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Challenging the Holocaust Taboo Since 1990

Mark Weber Must Resign from
the Institute for Historical Review

ark Weber must resign

from the Institute for
Historical Review, remaining free
to establish, if he wishes, a body
for the struggle against what he
calls “the Jewish-Zionist power.”
He has, in effect, recently an-
nounced in a veiled way his aban-
donment, if not of revisionism,
then at least of the revisionist fight.
He therefore no longer belongs at
the head of an institute whose main
job is to combat what Arthur R.
Butz so rightly calls The Hoax of
the Twentieth Century. Weber
knows that there’s sometimes not
too much danger in speaking out
against the “Jewish-Zionist
power.” Even some Jews and Zi-
onists at times attack that power as
well. On the other hand, he is also
fully aware that it’s always highly
dangerous to commit the least
transgression against the Jews’ and
Zionists’ sacred cow, their su-
preme taboo, i.e. their secular re-
ligion of “the Holocaust,” and this
is a risk he no longer wants to run.
The text he entitled “How
Relevant is Holocaust Revision-
ism?” (http://www.ihr.org/weber_-

By Robert Faurisson

revisionism_jan09.html) bears the
date “January 2009,” with no fur-
ther precision, but | suppose he
finished it in late December 2008.
He was stirred to write it by the
ever more pressing requests 1’d

Robert Faurisson

had to make, over quite a num-
ber of years, of the IHR’s director
in order to know finally whether or
not he believed in the “Jewish
genocide” and the “Nazi gas
chambers.” My first request for

enlightenment goes back to April
20, 1993 (1), and the last two date
from September 16 and December
2, 2008.

To relate just the final one of

these, it carried the following two
questions: 1) Do you believe that
the Germans decided and
planned a physical destruction of
the Jews of Europe? (“the spe-
cific crime”); 2) Do you believe
in the existence and use by the
Germans of homicidal gas
chambers or gas vans? (“the
specific weapons of the specific
crime”).
For fifteen years, instead of an-
swering me frankly, Weber had
piled up equivocations and eva-
sions. | suppose that, on receiving
my request of December 2, 2008,
he sensed that my patience had run
out and that | was about to make
public this stubborn refusal of his
to give any clarification. He there-
fore had to seize the initiative and
explain himself publicly on the
guestion of revisionism.

That’s what he attempts to do

Continued on page 5
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LETTERS

Joseph Heaney

He theme of this letter may

sound unduly morbid. To
some it may sound perverse. But it
may be that in the coming months
Bishop Williamson will be in the
media eye again. He has the poten-
tial to advance the revisionist
cause, though not, | would imag-
ine, to the point of absolute vic-
tory. He is at present a thorn in the
side of the Holocaust Industry. The
"industry" has one fallback strat-
egy to protect its precious ideo-
logical golden calf/sacred cow. It
can organize a fatal "accident" or
"suicide" for the trouble maker.

Take a number of people who
posed a threat in the past. Francois
Duprat was a French right-wing
nationalist. He was also an enthu-
siastic Holocaust revisionist. In
1978 a bomb under his car took his
life and smashed the legs of his
wife for the rest of her life.

Take Primo Levi. Levi, an Ital-
ian Jew, wrote accounts of Ausch-
witz based on his own experiences
and based on what has become the
standard narrative of what went on
in the camp during the Nazi era.
We have no reason to believe Levi
was deliberately and intentionally
dishonest. Levi was a chemist by
profession and was gifted as a
writer. He wrote a number of noted
books based on the theme of the
Holocaust, including The Drowned
and the Saved. He was known to
suffer from bouts of depression.

His life ended when he fell
down a stairwell outside his
apartment in what was explained
as suicide. However, Levi had
called for debate with revisionists.
Effectively, he had called for revi-
sionists to be treated with basic
intellectual and moral respect. To

knock someone over the head and
throw him from a height is stan-
dard practice for assassination at
the hands of the intelligence com-
munity. The fatal blow can be as-
cribed to the fall. The fatality will
be reported as due to misadventure
or suicide. That this is what hap-
pened to Levi is at least an argu-
able possibility.

Hermann Goering claimed that
the first he had heard of a Nazi
extermination program was at the
Nuremberg court process itself.
Soon he was found to have in-
gested a cyanide capsule. Conven-
iently, the fatal capsule made its
way into his prison cell despite the
blanket security of an international
show trial.

Richard Baer was commander
of Auschwitz from 25 Nov 1943 to
25 Jan 1944. Arrested in October
1960 his trial would be postponed
by the authorities of the Federal
Republic of Germany 5 times. He
died in apparent perfect health in
prison in 1963 before the trial had
begun. He had insisted that while
he governed Auschwitz he saw no
gas chambers nor believed such
things existed. His sudden demise
was thought of as especially
strange.

The English scientist who had
inside information on the reality
behind the claims that Iraq pos-
sessed weapons of mass destruc-
tion and the means to deliver them
met a peculiar end. It was "sui-
cide,” the media said. Yet medical
opinion said the injuries on his
body would not ordinarily be fatal.
Dr David Kelly, though in the eye
of the media, met a most odd and
suspicious end.

Given how circumstances may
develop, Bishop Williamson
could possibly meet a similar
end. A distinguished Christian
clergyman who disputes the most

insisted-upon historical narrative
in contemporary society may be a
novelty to fear in some quarters.
Then again there is the possibility
Williamson will be consigned to
the most perfect anonymity, that he
will become, media-wise, an "un-
person,” utterly isolated and ig-
nored. However, a controversy
involving the personality of a
reigning Pope is not always easily
shut down and removed from the
public consciousness, even in our
media-manipulated world.

The darker possibility remains a—
possibility.

This possibility cannot be pre-
vented but it can be discouraged
and made much more unlikely to
happen by active anticipation. De-
pending on how the controversy
evolves it may be necessary to
write an article or articles and issue
press releases detailing in a sober
and sensitive way the danger |
have outlined. Were the feared
tragedy to happen, the anticipatory
material could be presented as cir-
cumstantial evidence for foul play.
Of course we are talking about
adding a layer of evidence
which by its nature must be weak.

However, it will have the po-
tential to provoke people to think
and to be suspicious. This is what
the "industry" wishes to discourage
people doing. The aim here would
be to maximize the level of poten-
tial suspicion and so discourage
recourse to such drastic action. In
other words, we attempt to maxi-
mize the chances such action
might backfire and so discourage
its occurrence.

What do you think?

(Well, 1 think the thesis not
probable, but then the belief in the
gas-chamber story itself is hardly
probable, and yet. . . )



On the Cherry Pink Discoloration of Livor Mortis in
Fatal Cases of Carbon Monoxide Poisoning:

hat is the physical ap-

pearance of victims of
fatal carbon monoxide poisoning?
This question has much bearing on
revisionist research, since it is al-
leged that at the four camps Bel-
zec, Sobibor, Treblinka and
Chelmno somewhere around 1.8
million Jews were murdered in gas
chambers and “gas vans” utilizing
the carbon monoxide of engine
exhaust fumes.

