote, the search for historical truth.

57 Rassinier, Die Liige des Odysseus, p. 20.
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Chapter Two

Contemporaneous Documents

As we make a detailed examination of documents of the most diverse
kinds from the period of the Third Reich we shall see that the Auschwitz
mythologists are able to draw from them the conclusions they desire —if
indeed at all— only by resorting to forced logic, conjecture, and the creation of
fictive, or at least dubious, associations. That is to say, there are gaps in the
chain of “proof” and the individual pieces of circumstantial evidence are far
from unambiguous.ss

Such argumentation is no more acceptable to the historian than it is to
the jurist. With reference to the question of whether Hitler “knew” about the
“gassing” of the Jews, the distinguished British historian David Irving has
stated, in no uncertain terms, that none of the available documents contains
any solid information, and historians cannot go by speculation alone.s®

Only in a very few contemporaneous “eyewitness accounts” is it
expressly claimed that “gas chambers” existed at Birkenau. These reports,
however, are so questionable and contradictory that after the war one hardly
ever dared invoke them as proof, or quoted them only in part.

In the following chapter, | shall deal with the contemporaneous
documents according to subject matter as well as importance.

Basic Documents from German Official Records

The “Géring Decree”

In nearly all the historical accounts of the “extermination of the Jews” a
directive Reichsmarschall Goring issued to SS-Gruppenfuhrer Reinhard
Heydrich, head of the Security Service and the Secret Police Service, on July 31,

58 An instructive example of this method of writing history has been given us by Professor
Walter Hofer with his book Der Nationalsozialismus-Dokumente 1933-1945, which was promoted to
bestseller status. The title masquerades as a collection of authentic documents, though this is not
the ease. Besides the appendix, which contains selected documents of little informative value, the
book contains an extensive text which makes the case desired by the re-educators. The impression
is clearly created that the argument of the text has been proven beyond doubt by the documents,
of which some are cited only in excerpts. Aside from the fact that some of the documents must be
designated as inauthentic or forged, the critical reader will be able to recognize that even those
which are genuine do not establish Hofer's case. In regard to the various facts of the Auschwitz
legend, Butz points out that these facts leave room for a dual interpretation. He states that it was a
necessity for the creators of the legend to incorporate such ambiguous facts into their history of
annihilation, because a hoax of this dimension, if it is to be believable at all, can not be false in
every particular. This kind of proof of course is not always convincing- in any case not on its own.

59 See Irving, op. cit., pp. 269-271.
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1941, is cited as a fundamental document. It supposedly aims at consolidating
and co-ordinating “extermination actions” planned earlier and already partially
executed. As executed. As a [26] rule, the great “extermination action” that
allegedly culminated in the Auschwitz “death camp” is dated from the time of
this “decree.” The document, placed in evidence at the Nuremberg IMT trial
(Nuremberg Document 710-PS), reads as follows:

Der Reichsmarschall des GrossdeutscheSS
Reiches

Beauftragter fur den Vierjahresplan Vorsitzender
des Ministerrats fur die Reichsverteidigung

An den

Chef der Sicherheitspolizei und des SD
SS-Gruppenfuhrer Heydrich

Berlin, den 31.7.1941 [TB]

In Ergdnzung der lhnen bereits mit Erlass vom 24.1.39 Ubertragenen Aufgabe, die
Judenfrage in Form der Auswanderung oder Evakuierung einer den Zeitverhaltnissen
entsprechend moglichst gunstigen LOsung zuzufuhren, beauftrage ich Sie hiermit, alle
erforderlichen Vorbereitungen in organisatorischer, sachlicher und materieller Hinsicht zu
treffen fur eine Gesamtlosung der Judenfrage im deutschen Einflussgebiet in Europa.

Soferne hierbei die Zustandigkeiten anderer Zentralinstanzen beruhrt werden, sind
diese zu beteiligen.

Ich beauftrage Sie weiter, mir in Balde einen Gesamtentwurf Uber die
organisatorischen, sachlichen und materiellen Vorausmassnahmen zur Durchfiihrung der
angestrebten Endlésung der Judenfrage vorzulegen.