The research of revisionist and
engineer F.P. Berg has mainly fo-
cused on the allegations that diesel
engines (whose exhaust gas con-
tains only small amounts of carbon
monoxide) were used as murder
weapons, but Berg was also early
to point out (in “The Diesel Gas
Chambers: Myth Within a Myth,”
1983) that victims of carbon mon-
oxide (henceforth CO) poisoning
show a deep red or cherry pink
discoloration of the skin, in con-
trast to the claims of Kurt Gerstein,
who wrote in 1945 that the corpses
from the alleged gas chambers at
Belzec were “bluish.” In 2004 the
late Charles Provan published an
article (“The Blue Color of the
Jewish Victims at Belzec Death
Camp”) in which he attempted to
rationalize the witness statements
of Gerstein and others, stating that
the “bluish” color was a result of
cyanosis, and listing a number of
guotations from medical literature
indicating that cherry pink discol-
oration is rare and often absent in
cases of CO poisoning. Berg then
published an online rebuttal, “Blue

A Summary

By Thomas Kues

women on the beach,” in which he
thoroughly discussed the issue of
cyanosis, and also remarked that
the literature quoted by Provan
appears to deal mainly with cases
in which the victim was discovered
alive and received treatment. Anti-
revisionists are fond of quotes such
as “cherry-red discolouration in
CO poisoning is quite rare” (The
Lancet, vol. 352, p. 1154) and
“The classic ‘cherry-red” skin col-
oration is actually rare, and pa-
tients are more likely to appear
pale or cyanotic” (The Journal of
Emergency Medicine, Vol. 1,
1984) but tend to steer away from
such revealing statements as: “the
cherry-pink colour that is de-
scribed to be a classical feature of
CO poisoning, but rarely seen in
living patients” (Medicine, Vol. 35,
No. 11, p. 605; italics mine). The
fact is that while cherry pink dis-
coloration may be rare in clinical
cases of CO poisoning, it is as
good as always present in fatal
ones.

The verified reality

As evidence that cherry pink
discoloration is indeed highly
common in fatal cases of CO poi-
soning, | present the following sci-
entific reports:

In an American case of fatal
CO poisoning the absence of
cherry pink livor mortis was
deemed “curious” enough to war-
rant a further examination, which
revealed that the victim’s blood
and body tissue had a rare ten-

dency not to develop cherry-red
color, regardless of temperature
(The American Journal of Forensic
Medicine and Pathology, Vol. 22,
No. 3, pp. 233-235).

An Indian study of 15 cases of
fatal CO poisoning (The Journal of
the Association of Physicians of
India, Vol. 49, pp. 622-625). The
autopsy findings revealed “deep
red discoloration of skin and se-
rous membranes” in 12 of the 15
corpses. This study shows that the
discolorations are visible as “deep
red” even in individuals of a darker
pigmentation than the average
Caucasian.

An Austrian study which ana-
lyzed autopsy reports from 182
cases of fatal CO poisoning (The
Journal of Forensic Science, Vol.
40, No. 4, pp. 596-598). The au-
thors found a strong association
between the carboxyhemoglobin
level (i.e. the concentration of CO
in the blood's hemoglobin) and the
cherry pink discoloration of livor
mortis. In no less than 179 of the
cases the victim’s body displayed a
“clearly cherry-pink” livor mortis.

An extensive survey of 388 car
exhaust suicides committed in
Denmark between 1995 and 1999
(Forensic Science International,
Vol. 161, No. 1, pp. 41-46). In 11
of the cases putrefaction or burns
were so extensive that livor mortis
could not be found, while “the cha-
racteristic pink livor mortis” was
found in no less than 353 cases.
Only in 9 cases did the victims
show a normal colored livor mor-



tis, and in 3 of those 9 cases the
victim had survived more than a
day after the poisoning, suggesting
a correlation between the cherry
pink discoloration of livor mortis
and the carboxyhemoglobin level.
In 15 cases the author of the au-
topsy report had neglected to write
down the color of the livor mortis.
Adding together the statistics
of the three larger postmortem sur-
veys summarized above, we find
that cherry pink discoloration of
the livor mortis appeared in 544 of
585, i.e. 93% of the cases. We
might however surmise that the
rate would be even higher, at least
around 95%, if cases involving
severe burning and advanced de-
composition were eliminated.

The alleged mass gassings
with CO

What then have the eyewit-
nesses to the alleged mass gassings
with carbon monoxide at the Rein-
hardt camps (Belzec, Sobibor,
Treblinka) and Chelmno to say
about the appearance of the sup-
posed gas chamber victims?

Jankiel Wiernik, perhaps the
most prominent witness to Treb-
linka, wrote in 1944 regarding the
look of the gassed victims that
“[t]here was no longer any beauty
or ugliness, for they all were yel-
low from the gas” (Donat, Death
Camp Treblinka, p. 159).

Rudolf Reder is the only Jew-
ish former inmate to have left a
full testimony on the Belzec “death
camp.” On December 29, 1945,
Reder was interrogated by the Pol-
ish Judge Jan Sehn. Regarding the
physical appearance of the gas
chamber victims the witness stated
that they “did not show any un-
natural discoloration” (quoted in
Mattogno, Belzec, p. 38).

Eliahu Rosenberg, who sup-
posedly spent several months

working in close proximity of the
alleged Treblinka gas chambers,
dragging thousands of corpses
from the “death chambers” to mass
graves. In a 12-page typewritten
deposition which Rosenberg left in
Vienna on December 24, 1947, he
stated regarding the gas chamber
victims that “their skin looked
gray-white and easily peeled off.”

Former  SS-Unterscharfiihrer
Karl Alfred Schluch, who was
posted at Belzec, testified in 1963
that “the lips and nose tips of some
of the corpses had turned blue.”
Now it is possible that the lips, and
possibly also the nose tips, of CO
victims might in some cases look
purple-bluish as a result of cyano-
sis. The problem with the witness’
testimony is that he apparently did
not notice the much larger and
more eye-catching cherry pink dis-
colorations.

Adolf Eichmann claimed to
have witnessed a gassing at
Chelmno. In the manuscript to his
memoirs he wrote about the gas-
sing victims: “To me they looked
as if they were still alive. But now
each and all of them were dead.”
Thus Eichmann could apparently
not discern any difference in phys-
ical appearance between dead and
still alive victims.

In this summary | will leave
out the statements of Gerstein and
Pfannenstiel, since those have al-
ready been dealt with extensively
by F.P. Berg as well as by Carlo
Mattogno (in his book on the Bel-
zec camp).

Conclusion

Livor mortis, also known as
postmortem lividity or hypostasis, is
an indicator of death. The term refers
to the settling of blood in the lower
portions of the body, causing a lighter
purple-reddish discoloration of the
skin. The state is due to red blood cells
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sinking through the serum when the
heart is no longer pumping the blood.
Livor mortis appears 20 minutes to 3
hours after death. When the authors of
the articles quoted above speak of a
“cherry-pink discoloration of livor
mortis” they are referring to a discol-
oration distinct from that of the nor-
mal livor mortis.

Since it is generally alleged that
the gassings at the Reinhardt camps
and Chelmno took about half an hour,
and since the removal of the several
thousands of victims from the cham-
bers to the mass graves must have
required hours of work, it is most re-
markable that none of the eyewit-
nesses (as far as this author has been
able to ascertain) reports any cherry
pink or deep red discolorations, be-
cause livor mortis of such a nuance
would certainly have appeared in most
of the bodies before they were put in
the mass graves and covered. That
three of the most prominent Jewish
witnesses — Reder, Wiernik and
Rosenberg — either denied the pres-
ence of any discoloration or claimed
that the corpses displayed a radically
different color (yellow and grey-
white) speaks volumes of the reliabil-
ity of their respective testimonies.

Fighting anti-Semitism

“This is how we do it. Always
the honorable way. And then we
point out where anyone who ques-
tions us is a ‘systematic liar.””