Goring

Supplementary to the task that was entrusted to you in the decree dated 24 January
1939, namely to solve the Jewish question by emigration and evacuation in a way which is
most favourable in connection with the conditions prevailing at the time, | herewith
commission you to carry out all preparations with regard to organizational, factual, and
financial viewpoints for a total solution of the Jewish question in those territories in Europe
under German influence.

If the competency of other central organizations is touched in this connection, these
organizations are to participate.

| further commission you to submit to me as soon as possible a comprehensive
proposal showing the organizational, factual, and material measures already taken for the
intended final solution of the Jewish question.®°

For the glib Nuremberg prosecutor Robert M.W. Kempner it was a
foregone conclusion that: “Thereby Heydrich and his henchmen were officially
entrusted with the administration of murder.”s:

To the unbiased reader of the document this remark is simply
astonishing. Nothing in the “Goring Decree” has any direct bearing on a
“murder plan.” From the wording it is obvious that this order concerns
measures for evacuating or promoting the emigration of Jews out of the
German sphere of influence in Europe, not physically exterminating them. The
document takes on the latter meaning only when the expression “final
solution” is given the forced interpretation treatment, as almost invariably

80 Nuremberg document NG-2586/PS-710 (compare IMT vol. IX, pp. 575ff. and vol. XXVI,
pp. 266-267). The document is quoted here according to Krausnick's expert testimony in the
Auschwitz trial (Anatomie des SS-Staates, vol. 11, p. 372). In Reimund Schnabel's document
collection, Macht ohne Moral, this decree is printed as Document 175, (p. 496); there, however, it
bears the date “8.7.1941.” The date “31.7.1941” is in accord with the statements in the IMT
proceedings.

61 Kempner, op. cit., p. 98.
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happens.©2 To give but an one example, Andreas Hillgruber, in his essay “Die
Endlésung und das deutsche Ostimperium” [27] (“The Final Solution and the
German Eastern Imperium”), published in the Vierteljahreshefte fur
Zeitgeschichte in 1972, goes so far as to designates the “Final Solution” by
which he means, of course, the “extermination of Jews” as the cornerstone of
the racial-ideological program of National Socialism.s2 None of those who
attribute this meaning to “Final Solution” have taken the trouble to ascertain
when, where, and, most importantly, by whom it was attached to the term. In
the literature on our topic, Heydrich's long involvement with organizing the
emigration of Jews from Reich territory (a project for which the agency headed
by SS-Obersturmbannfuhrer Eichmann, Bureau IV B 4 of the Reich Security
Main Office [RSHA], had primary responsibility), is conveniently viewed as
preparation for his later assignment of “exterminating the Jews.”s* Any other
possible correlations between the “Géring Decree” and Heydrich's previous
tasks are studiously ignored. Sometimes it is even claimed that the “Final
Solution” went back to an order Hitler gave Himmler, and was already in
progress. According to this theory, the “Géring Decree” was a “mere formality”
simply granting Heydrich the authority to “engage other State agencies” in the
“Final Solution.”ss

Here we have quite a good example of the reckless speculation that
attends so many discussions of this subject. An “order” Hitler may never have
given —that he did so has yet to be proved— is combined with the arbitrary
definition of the term “final solution” to create the impression that Goéring's
rather commonplace directive is evidence of a scheme to murder the Jews. How
Goring, in particular, came to transmit to Heydrich an order Hitler supposedly
gave Himmler (Heydrich's immediate superior), providing to some extent the
modus operandi for its execution, is a secret known only to these artificers of
explication.

Evidently Robert H. Jackson, the American Chief Prosecutor at the
Nuremberg IMT trial, was not quite satisfied with the document in its original
form. At any rate, he introduced a retroversion of the English translation that
had already been submitted by the prosecution in which, among other things,
the term “total solution” (“Gesamtldésung”), in the first paragraph of the
original text, was changed to “final solution” (“Endlésung”), presumably so that
the document would fit in better with the charges in the indictment. Goring
energetically and successfully contested this attempt at falsification.ss Ever
since, only the text of the “decree” he acknowledged (the version that appears
above) has been cited.