Mark Weber Must Resign—Robert Faurisson continued

in his text dated “January 2009,”
but | note that once again he tries
to slip out of it. The questions | put
amounted to asking: “Are you
really a revisionist?” However,
here he is stating that revisionism
itself is hardly “relevant,” which, I
assume, means that it is “of no
great interest.” He concludes that
revisionism is of course still *“a
worthy endeavor.” He adds none-
theless: “But there should be no
illusions about its social-political
relevance. In the real world strug-
gle against Jewish-Zionist power,
Holocaust revisionism has proved
to be as much a hindrance as a
help.”

That’s quite a remarkable bit of
news! From the very mouth of the
man who’s been running the Insti-
tute for Historical Review since
1995, we learn all of a sudden that
that institute is henceforth going to
devote itself first of all to the fight
against Judeo-Zionism and that, in
this new combat, according to We-
ber, revisionism is, in itself, just as
“irrelevant” as it is “relevant.” He
goes as far as to add that, in the
combat to which he intends to
commit himself from now on, revi-
sionism will be considered, at least
in part, a “hindrance”!

I’'m pleased at having finally
obtained in this way, from Weber
in person, the disclosure of a secret
he’d been keeping from us till
now. Of course, he sidesteps my
guestions once again but at least
now—thought not without diffi-
culty—I’ve made him take off his
mask and proclaim that he is giv-
ing up the revisionist fight as such.

1. From 1979 to 1989 he gave
me the impression of being a
revisionist

It was in 1979 that | made my
acquaintance with Weber. He’d
invited me to stay at his home in
Arlington, Virginia, and helped me
with my research at the National
Archives both in Washington and
in Suitland, Maryland. At the time,
he told me he’d begun work as
well on “the Holocaust” and, in
particular, on the aerial photo-
graphs of Auschwitz and the Ein-
satzgruppen. | found in him a re-
searcher endowed with good intel-
lectual qualities and also a man
who, whilst openly showing vigor-
ous far-right convictions, seemed
without character. It even seemed
that, if he so admired strength or
energy, it was because he himself
was weak, timorous, hesitant. In
contrast, his compatriot Arthur R.
Butz, whom I’d met in Paris a few
years before and whom I met again
that year in the United States, ap-
peared to possess not only excep-
tional intellectual qualities but also
solid character.

Still in 1988, Weber was appar-
ently a revisionist. It was in that
capacity that he gave evidence un-
der oath as an expert witness at the
Zindel trial in Toronto. Yet in the
years that followed, before the
growing difficulties encountered
by revisionism, he seemed to me to
lose heart, which was understand-
able. It was at this time that he, in
all honesty, ought to have got off
the revisionist ship, openly and for
all to see. Unfortunately, he pre-
ferred to keep his post at the IHR
and, from 1995, the remuneration
that came with the office of direc-
tor. From then on he doomed him-
self to play a kind of double game.
He let his subscribers and collabo-
rators believe he was continuing in
the revisionist struggle but, in real-
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ity, he was already starting to scut-
tle the vessel entrusted to him.

In 1989 he agreed to accom-
pany Fred Leuchter and me in our
examinations of Dachau, Mauthau-
sen and Hartheim. He was strongly
impressed by the nature of our in-
vestigation work, largely similar in
method to that of police inspectors,
both technical (on site) and scien-
tific (in the laboratory). But truth
compels me to say that he also, on
more than one occasion, exhibited
such fright that, in Germany, |
thought to myself: “Here we’ve
got a real softy of a revisionist,
someone who may well abandon
us should serious difficulties
arise.”

Sometimes I’ve seen him go
pale at the sight of our boldness
and, in particular, when he hap-
pened to hear the noisy work of F.
Leuchter on site. Leuchter couldn’t
avoid making something of a
racket banging out tiny fragments
from the walls of the so-called
homicidal “gas chambers” with his
chisel. As the pieces fell to his feet
he took the time, keeping his pro-
tective mask on, to gather them up
slowly and scrupulously. Had a
guard come by at that instant, we
could well have found ourselves
under arrest. The risk had to be run
but it set Weber’s teeth chattering.
I was embarrassed for him.

2. In 1991, in Munich, I dis-
cover his fright in the midst of
the revisionist struggle

The scene is a hotel in Munich
on March 23, 1991, where Ernst
Zindel has made an appointment
with fellow revisionists for the
“Leuchter Kongress.” Personally, |
had arrived from Paris where, in
the Palais de Justice over the pre-



vious two days, I’d had to confront
Jewish commandos who assaulted
and injured a certain number of
those present. | myself was hurt
and, upon entering the courtroom,
was also spat upon. They were two
rough days, the second ending only
quite late in the evening.

Once out of court | slipped into
a car driven by a brother-in-law of
mine who, as it happens, is an ex-
cellent driver and who, going
along at full throttle, got us to Mu-
nich at 5 AM. | hadn’t slept a wink
all night and wanted to rest a bit in
my hotel room. At 7 AM, we learn
that Ernst Zundel has been arrested
by the police. Weber is there. He’s
trembling like a leaf. He tells me
there can no longer be any ques-
tion of holding the scheduled con-
ference. | object, saying the arrest
of our mutual friend makes it an
obligation for us to stay the course.
He trembles even more and, over-
come with fear, stammers: “But,
but, but, Robert, we are revision-
ists; we are not Zundelists!”

He entreats me to drop the
whole thing, saying we’ll all be
arrested. The tears well up in his
eyes. We go down into the hotel’s
main salon where confusion reigns
among the revisionists. The sup-
posed organiser of the meeting,
Ewald Althans, has a rather va-
cant look about him. We’ll learn
much later that he was working for
the police, who had bought him! |
try to take charge of things. | de-
clare that the conference must go
ahead at all costs. | add that, since
Ernst is now in jail, we must take
the risk of joining him there.

“Ah!,” David Irving tells me,
“but I have no desire at all to go to
jailt”

Happily, Leuchter supports my
proposal. The assembly decides
that the conference will be held.
As the police have closed the mu-
seum where it was supposed to

take place, it takes place outside, in
front of the museum and in the
cold. There we group together with
our sympathisers, some of whom
have travelled a very long way.
The speeches will be brief, except
for that of a German lawyer who
gets somewhat worked up giving a
long talk before a small, chilly
crowd.
3. In 1993, in Washington,
Weber states that “maybe” the
gas chambers existed

It was on April 20, 1993, with a
little incident in Washington, that |
began to harbour doubts about
Weber’s revisionist convictions.
He’d suggested we meet for dinner
at a Chinese restaurant with some
people who regularly got together
once a week to talk about current
affairs. The Holocaust Memorial
Museum was just opening. Thus
the occasion came up for me to
discuss the revisionist argumenta-
tion with these people.

There were ten of us around the
table. To start off, | wanted to have
each one’s opinion on the question
of the “gas chambers.” “Did the
Nazi gas chambers ever exist?” |
asked each person, one by one,
beginning at my left and going on
clockwise, to answer the question
with a “Yes,” a “No” or a
“Maybe.” The first four all an-
swered “Yes.” The fifth, a young
woman, ventured a “No” but only
half-heartedly. The sixth person at
the table was Mark Weber. Twist-
ing in his chair, he answered:
“Maybe” and the others coldly
answered “Yes.” | announced that
my own answer was: “No, defi-
nitely not,” and firmly spelled out
my reasons.

Then, disgusted by the way
Weber had deserted the cause, |
barely touched my dinner. After-
wards we were outside, he and I,
walking back in silence to George-
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town and the home of Andrew
Gray, our host. When turning in, |
took leave of Weber with an ironi-
cal:

“Good night, Mr. Maybe.”

The next day, he spontane-
ously offered his excuses, telling
me he should never have an-
swered as he did the evening be-
fore.

Just then the telephone rang: a
reporter from a local Black com-
munity radio station wanted to ask
Weber some questions about the
Holocaust Memorial Museum.
And there, with the opportunity
arising for him to show the extent
to which that museum was amass-
ing pure lies, notably on the “gas
chambers,” Weber was content
merely to denounce what he called
“distortions by the museum” and
gave just one example of these, an
almost trivial one: the story, in fact
wholly untrue, of the Dachau
camp’s alleged liberation by
Blacks.

Once the conversation was over
I rebuked him for his faint-
heartedness, but he retorted that
that was the way to go about
things, meaning that with journal-
ists it was best to be diplomatic if
you wanted to be in good graces
with them. Therefore he’d talked
to his journalist neither about
“genocide” nor “gas chambers,”
nor Auschwitz, nor any of a score
of other holocaustic lies. I’ll note
here that in general Weber is an
atrocious debater, careful as he is
to ingratiate himself with the op-
ponent or the master of ceremo-
nies, sometimes even to the point
where one may wonder what side
he’s on.

4. From 1994 to 2002, Weber
sinks into inaction

I could cite other anecdotes that
are just as significant. Weber is a



man of amiable company, there’s
no nastiness about him, and one
can generally trust what he writes
in the way of history. He expresses
himself with caution and modera-
tion, backing up what he says with
sources and references, without
seeking to show off his knowledge
and in comprehensible language
but also, as must be admitted, in a
rather limp style, with a school-
like scent to it.

He lacks subtlety. Moreover,
he’s a waverer. And at the IHR
office, spending hours on the tele-
phone, he impedes the work of his
colleagues with the volume of his
endless conversations. He has
never published, either in English
or any other language, a book or
collection of articles, and, in par-
ticular, no one has yet seen the
manuscript of the work he was at
one time fixing to bring out under
the title — a provisional one — The
Final Solution: Legend and Real-
ity.

Up to a certain point | have
happened to sympathise with him
in view of his lot. The life of a re-
visionist is made up of so many
trials, disappointments and re-
peated failures that it’s hard not to
subside into pessimism. At times
the temptation to abandon such a
perilous cause is strong. At the
period in question, revisionism
was of course not in a state of cri-
sis, thanks especially to the heroic
struggle of Ernst Zindel, then,
much later, thanks to the unbeliev-
able energy of Germar Rudolf; yet
the IHR, led by Weber, was worse
and worse off.

The story of the near-wrecking
of our institute is too well known
for me to go into it here. Try as
they might, Ted O’Keefe and Greg
Raven, each in his turn, found it
impossible to keep things on an
even keel. To begin with, Weber’s
inaction left them totally discon-

certed. They couldn’t understand
either the man or his conduct. For
my part, it was at the lamentable
international congress of June
2002 that | grasped that, under
Weber’s sway, the IHR was per-
haps heading towards a gradual
abandonment of “Holocaust” revi-
sionism. On July 9, 2002, Butz
wrote a critique, with a title de-
scriptively asking “Quo Vadis?,”
examining the mission of IHR and
the implications of O'Keefe's sack-
ing. The message was directed to
the IHR staff, board, and editorial
advisory committee members only.
In any case, that congress was the
last and, subsequently, from 2003
till now, Weber was to prove inca-
pable of organising an interna-
tional conference worthy of the
name. Butz finally resigned in Jan-
uary 2003, mainly over productiv-
ity issues, but also raising objec-
tions to the intellectual content of
the Journal.

5. In 2003, I call on Weber to
explain himself. He sidesteps. |
submit my resignation

When | thought I sensed Weber
might be about to give up the revi-
sionist fight, I wanted to be clear in
my own mind about it. | asked him
to reply to me frankly. At first |
did so gently, with delicacy, then
with a certain insistence and, fi-
nally, curtly. But he went on con-
tinually dodging the issue and, in-
voking our long-standing friend-
ship, said he was surprised at my
guestions.

No longer putting up with this,
I summoned him in writing to an-
swer me clearly and briefly: did he
by any chance believe in the “Nazi
gas chambers” and in a policy of
physical extermination of the
Jews? On December 15, 2003, he
ended up replying: “l do not like
to say that ‘the Nazi gas cham-
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bers never existed,” in part be-
cause | do not regard myself as
any kind of specialist of ‘gas
chambers,” and in part because |
avoid making such categorical
statements (on any subject).”
Shortly before he had stated on an
American radio talk-show: “I do
not deny the Holocaust hap-
pened.”

On December 17" | therefore
sent him a message asking him to
remove my name from the IHR’s
Editorial Advisory Committee.
The following day G. Rudolf,
who’d received a copy of my mes-
sage, told me of his full approval.
He had long been a strident critic
of Weber's performance. On the
19" after informing me that he
regretfully accepted my resigna-
tion, Weber sought to justify him-
self in a pitiful and fallacious man-
ner on which I shall not dwell here.

Other revisionists also ex-
pressed their strong disapproval of
Weber’s conduct. At the time Paul
Grubach had not shrunk from writ-
ing: “Mark Weber is to be con-
gratulated [...]. | now understand
his position, which is fine with this
Holocaust revisionist [...]. Let it
suffice to say that Mark Weber is
one of the world’s most important
Revisionist scholars,” but he was
later to become disenchanted, con-
demning the director of the IHR in
the severest terms.

6. Remarks | made to set the
record straight on December 22,
2003

More of the exchange of Dec.
2003, parts of which are repro-
duced below, is reproduced at
http://www.adelaideinstitute.org/C
onference/sacramento4.htm.  On
December 22, 2003, | sent Weber
the following message:
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I shall briefly sum up for
you what, precisely, our re-
cent exchange of correspon-
dence has been. For greater
clarity, I find myself obliged
to emphasize certain words of
this exchange, although I do
not care for the practice. You
will see that, contrary to what
you venture to say, the letter
that I sent you and made pub-
lic on 17 December [2003]
was neither “misleading” nor
“unfair.” You will also see, at
the end of this reply, that you
have made a monumental
muddle of a text of mine of
which you quote a very brief
fragment; by so doing, you
have been “misleading” or
“unfair” or both. In conclu-
sion, | will show that this con-
troversy may in the end lead
to a heartening prospect for
the future of revisionism.

My question of 17 Decem-
ber was: “Tell me whether or
not you SAY, as | myself have
so clearly STATED for so
many Yyears, that the alleged
Nazi GAS CHAMBERS and
the alleged Nazi GAS VANS
never EXISTED.” The ques-
tion was clear: it focused 1)
on what you SAY or STATE,
2) on the very EXISTENCE, 3)
of the alleged Nazi GAS
CHAMBERS, 4) and of the al-
leged Nazi GAS VANS.

Instead of answering this
question directly, you wrote
back: “I don’t believe the
claims about the alleged Nazi
gas chambers.” That act of
faith was not what | was look-
ing for. Effectively, whereas |
was waiting to see what you,
as a historian, would SAY or
STATE, you answered by
what you DIDN’T BELIEVE.
Then, you asserted that you

did not BELIEVE in CLAIMS,
a particularly vague word; the
remark may mean that you re-
fuse to believe certain state-
ments concerning the said gas
chambers, but not necessarily
all such statements; the choice
of the word “CLAIMS” may
mean that you call into ques-
tion certain aspects of the
story of the Nazi gas cham-
bers (their number, location,
performance) but not neces-
sarily the affirmation of their
existence itself. Finally, with
such a sentence you do not, as
all may see, breathe a word of
the “gas vans.”

Noting that with so vague
a sentence you had not gone
into the subject, I did not feel
the need to deal with it in my
letter itself, but in the accom-
panying message, addressed
to Jean Plantin, Yvonne
Schleiter and Arthur Butz at
the same time as to you, |
plainly told you: “I did not
ask for your “beliefs’ (?) about
‘claims’ (?) and, moreover,
you do not mention the Nazi
gas vans.”