62 See for example Kempner, ibid., p. 5; Scheffler, Judenverfolgung im Dritten Reich, p. 36;
Hannah Arendt, Eichmann in Jerusalem, pp. 112ff. Naturally the term “Endlésung” was also used in
this sense in Attorney General Hausner's bill of indictment in the Jerusalem Eichmann trial
(Servatius, Adolf Eichmann, p. 7); the court followed this concept in this trial. There has never been
a single court proceeding during the post-war period, neither in foreign, nor in German courts, in
which the concept of the Final Solution hasn’t been understood in this sense from the outset,
without any further investigation.

83 Hillgruber, op. cit., pp. 133ff.

64 See for example Reinhard Henkys, Die nationalsozialistischen Gewaltverbrechen, p. 127

85 Buchheim in Anatomie des SS-Staates, vol. 1, p. 81; Krausnick, vol. I, p. 372. Also Adler,
Der verwaltete Mensch, pp. 84ff.

86 IMT, vol. IX, p. 575. The exchange between Goring and Jackson can also be found in
Hartle: Freispruch fiir Deutschland, pp. 170ff.
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The real reason for the issuing of this directive is to be found, simply
and indubitably, in the first sentence, where it is stated that the Reich
Government's policy of deporting or promoting the emigration of Jews, which
until then directly involved only Jews in Germany, would be extended to
include all Jews residing in the German sphere of influence. Considering that
the German sphere of influence had recently been ex[28]panded, the measures
previously applied to Jews in the Reich could be regarded only as a “partial
solution” to the Jewish question. Thus it was quite appropriate to refer to their
application to Jews in the occupied territories as a “total solution.” Something
that doubtless played an important role in this policy was the fact that the Jews
in the lands occupied by the German armed forces in 1940-41 represented a
security risk not to be taken lightly, especially in view of the countless threats,
provocations, and incitements against the Reich then emanating from various
leaders of international Jewry.s” This state of affairs must have suggested the
necessity of evacuating all Jews from German-occupied territory in Europe, so
far as their removal was not possible through emigration.

Heydrich's assignment was simply to extend to other parts of Europe the
policy of emigration and evacuation already in effect in the Reich.ss In this
respect, the “Géring Decree” brought nothing new, except that it empowered
Heydrich to enlist the participation of other governmental agencies in applying
these measures, if their “competency” were “touched in this connection.”s°

Although Heydrich was basically to continue a pre-existing policy
(“namely to solve the Jewish question by emigration and evacuation”), he
clearly had to take into account certain objective changes in the preconditions
and possibilities for it. The outbreak of war narrowly delimited the policy of
emigration, which had been the solution of first choice. Even before, however,
the countries to which it was thought the Jews might emigrate proved
increasingly reluctant to admit them. This fact was illustrated by the
“[PRUS5]Evian Conference” of July 1938. Each of the states participating in this
conference brought forth reasons why it no longer could or would take in
Jews.® Nevertheless, the emigration policy was pursued —even during the
war— until all the possibilities were exhausted, as the Jewish authoress Hannah
Arendt had to admit. It was only in the autumn of 1941 that Himmler
prohibited all further emigration of Jews, though numerous dispensations
appear to have been granted.» According to Jirgen Rohwer, even as late as
1944 several shiploads of Jewish émigrés left Rumania via the Black Sea under
protection of the German Navy.2 All this contradicts the extermination claim.

87 The Jewish agitation against the Reich started before Hitler came to power, increased
after 1933, and continued all the way through the war. See Heinz Roth, Was hdétten wir Védter wissen
mussen?, part 2, pp. 52~ff. and p. 113; Hartle, Freispruch fir Deutschland, pp. 244ff.

68 See regarding this: Scheidl, Geschichteder Verfemung Deutschland, vol.5, pp.23ff., and
Hartle, Freispruch fir Deutschland, pp. 144ff.