Nor did | deal with your
prologue regarding at once
Dachau, Mauthausen, Hart-
heim and your “limited”
knowledge of technical and
chemical matters. As is my
habit, | went straight to the
heart of the matter and so it
was that, leaving to one side
everything of the order of
more or less trifling prelimi-
nary remarks, | extracted from
your response the lone sen-
tence that constituted an an-
swer, FINALLY, to the ques-
tion put. And that answer was
as follows: “I do not like to
say that the ‘Nazi gas cham-
bers never existed,” in part
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because | do not regard my-
self as any kind of specialist
of ‘gas chambers,” and in
part because | avoid making
such categorical state-
ments.”

I think it useless here to
run once more through the
remarks that such a pitiful an-
swer inspires me to make. It is
typical of what I call “spine-
less Revisionism.” At the
2002 conference, | protested
against this form of revision-
ism and suggested that, in fu-
ture, revisionists come out
fighting. I find comical the in-
sistence of some revisionist
“researchers” on still looking
into “the problem of the gas
chambers.” We are not about
to carry on this way till the
end of time killing what has
already, on the commonsense
level, been “overkilled.” But
with our “researchers” the
corpse of the “Nazi gas cham-
bers or vans” is buried, then
exhumed to be put in a coffin
into which one more nail is
driven. The role of an Institute
like the IHR ought to be to
come out with a formal asser-
tion, one requiring neither
technical nor chemical exper-
tise but rather of the simplest
kind: For more than half a
century, Germany’s accus-
ers have in the end revealed
their inability to let us see a
single specimen of the al-
leged weapons of mass de-
struction that the Nazis are
said to have designed, built
or used for “the Destruction
of the European Jews”
(Raul Hilberg).

Whatever you do, don’t
moan that: “Given that you
have not pressed me for my



view on Nazi gas chambers
during the past ten years or so,
| don’t understand why you
have been pressing me on this
in recent weeks.” In reality,
you know perfectly well that
there has been this point of
discord between us for quite a
long time. | have reminded
you of the instance at which
you and | confronted one an-
other on it ten years ago in
Washington. There was also,
though you seem not to re-
member, another instance,
over the telephone, on the
subject of a statement of yours
during a talk-show on a Black
radio station. And I am not the
only one to deplore Mark
Weber’s shilly-shallying with
regard to the gas chambers. |
can recall Fritz Berg rightly
complaining of your dodging
the question. Carlos Porter
also seems to find you are
dancing around. | myself have
had to approach you more
than once in order to get you
to respond. And now, finally,
that your response is known,
it is understandable why you
have tried to dodge an irk-
some question. But, is it nor-
mal, Mark Weber, to conceal
from the IHR’s readers, mem-
bers, dues-paying supporters
that their editor perhaps re-
fuses, to a certain degree, to
BELIEVE a lie and a historic
slander but DOES NOT LIKE
to have to say so? How many
people imagine that for the
Editor of the Journal of His-
torical Review a proper re-
ply to that slander is: “I do
not like to say that ‘the Nazi
gas chambers never ex-
isted’”?

During the above-
mentioned talk-show, you

stated: “I do not deny the
Holocaust happened but...” |
immediately told you how
deadly wrong it was to make
such a CONCESSION to The
Big Lie and Defamation. You
retort now that in 1991 | my-
self declared: “Revisionists do
not deny the genocide and the
gas chambers.” There you
make a fine muddle. | said
then, on the contrary, that by
the acceptance of the word
“deny” an untoward CONCES-
SION was made to the liars. |
give you below the full text of
my remark, which was pub-
lished under the altogether
unambiguous title “AFFIRMA.-
TION, NOT DENIAL”:

A reminder: Revisionists
do not deny the genocide and
the gas chambers. This is a
MISCONCEPTION. Galileo
didn’t deny that the earth was
stationary; he AFFIRMED, at
the conclusion of his research,
that the earth was not station-
ary, but that it rotated on its
axis and revolved around the
sun. In the same way, the re-
visionists, after concluding
their own research, AFFIRM
that there was no genocide
and no gas chambers, and
that the “final solution of the
Jewish question” consisted of
the removal of the Jews from
Europe - by emigration if
possible, and by deportation if
necessary. — The revisionists
strive to establish what hap-
pened; they are positive while
the exterminationists dog-
gedly continue to tell us about
things which didn’t happen:
their work is negative. — The
Revisionists stand for the rec-
onciliation of the antagonists
in the recognition of what
really happened. (Robert
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Faurisson, The Journal of
Historical Review, January-
February 1999, p. 21,
http://www.ihr.org/jhr/v18/vl
8n1pl9 Faurisson.html ).

In other words, | make
with that remark the opposite
of a CONCESSION. In a gen-
eral way, not only do | expose
the enthusiasts of the Big Lie
for what they are, but | also
refuse to borrow their least
turn of phrase. The revision-
ists must show themselves to
be candid, unbending and
without CONCESSION. The
time for CONCESSIONS is
over [...]. Itis pitiful when
the head of an institute of re-
visionist studies is reduced to
confessing: “I do not like to
say that the Nazi gas cham-
bers never existed.” It is re-
grettable that he should have
concealed that attitude up to
now and that only my insis-
tence on getting an answer on
the subject made him come
out with it. It is a pity that,
seeking to vindicate his posi-
tion, he wrongly accused me
of having been “misleading
and unfair.” It is lamentable
that in the dispute with me he
should bring up a text of mine
whose meaning he distorts to
the point of turning it entirely
around.

But it is heartening to see
that I am now far from alone
in denouncing a revisionism
that has had its day and in ad-
vocating a new revisionism,
more clear-cut, straightfor-
ward, vigorous and able, for a
start, to put it to the upholders
of the Big Lie that “The best
proof that your Nazi gas
chambers and your Nazi gas
vans did not exist any more
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than your Jewish soap, your
lampshades of human skin
and so much other nonsense
of a vile war propaganda is
that, more than fifty years
after that war, your ‘scien-
tific experts’ are, more than
ever, unable to show them to
us.”

This new revisionism,
which demands character,
calls for young and spirited
men.

7. 1In 2008, his progressive
abandonment of revisionism is
confirmed

In 2007, Fritz Berg, Bradley
Smith and other revisionists again
asked Weber to explain himself,
but to no avail.

On August 16, 2008, Weber
gave a talk near Baltimore entitled
“In the Struggle for Peace and
Justice: Countering Jewish-Zionist
Power” (http://www.ihr.org/other-
/aug08weber.html). Not for an
instant did he mention the number
one weapon of that power, that is,
the lie of “the Holocaust™ | ex-
hibited my surprise and asked him
to provide some enlightenment.
He did not answer.

| wrote him again. On Septem-
ber 2 he sent me an answer that
wasn’t one. | wrote to him yet
again with my request. Then it
was that he answered me with the
following two sentences: “In my
presentation at the conference on
August 16, | did not speak about
‘the Holocaust’ because that was
not the subject or the point of my
address. When Dr. Siddique in-
vited me to the conference, he
asked me to give an address simi-
lar to earlier ones that he himself
had heard or read.”

The latter sentence informs us,
incidentally, that this hadn’t been
our conference speaker’s first

such skirting of the question: as
one can see, he had already in the
past deliberately adopted the prac-
tice of excluding from his talks all
trace of any dispute of “the Holo-
caust.” | then replied: “Pitiful. It
was a point of your address. Ob-
viously. Necessarily. In the first
place why did you [till now] avoid
giving me those ‘explanations’?”