%9 Even Uwe Dietrich Adam, who has likewise fallen for the Final Solution legend, evaluates
the decree in the same sense in Judenpolitik im 3. Reich, pp. 308-309. Adler describes this attempt
at objectivity, remarkable in the literature of “coming to terms with the past,” as being a little
naive, of course, in Der verwaltete Mensch, preface, p. xxvii. He himself was not able to oppose to
this anything but hazy formulations which lacked any foundation.

70 Aretz, op. cit., p. 138; Instauration, Nov. 1977.

7t Hannah Arendt, p. 67; Krausnick, Anatomie des SS-Staates, vol. 2, p. 373.

72 Jurgen Rohwer, Die Versenkung der jldischen Flichtlingstransporter Struma und
Mefkure im Schwarzen Meer (Februar 1942, August 1942). See also Hartle, Freispruch fir
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Every Jewish émigré is living proof that the physical destruction of the Jewish
people was not the aim of the Reich Government.

Besides emigration, the settlement of all Jews in some out of the way
place was considered a possible solution, even before the war, and not just by
the German Government. The term “evacuation” was applied to this plan, too.
On a practical level, the German Government first contemplated, in or about
1938, the island of Madagascar as a settlers colony for the Jews. Here Germany
was in accord with the initial plan for the establishment of a Jewish
“homeland” put forth by the founder of the Zionist movement, Theodor Herzl.”
The Madagascar Plan, which the [29] proponents of the extermination thesis
seem to have great difficulty in bringing themselves to mention, and seldom
take seriously, did not appear within the realm of possibility until the defeat of
France in 1940, since Madagascar was a French colony.” There were repeated
discussions on this proposal between Germany and France, but the Madagascar
plan ultimately fell through, owing to the resistance of the Vichy Government.

On the other hand, the recently annexed territories in Eastern Europe
afforded new opportunities for the evacuation of the Jews from the West, and
this development is something Goring may also have had in mind when he
issued his “decree.” If so, that would explain why he directed Heydrich to
submit a “draft showing the organizational, factual, and financial measures
already taken for the execution of the intended final solution of the Jewish
question.””s

One must not forget that to the National Socialists the term “Final
Solution” had always meant colonization and isolation of the Jews in one
particular territory. As early as 1933, the well-known political scientist Dr.
Johann von Leers wrote, in his book 14 Jahre Judenrepublik (“Fourteen Years

of the Jewish Republic”):

For all its radicalism, our struggle against Jewry has never aimed at the destruction
of the Jewish people, but rather at the protection of the German people. We have every
reason to wish the Jewish people success in an honorable national development in a land of
their own, so long as they lack the will or the opportunity to interfere ever again with
Germany's national development. Hostility to Jews for its own sake is stupid and, in the last
analysis, barbaric. Our opposition to the Jews is based upon the desire to rescue our own
people from spiritual, economic, and political enslavement to Jewry. The basic idea of
Zionism, to organize the Jewish people as a nation among nations in a land of their own, is —
provided no ambitions of world-domination are involved— healthy and justified. Instead of
fruitlessly shoving the Jewish problem on each other, century after century, it would

Deutschland, pp. 162-163. The immigration policy of the government of the Reich is extensively
described by Scheidl in Geschichte der Verfemung Deutschlands, vol. 5, pp. 23ff. Compare also
Roth, Was hatten wir Védter wissen miissen?, part 2, pp. 138ff. Rassinier proved with the help of the
Report of the Committee to Save the Hungarian Jews, by Dr. Resz6 Kasztner (the so-called Kasztner
Report) that Jewish immigration had been encouraged by German agencies throughout the war
(Was nun, Odysseus?, pp. 84ff.). Training camps were even established to teach agriculture and
handicrafts to those Jews who declared themselves willing to immigrate to Palestine (Scheidl, op.
cit., p. 28).

78 Harwood, Six Million?, pp. 5-6; Hartle, Freispruch fiir Deutschland, p. 165; Aretz, op. cit.,
p. 150. Concerning the development of the Madagascar plan, see also Scheidl, Geschichte der
Verfemung Deutschlands, vol. 5, pp. 31ff. The existence of the Madagascar plan is, by the way,
undisputed. Even before the German government’s efforts, the Polish and French governments had
considered a similar plan. Compare also Reitlinger, op. cit., pp. 86ff.

74 Thus, for example, Kempner in Eichmann, p. 107, attempts, without convincing
evidence, to dismiss it as an “alibi.”

75 Harwood, Six Million? p. 5.
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behoove the European nations to rid themselves of Jewry, once and for all, by organizing the
settlement of the Jews in an adequate and wholesome extraEuropean colonial territory.®

That is how a prominent National Socialist viewed the Jewish question.
No one can claim that his statements contain the slightest hint of an embryonic
plan to exterminate the Jews. The promotion of the Madagascar Plan, before
and even during the first years of the war, proves that von Leer's conception of
the solution to the Jewish problem simply reflected the policy of the German
Government. All the many attempts to show that the Madagascar Plan was
never given serious consideration have no basis in fact.

Even Heydrich, who is constantly represented as a particularly
uncompromising advocate of “exterminating the Jews” was quite obviously
interested in a “territorial solution.” From a letter dated June 24, 1940, in
which he requests Foreign Secretary Ribbentrop to take part in forthcoming
discussions on the final solution of the Jewish question, his views on the matter
are clear:

[30]

Das Gesamtproblem —es handelt sich bereits um rund 3,25 Millionen Juden in den
heute deutscher Hoheitsgewalt unterstehenden Gebieten - kann durch Auswanderung nicht
mehr geldst werden; eine territoriale Endlésung wird daher notwendig.

The very size of the problem —and we have to consider that there are about three

and a quarter million Jews in the territories now under German control- means that some
territorial solution will have to be found.””

And Himmler, in a memorandum accompanying a policy report to

Hitler, probably from around May 1940, stated:
Den Begriff Juden hoffe ich durch die Moéglichkeit einer grossen Auswanderung
samtlicher Juden nach Afrika oder sonst in eine Kolonie vdllig ausléschen zu sehen.
The possibility of a large-scale emigration of the whole Jewish People to Africa or
some other colony leads me to hope that we may have found a way of loosening the grip of
the Jews once and for all.”®

It is worth noting, by the way, that in the same document Himmler
expressly rejects “from inner conviction” the idea of physically exterminating a
people as “un-Germanic and impossible” (“aus innerer Uberzeugung als
ungermanisch und unmaoglich”). Hitler found this report to be “very good and
correct” (“sehr gut und richtig”). He is also supposed to have stated at the
time that he intended to “evacuate all Jews from Europe” (“samtliche Juden aus
Europa zu evakuieren”)..c According to Hitlers Tischgesprédche (“Hitler's Table
Talk™), a volume of selections from stenographic records of Hitler's private
conversations, edited by one of the stenographers, Dr. Henry Picker, the
accuracy and authenticity of which no one has ever disputed, Hitler declared,

76 Johann von Leers, 14 Jahre Judenrepublik, vol. Il (Berfin 1933), p. 126. According to the
program of the NSDAP, National Socialist anti-semitism was geared to the separation of the races
and not toward a physical annihilation of the Jews. See Sindermann, Das Dritte Reich, p. 212.

77 Evidence document number 464 of the Jerusalem Eichmann Trial, here quoted from
Krausnick, Anatomie des SS-Staates, vol. 2, p. 355. Adler (op. cit., preface, p. XXVIII) sees in this of
course only an example of “Sprachregelung” (“Sprachregelung” refers to the “conventions of
speech” that Exterminationists allege were employed by German bureaucrats to veil their supposed
crimes- Trans.). Nevertheless, the term “Territoriale Endlésung” (territorial final solution) can
scarcely be understood semantically and with regard to the German government’s handling of the
Jewish problem in any other sense than a resettlement of the Jews into a definite territory.

78 Vierteljahreshefte fir Zeitgeschichte, 1957,p. 197.

79 Vierteljahreshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte, 1957, p. 194; compare also Reitlinger, op. cit. p.
41.