On September 9, 2008, Weber
published “A Zionist Smear: The
ADL Attacks an Islamic Peace
Conference.” On the 16th, | con-
sequently sent him the following
new request for clarification:

More than ever | need some
clarification about your posi-
tion on “the Holocaust.” | am
not the only one seeking this
clarification.

On reading your September
9, 2008 piece “A Zionist
Smear: The ADL Attacks an
Islamic Peace Conference,”
anyone, | suppose, would in-
fer that, for a certain man
called Mark Weber, the Insti-
tute for Historical Review
(IHR) was not a “Holocaust
denial organization” and that
it was even a “smear” to say
such a thing. To say such a
thing would be “at variance
with the facts,” indeed “com-
pletely at variance.” In that
text M. Weber considers him-
self a “responsible scholar of
twentieth century history” and
seems to consider that the
IHR is an entity made up,
partly or wholly, of other such
responsible scholars (Fauris-
son being one of them?). He
also seems to define “the
Holocaust” as “the [- definite
article —] great catastrophe [-
in Hebrew, ““Shoa”? -] that
befell European Jewry during
World War 11.” Then M. We-
ber points out that, in his re-
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cent talk outside Baltimore, he
mentioned the deaths of Jews
during that great catastrophe
in quoting from a speech by
someone else to the effect that
“the Europeans Killed six mil-
lion Jews out of twelve mil-
lion.” In doing so, M. Weber,
who is a responsible scholar,
seems to think it worthwhile
to mention that assertion and
those figures without criticis-
ing them in any way.

Mark, as you’ll surely have
noticed, I’ve used the word
“seems” so many times be-
cause | need some clarifica-
tions. In order to get them, |
request that you let me put a
few questions:

1 - Do you believe that “the
Europeans killed six million
Jews out of twelve million”?;
if not, please tell me what
your own opinion is concern-
ing both the word “killed” and
the figures of “six” and
“twelve million.”

2 - Do you believe that the
Germans decided on and
planned a physical destruction
of the European Jews? (“the
specific crime”).

3 - Do you believe in the
existence and the use by the
Germans of homicidal gas
chambers or gas vans? (“the
specific weapons of the spe-
cific crime™).

Please, make an effort really
to address these questions
and, for example, please avoid
coming down with arguments
such as: “How is it that
you’ve waited till now to ask
such questions?” or: “But,
Robert, the IHR website is
publishing papers like yours!”
In our recent exchange on the
matter, your replies were not
clear and my last message was
left unanswered.
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So that you don’t believe |
am alone among the revision-
ists in thinking there is a real
problem with your being the
head of a revisionist publica-
tion or website, allow me to
tell you that, before drafting
this very message, | asked a
few people whether they had
the slightest idea what your
exact convictions were on the
core of “the Holocaust.” One
of these was Ted O’Keefe.
Let me quote him here (with
his express permission), from
September 15, 2008:

By now I’ve received and
read all of your emails on the
latest with Mark. | agree that
he has shamefully sidestepped
the questions of whether the
Holocaust as defined by the
Jews took place, and the im-
portance of the Holocaust im-
posture in the Jews’ propa-
ganda and policies.

As | made public in 2002,
Mark has long been impotent
to advance the program for
which the IHR was founded
and sustained.

I can now add that by his
lawyerly evasions and cow-
ardly omissions he continues
to squander what’s left of the
IHR’s intellectual and moral
capital, and to betray the sac-
rifices made not only by revi-
sionists such as you and Ernst
Zuendel and Germar Rudolf,
but also by the numerous sup-
porters of the Institute over
the years.

8. Is he taking us for fools?

On September 23, 2008, | re-
ceived in the mail a sheet with the
IHR letterhead signed by Weber
and entitled “A Productive Sum-
mer.” It was a letter calling for

donations. Rarely can such a mis-
nomer of a title have been seen
anywhere. The text told of talks,
interviews,  meetings,  shows,
broadcasts but all bearing no rela-
tion to the “Holocaust” lie. It re-
ported on a “memorable IHR
meeting on June 14 [2008],” but
the only two participants at that
meeting were Irving and Weber.
The former told of “his harrowing
arrest in Austria, his sensational
trial in Vienna, and his 13-months’
imprisonment there. He also spoke
about wartime Germany’s harsh
treatment of Jews, presenting a
view of ‘the Holocaust’ similar to
the one he laid out years ago in the
first edition of his book, Hitler’s
War.”

However Irving has never in his
life really disputed “the Holocaust”
and especially not in the first edi-
tion of that book of his. He is at the
very most but a “reluctant revi-
sionist,” often changing his mind
on a matter that he at times admits
to not having studied. He some-
times even happens to utter
abominations on the subject of the
German people that are worthy of
Daniel Jonah Goldhagen. As for
the other speaker, himself, Weber
wrote: “In my talk, | took aim at
the American national mythology
about World War Il. | spoke about
two new books about the war, by
Patrick Buchanan and by Nichol-
son Baker, praising them as impor-
tant antidotes to the familiar, much
propagandized portrayal of the
conflict.” Here it’s seen that on
this occasion Weber did not bring
up what was always the IHR’s rai-
son d’étre and primary vocation:
the revising of the “Holocaust”
myth.

9. Alie to end with?

In January 2009, then, he pub-
lished the bit entitled “How Rele-
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vant is Holocaust Revisionism?”
about which I’ve already said a
few words in the beginning lines of
this article. Just about every para-
graph of the piece, a typical Weber
text in its style, would call for
some severe remarks and rectifica-
tions. | shall refrain from making
any, however, and dwell on one
point and one point alone where it
seems to me I’ve caught Weber in
the act, an act of dishonesty. He
wrote:

A major reason for the lack
of success in persuading peo-
ple that conventional Holo-
caust accounts are fraudulent
or exaggerated is that — as re-
visionists  acknowledge -
Jews in Europe were, in fact,
singled out during the war
years for especially severe
treatment.

This was confirmed, for ex-
ample, by German propa-
ganda minister Joseph Goeb-
bels in these confidential en-
tries in his wartime diary:°

Feb. 14, 1942: “The Fihrer
[Hitler] once again expresses
his resolve ruthlessly to clear
the Jews out of Europe. There
must be no squeamish senti-
mentalism about it. The Jews
have deserved the catastrophe
that they are now experienc-
ing. Their destruction will go
hand in hand with the destruc-
tion of our enemies. We must
hasten this process with cold
ruthlessness.”

March 27, 1942: “The Jews
are now being deported to the
East from the Generalgou-
vernement [Poland], starting
around Lublin. The procedure
is a pretty barbaric one and
not to be described here more
definitely, and there’s not
much left of the Jews. By and
large, one can say that 60 per-



cent of them will have to be
liquidated, while only 40 per-
cent can be put to work. The
former Gauleiter of Vienna,
who is carrying out the opera-
tion, is proceeding quite judi-
ciously, using a method that is
not all too conspicuous. The
Jews are facing a judgment
which, while barbaric, they
fully deserve. The prophecy
the Fuhrer made about them
for having brought on a new
world war is beginning to
come true in the most terrible
manner. One must not be sen-
timental in these matters.”

April 29, 1942: “Short shrift
is being made of the Jews in
all eastern occupied territo-
ries. Tens of thousands of
them are being wiped out.”

No informed person dis-
putes that Europe’s Jews did,
in fact, suffer a great catastro-
phe during the Second World
War. Millions were forced
from their homes and de-
ported to brutal internment in
crowded ghettos and camps.
Jewish communities across
Central and Eastern Europe,
large and small, were wiped
out. Millions lost their lives.
When the war ended in 1945,
most of the Jews of Germany,
Poland, the Netherlands and
others countries were gone.

Given all this, it should not
be surprising that even well-
founded revisionist arguments
are often dismissed as heart-
less quibbling.

We’ve read correctly: accord-
ing to Weber, during World War Il
“millions [of Jews] lost their
lives.” What right has this man of
ours to come out with that estimate
in figures? Where exactly in the
holocaustic literature is any proof
of what he puts forth here to be

found? Where, in his own writings,
had he ever said and proved it?

But that’s not all. His exploita-
tion here of those excerpts from
Goebbels’s diary is stupefying.
The Propaganda Minister’s com-
ments bear the stamp of a Na-
tional-Socialist propagandist’s
phraseology, and are on the subject
of events in which he had no per-
sonal part, no direct responsibility
and of which he, in Berlin, had
merely heard talk. In Toronto in
1988, during the second Ziindel
trial, Weber, at his end, had above
all stated that according to him
there was “a great doubt about the
authenticity of the entire Goebbels
diaries,” and had insisted on the
fact that the contents of the March
27, 1942 note were particularly
suspect. These were his very words
under oath:

The later entry, which |
think is the 27th of March
[1942], is widely quoted to
uphold or support the exter-
mination thesis. It is not con-
sistent with entries in the di-
ary like this one of March
7th, and it is not consistent
with entries at a later date
from the Goebbels diaries,
and it is not consistent with
German documents from a
later date.

[...] there is a great doubt
about the authenticity of the
entire Goebbels diaries be-
cause they are written on
typewriter. We have no real
way of verifying if they are
accurate, and the U.S. Gov-
ernment certified, in the be-
ginning of the publication,
[...] that it can take no re-
sponsibility for the accuracy
of the diaries as a whole.

[...] I think again it is worth
mentioning that the passage of
the 27th of March is inconsis-

12

tent with the passage of the
7th of March and the one
from April, and | don’t re-
member the date exact (Tran-
script, p. 5820-5821). Goeb-
bels had no responsibility for
Jewish policy. He wasn’t in-
volved in that. He was the
Propaganda Minister. He was
involved only to the extent
that there were Jews in Berlin
and he was responsible for
Berlin (p. 5822-5823).

How can Weber today invoke a
wholly doubtful document and, in
that document, a passage that is
particularly suspect? Is it because
at some time between 1988 and
2009 he completely changed his
mind on these points? If so, when
did he ever advise us of the
change, and what were the reasons
for such a turn-around?

10. A sorry case

In former times 1’d have taken
the trouble to write to Weber in
order to put these questions to him,
but experience has taught me, as
one can see, that he’s a man who
shirks requests for explanation, or
else cheats in his answers.

Destiny has now punished him
for such behaviour. It was in De-
cember 2008 that Weber wrote his
"How Relevant is Holocaust Revi-
sionism?" In that text, he dared to
assert that these days "the Holo-
caust imagery of the 1940s is less
potent because it's less relevant,"
adding that, from now on, "Holo-
caust revisionism cannot play a
central role" or even, as we've seen
above, that "Holocaust revisionism
has proved to be as much a hin-
drance as a help."

However, hardly had Weber
written those words when "Holo-
caust” revisionism was to make a
spectacular return onto the world



stage. It was, in fact, at the very
end of December 2008 and in
January 2009 that there hatched
what historians may perhaps one
day see as the start of a revisionist
revival. Preceded by the Dieu-
donné affair and followed by the
Abrahamowicz affair, the William-
son affair, whatever its eventual
conclusion, will have brilliantly
highlighted that "Holocaust revi-
sionism™ is very much alive and
that the grounds on which the re-
ligion of the alleged Nazi gas
chambers and the alleged genocide
of the Jews stands are extraordi-
narily weak.

There was a way to reply pub-
licly to Mgr Richard Williamson.
It would have been enough to

show us on television a single gas
chamber or a single document al-
lowing all to see just what such a
weapon of mass destruction might
look like. However, he has not
been answered with any photo-
graph, technical drawing, docu-
ment or anything of the kind. In-
stead, he's been deposed, had in-
sults heaped upon him, told to go
to hell, threatened with legal pro-
ceedings and prison, and put on
notice to confess his error.

But the height of his enemies’
misfortune and, for the traditional-
ist Catholic he is, an irony of fate
as well, is that if ever he did fall to
his knees before the new Inquisi-
tion he would immediately remind
everyone of Galileo, the man

whom science and history ended
up acknowledging to be right de-
spite his abjuration. Even if he
wound up losing, Richard Wil-
liamson would thus have won, and
history along with him.

As for Mark Weber, he has dis-
graced himself. He has proved that
he possesses neither the clear-
sightedness, nor the will, nor the
courage needed to lead, at the head
of the IHR, the tough struggle that
today has started up again so force-
fully, that of "Holocaust revision-
ism." He must therefore resign
from the IHR.

February 10, 2009
Final proofing 23 March

Why Is There No Evidence for the Final Solution?
The Holocaust Lobby’s Phony Excuse

In an attempt to “explain
away” the undeniable fact
that credible, wartime documenta-
tion is virtually nonexistent for the
traditional version of the Final So-
lution, mainstream Holocaust his-
torians such as University of
Chapel Hill Professor Christopher
Browning claim the Germans de-
veloped top secret methods of ex-
terminating the Jews in death
camps and that they hid this by the
use of camouflage language and
euphemisms in their official corre-
spondence.

According to his line of think-
ing, mass shootings were far too
visible and became very well
known, and this in turn demoral-
ized the troops and had serious
repercussions among the German

By Paul Grubach

populace.®  Browning insists that
“clearly different methods—more
efficient, detached, and secret—
were needed to extend the killing
process to the rest of Europe in
what was still envisaged as the
postwar period.”

By October 1941, “evil Ger-
man” conspirators visualized a
solution—the extermination camp.
“The concentration camp setting—
in existence since 1933 and ex-
panding rapidly since the outbreak
of the war—provided secrecy,” our
Final Solution authority writes,
“especially in eastern Europe far
from prewar German boundaries.”

Because of this need for the
utmost secrecy, the plans of these
Nazi innovators in August and
September 1941 are difficult to
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trace: these “murderous conspira-
tors” did not leave an adequate
paper trail.* Browning alleges the
Nazis employed camouflaged lan-
guage and euphemisms to hide this
top secret program of mass mur-
der. Let me give some specific
examples.

When German leaders stated
they wanted to deport Jews over
the Bug River in Poland, this was
supposed to be a “euphemism for
killing.” A Party Chancellery cir-
cular of October 19, 1942, which
spoke of Jews being sent to camps
for labor and still further to Eastern
Europe, is again, according to
Browning, a “camouflage explana-
tion” to hide the alleged mass
murder of Jews.®



This theory has been under-
mined by the finding of revisionist
historians Carlo Mattogno and Jir-
gen Graf. On August 6, 1942,
German General Katzmann made
the guidelines for the Jewish pol-
icy known for the entire General
Government, a large area in Po-
land. The memo read: “Brigadier
General Katzmann announced that
within a half a year there will no
longer be any Jews at large in the
General Gouvernment [sic]. The
people are in part being evacuated,
in part are taken to camps. Iso-
lated Jews living in the country are
killed by Einsatzkommandos.
Jews concentrated in the cities are
in large part liquidated in large
operations, partly evacuated, partly
collected in labor camps.”’