80 Krausnick, Anatomie des SS-Staates, vol. 2, p. 356.
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on July 24, 1942, that the evacuation of the Jews was among his plans for the
post-war era.st

If nothing else, Heydrich's statement proves that the term “Final
Solution” was indeed used in connection with the plan of removing the Jews to
a territory where they could live as a separate community in their own state.
But all the remarks by leading National Socialists quoted above show this is
how they really viewed the “Final Solution to the Jewish Question.” Utterances
of equal clarity in which the term “Final Solution” points, either directly or
even indirectly, to the “extermination of the Jews” simply do not exist. The
plan of the National Socialist authorities generally corresponded to the Zionists'
demand for their own Jewish state, the main difference being that Zionist
aspirations focused exclusively on Palestine.

Furthermore, the term “Final Solution” was used in this sense in an
official document even after the so-called Wannsee Conference, at which —so
the story goes— it was decided to “exterminate” the Jews and details of that
project were worked out. On February 10, 1942, Franz Rademacher, head of
Department “Deutschland 111" of the Foreign Office (the bureaucratic liaison
between the Foreign Office and the SS), [31] issued a directive on the “Final
Solution” of which the part that interests us here reads as follows:

Der Krieg gegen die Sowjetunion hat inzwischen die Méglichkeit gegeben, andere
Territorien fur die Endlésung zur Verfiugung zu stellen. Demgemass hat der Fuhrer
entschieden, dass die Juden nicht nach Madagaskar, sondern nach dem Osten abgeschoben
werden sollen. Madagaskar braucht mithin nicht mehr fir die Endlésung vorgesehen zu
werden.

The war with the Soviet Union has in the meantime created the possibility of
disposing of other territories for the Final Solution. In consequence the Fuhrer has decided
that the Jews should be evacuated not to Madagascar, but to the East. Madagascar need no
longer therefore be considered in connection with the Final Solution.®?

]It is evident that in this context, too, the term “Final Solution” can only
mean the resettlement and segregation of the Jews in a distinct territory.
Whenever you find some scribbler claiming this policy was a “cloak to hide the
real plans for the Final Solution” —to use Reitlinger's phrase— you may be sure
he is uniformly biased.=

In view of all these facts, not to mention the unambiguous wording of
the document, the “Goéring Decree” cannot be said to contain the slightest

indication that Heydrich was being “officially entrusted with the administration

81 Henry Picker, Hitters Tischgesprache, p. 471. See also Scheidl, Geschichte de Verfemung
Deutschlands, vol. 5, pp. 32-33.

82 Nuremberg Document NG-3933, Wilhelmstrasse Trial, here quoted after Reitlinger, op.
cit., p. 89. See also Harwood, Six Million?, p. 5.

8 One of the judges in the Wilhelmstrasse Trial, Leon W. Powers, is supposed to have
voiced in his dissenting opinion, as Helmut Sindermann reports (Deutsche Notizen, pp. 353-354,
footnote), the following interpretation, regarding the term “Endlésung. “... [the] fact is, that after
the first measures against the Jews were started, the expression “Endlésung” became common. In
the initial stages “Endlésung”meant forced emigration. For a time, this word meant deporting the
jews to Madagascar. As a result of the Wannsee Conference, “Endlésung” came to mean deportation
to a work camp in the East. Except for a very few initiators, it never meant extermination...”

The opinion of Judge Powers was, considering the situation at the time, and in the face of
world opinion, remarkably brave. The final sentence and the judge's following remarks, that
extermination had been carried out in the highest secrecy, and that not more than a hundred
persons had been informed about the whole affair, was probably a necessary concession to the
Zeitgeist. Powers passed judgement on this point, as Sindermann (op. cit)) remarked, without
probative evidence. The hypothesis that not more than a hundred persons were involved in
exterminations of such enormous extent seems almost absurd.
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of murder” as the Jewish-American Nuremberg prosecutor Kempner so
melodramatically put it. The obvious purpose of the “decree” was to
consolidate and extend throughout the whole German sphere of influence in
Europe the pre-existing policy of “forcing out” Jewry by means of emigration
and deportation. To that end, Heydrich was ordered to submit a plan outlining
preliminary measures for accomplishing the “Final Solution to the Jewish
Question” which was still conceived as resettlement of the Jews in a territory of
their own —something on the order of Theodor Herzl's Judenstaat not as the
physical extermination of the Jewish people, that recurrent but undocumented
and indemonstrable allegation.

In passing, be it noted the claim that the “nazis exterminated 6,000,000
Jews” is nonsensical simply because the Reich Government never had even a
remote possibility of doing so. At the beginning of the war, the world Jewish
population amounted to 16,000,000.5¢+ Of that the number of Jews living in
areas under German control at the time of its greatest extent was —as Richard
Harwood has shown— no more than 3,000,000.5 Significantly, the New York
Jewish paper Aufbau reported, in its issue of June 30, 1965, that the Bonn
Government had already received 3,375,000 applications for “restitution.”ss
Any commentary would be superfluous.

The “Wannsee Protocol”

Leaving aside the “Goéring Decree” the “key document” for the
extermination thesis is the alleged record of discussions said to have been [32]
held on January 20, 1942 at the offices of the German section of Interpol (No.
56/58 Gross Wannsee Road, Berlin), under the chairmanship of Heydrich.
Among the participants reportedly were a number of ministerial and other
high-ranking officials whose administrative “competency” was “touched” by
the projected “total solution of the Jewish question in Europe.” The “minutes”
of this conference, usually designated the “Wannsee Protocol” were presented
in evidence by Chief Prosecutor Robert M.W. Kempner at the NMT
“Wilhelmstrasse Trial” (Case XI; U.S. vs Weizsaecker) as document NG-2586.

Given the importance generally attributed to the “Wannsee Protocol” |
thought it necessary to reproduce the entire document here, despite its length,
so that each line may be studied in its proper context (see Appendices | and
I1).e7 The version of the “Wannsee Protocol” we shall be discussing is the
“facsimile” that appears in Kempner's book Eichmann und Komplizen.ss

84 Aretz, op. cit., p. 25. In all probability the number was even higher, because Rassinier
points out (Das Drama der Juden Europas, pp. 145, 146) the Jewish population of the world
reached 15.8 million by the year 1932, according to the statements of the distinguished jewish
statistician Dr. Arthur Ruppin.

85 Harwood, Six Million?, p. 6. Regarding the absurdity of the extermination thesis see also
Scheidl, op. cit., vol. 5, pp. 21f.

8 Harwood, Six Million?, p. 28, last paragraph. See also Hartle in Das Freie Forum, edition
4/1975, p. 4.

87 The document is quoted here from a facsimile reproduced in Kempner's book Eichmann
und Komplizen (pp. 133f0. It can be found in its entirety also in Schnabel (Macht ohne Moral, pp.
496ff., Document 176). Elsewhere it is, as far as | can determine, only cited in excerpts.

88 Adler presents yet another document, the protocol of a conference at the Prague castle
on the 10th of October, 1941. Heydrich, Karl Hermann Frank, Eichmann, Gunther, and four other
National Socialist functionaries are supposed to have taken part in this. (Adler, Der verwaltete
Mensch, pp. 87-88). It probably was a preliminary meeting to the Wannsee Conference. There is no
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First of all, it should be noted that these “minutes” are not a protocol in
the true sense of the word. According to the Institut fur Zeitgeschichte, they
must actually be notes made after the conference by Eichmann and his
colleague Rolf Gunther.se It is rather peculiar that even the more scholarly
members of the Institut fur Zeitgeschichte use the term “protocol”.® For this
designation is usually thought to apply only to minutes recorded during a
particular session of a trial, hearing, conference, etc., which the responsible
participants guarantee to be a true and accurate report by their signature. Only
such a protocol can be considered a more or less valid record of the
proceeding. Jottings from memory —known in German officials as
“Aktenvermerke” (“notes for the files”)— may, on the other hand, be
designated “Erinnerungsniederschriften” (“aide-mémoire” or “memoranda”).
To these one assigns very little probative value, since there is always a
possibility of lapses of memory on the part of the writer. As a rule, they have
the force of proof only when combined with other circumstantial evidence.

There can be little doubt that this aide-mémoire has been described as a
“protocol” in order to create the impression that the information it contains
about the subject and conclusions of the Wannsee Conference is trustworthy in
every respect. At any rate, its authenticity and accuracy were simply taken for
granted in the “Wilhelmstrasse Trial” and the proponents of the extermination
theory have adhered to that assumption ever since. Yet it is questionable that
the document, in its present form, was prepared by Eichmann or any other
participant in the conference, whether it is in fact genuine. Even the format of
the document gives rise to suspicions about its authenticity.

As Professor Rassinier has noted, the “Wannsee Protocol” bears no
official imprint, no date, no signature, and was written with an ordinary
typewriter on small sheets of paper.et This latter fact cannot, of course, be
readily gathered from the “facsimile” in Kempner's book (The original [33] is
not available for examination). What strikes one first about the document, as
reproduced there, is indeed that it does not bear the name of an agency, nor
the serial number under which an official record of the proceedings may have
been kept by the agency that initiated them. That is totally out of keeping with
official usage, and is all the more incomprehensible because it is stamped
“Geheime Reichssache” (“Top Secret”). One can only say that any “official
record” of governmental business without a file number or even administrative
identification —especially a document classified “Top Secret”— must be
regarded with the utmost skepticism. Kempner's “facsimile” of the “Wannsee
Protocol” does bear the designation “D. Ill. 29. g. Rs” on the first page, which
may be taken as some kind of official record number. However, the German
bureaucracy did not normally classify documents in that way.

All these oddities should be enough to arouse suspicion that the
“Wannsee Protocol” is a forgery —especially since there are numerous relevant

word of a plan for the extermination of Jews, which doesn’t prevent Adler from linking this
preliminary meeting to his allegations.

8 Compare with Rothe's citation (Die Endlésung der Judenfrage, pp. 194-195), in
communication from the Institut fir Zeitgeschichte (January 8, 1974).

% For example Krausnick, in Anatomie des SS-Staates, vol. 2, p. 392.

91 Was ist Wahrheit?, pp. 91-92.
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examples of such fabrications.e2 Nevertheless, it does not appear that any of the
“court historians” have bothered to check the authenticity of the document, or
perhaps have even seen the original. In any case, when Heinrich Hartle raised
this question at a historians conference held on the 30th anniversary of the
Nuremberg IMT trial, he received no answers.= It is worth noting that even in
his Auschwitz Trial deposition Helmut Krausnick cites merely a photocopy of
the “Wannsee Protocol” from the files of the Institut fur Zeitgeschichte.**

The “Wannsee Protocol” does not clearly outline an “extermination
plan.” Of course, the absence of any reference to such a plan in this document
has not stopped the proponents of the extermination thesis from citing it for
support. However, so many participants in the Wannsee Conference survived
the fall of the Third Reich that at first the extermination mythologists could not
risk making grossly false charges about the subject and outcome of the
conference. Hence they limited themselves to more or less vague statements
about “preparations” for an “extermination program.” Otherwise, the
document could not be reconciled with the testimony of the surviving
participants in the conference, who unanimously disputed the charge that it
was held to plan the “extermination of European Jewry.” The only discussion
they could recall concerned the deportation of Jews for a labour force in the
occupied Eastern territories. In his book Eichmann und Komplizen, Kempner
presents selected passages from transcripts of his interrogations of surviving
participants in the conference, and, of course, maintains that they “resorted to
denials” for “fear of being identified with the murder plan.”ss Certainly, that is
nothing more than an allegation, and he can “support” it only by going back to
the “Wannsee Protocol.” Just as telling as this begging of the question are the
low and brutal methods of intimidation that Kempner —a former Prussian
senior civil servant— employed in his [34] interrogations of these and other
Reich officials. Even the interrogation transcripts he quotes —which he has, no
doubt, “doctored”— testify to those methods. Yet he failed to induce any of the
surviving participants in the Wannsee Conference to serve as a key witness for
the prosecution.

The very fact that the “Wannsee Protocol” does not clearly outline an
“extermination plan” speaks against the theory that it is entirely a forgery. Also
opposing the total forgery hypothesis is the fact that the particulars of the
document are es