Historians Mattogno and Graf
rightly add: “These orders make a
clear distinction between ‘evacu-
ated,” ‘taken to camps,” and
‘killed’ in the one case as well as
‘liquidated,” “‘evacuated,” and “col-
lected into camps’ in the other
case. In no instance would ‘evacu-
ated’ allow anyone to understand it
as synonymous for ‘killed” or ‘lig-
uidated’; the expression is there-
fore to be taken quite literally.”®

Despite all this alleged need for
secrecy in the “extermination
camps,” in his magnum opus
Browning makes this astounding
revelation about the Semlin “ex-
termination” camp in Croatian ter-
ritory: “One of the most remark-
able features of the Semlin camp
and gassing was its public nature.
The camp itself was in full view
from the heights of Belgrade
across the river. In late 1943, when
the Germans had begun to worry,
the new German ambassador pro-
posed (in vain) moving the Semlin
camp because its continuing exis-
tence ‘before the eyes of the peo-
ple of Belgrade was politically in-
tolerable for reasons of public feel-

ings.” And the [mobile homicidal
gassing] van itself drove through
the middle of Belgrade as the gas-
sing took place. Certainly the
German officials involved were
not reluctant to draw attention to
their accomplishment.”

Does the reader see how
Browning undermines his own
theory? Our Final Solution expert
says the Germans needed a top
secret method of exterminating the
Jews, so they “invented” the ex-
termination camp and secret mo-
bile gas chamber. In order to main-
tain this secrecy, they did not
commit anything to paper, so as

reit
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not to leave behind any incriminat-
ing evidence. And then, at the
Semlin extermination camp,
Browning claims the Germans vio-
lated these strict security rules by
publicly gassing Jews! They even
drove the “mobile gas chamber”
through the middle of Belgrade as
the mass gassings were taking
place!

There is even more to this bi-
zarre scenario. Consider Brown-
ing’s description of Chelmno, an
alleged “Nazi extermination camp”
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in Poland. He writes: “Chelmno
was a small town of about 250
people. Volhynian Germans had
been resettled there on the larger
farms, but most of the population
was still Polish. The Sonderkom-
mando proceeded to create an ex-
termination camp in the middle of
the town, centered around the
Schloss or villa and its surrounding
park, which dominated the little
community. The operation of the
camp was in no way concealed
from the inhabitants of the town.
Initially the villa grounds were
surrounded merely by wire. Only
after Kkilling operations had been
underway for at least a month was
a broad fence put up to block the
view."

Once again, according to
Browning, the Germans needed a
top secret method of exterminating
the Jews, so they “invented” the
secret death camp. In order to
maintain this secrecy, they did not
commit anything to paper, so as
not to leave behind any incriminat-
ing evidence. And then, the ultra-
cautious German  conspirators
build an extermination camp in the
middle of a town, where the entire
populace gets a bird’s-eye view of
the extermination process!

Consider this observation of
Browning’s colleague, Holocaust
historian Robert Jan van Pelt. It is
alleged that, initially, the corpses
of the gassed Jews at Auschwitz
concentration camp were burned in
“open-air cremations.” We let Pro-
fessor van Pelt pick up the story
here: “The open-air cremations
attracted attention to the killings,
and therefore [Auschwitz com-
mandant Rudolf] Héss did every-
thing to get the four new cremato-
ria completed.”**

The reader must again see how
this “Holocaust evidence” discred-
its Browning’s theory. According
to Browning, the Germans needed



a top secret method of liquidating
Jews, so they invented the “secret”
Auschwitz death camp. These
“German murderers,” who are ever
so secret, as they use camouflage
language and euphemisms to hide
this mass murder, then turn around
and perform attention-getting in-
cinerations of the murder victims
for the entire world to find out
about!

These scenarios also undermine
another claim of Browning—
namely, that the Germans used
euphemisms such as “deportation”
to signify “mass murder” in order
to hide their crimes. On the one
hand, why would the Germans use
euphemisms to hide the “homicidal
gas chambers” in their private cor-
respondence, and then quite openly
and publicly mass-gas Jews in
Belgrade for the entire world to see
and find out about it? Why would
the “ultra-secretive German mur-
derers” use camouflage language
and euphemisms in their private
correspondence to hide this policy
of mass murder, and then turn
around and build an extermination
camp in the middle of Chelmno for
the entire population to see? Why

attempt to hide the extermination
policy in private correspondence,
when very public, open-air incin-
erations of the “murdered Jews”
are being carried out at Ausch-
witz?

If the Germans carried out mass
murders publicly and openly, it
would not make any sense for
them to use camouflage language
and euphemisms in their private
correspondence to hide this plan of
mass murder! Why attempt to hide
a policy of mass murder that is
being done openly and publicly?
Bizarre contradictions like this are
exactly what one should expect
from a false theory.

The Holocaust Lobby’s claim
that the Nazis used camouflage
language and euphemisms to hide
the alleged policy to exterminate
the Jews is a tactic invented by
mainstream Holocaust historians to
“explain away” any document that
undermines or contradicts their
theories. If the document does not
fit, explain it away by claiming the
Nazis were using euphemisms or
camouflage language. If the docu-
ment states that Germans planned
to deport the Jews, Holocaust his-

torians will claim that “deport” is a
euphemism for extermination. In
this way, any document that con-
tradicts the mainstream Holocaust
theory can be, by a simple rhetori-
cal tactic, made to “fit in” with the
orthodox view of the Final Solu-
tion. The orthodox view of the Fi-
nal Solution is thus non-falsifiable
and self-perpetuating—exactly
what the proponents of the Holo-
caust religion want to achieve.
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THE CAMPUS CAMPAIGN

he events at Youngstown

State U. are still unfold-
ing. | thought the story had just
about bottomed out. | printed here
last month the letter from the
President of YSU, David C. Sweet,
which repeated the slander that |
am a “systematic liar” first pub-
lished by John Silber of Boston
University in May 2000. Dr. Sweet
made no attempt to demonstrate
that his charge was true.

The Jambar did not publish
my response, so | copied it widely
to YSU academics, student organi-
zations, and the off-campus

Youngstown press. One PhD pro-
fessor demanded that | remove him
from my list. One out of a lot (I
will not mention specific numbers
here).

A YSU political science pro-
fessor, Keith J. Lepak, wrote a
2,000-word commentary on the ad
which The Jambar did publish. His
commentary was titled: “Playing
the sophist OR: What cynics and
cowards do best.” The “sophist”
here, the “cynic” and the “coward”
refer to yours truly. And so it goes,
eh?
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Anyhow | made a brief reply,
in The Jambar’s Letters to the Edi-
tor online. Keep in mind that there
are some 15,000 students and aca-
demics at YSU.

20 March 2009

Professor Lepak writes (19
March) that Bradley R. Smith
poses a question that cannot be
answered. My question reads:
“Can you provide, with proof, the
name of one person who was killed
in a gas chamber at Auschwitz?”



The professor writes that the
guestion cannot be answered be-
cause it is not my “objective” [to
have it answered], a non sequitur,
even for a professor. He then sug-
gests, without committing himself
concretely to the fact of the matter,
that the question can indeed be
answered by searching the German
Federal Archives in Koblenz and
the International Tracing Center at
Bad Arolson.

So Lepak wants it both ways.
On the one hand the question can-
not really be answered, while on
the other, if | were not a “coward,”
I would go to Germany where the
records exist that would answer the
guestion. Which is it, Prof?

Lepak writes that my question
is “sophistic, not a real rhetorical
trick but a “kind” of rhetorical
trick. My inquiry is so “narrow”
that it obscures something “more
important.” What is this thing that
is more important? One, | don’t
include the word “please” in the
question. Two: the question dem-
onstrates a “skepticism of author-
ity.” To be skeptical of authority is
something most of us probably
wish would have been the norm in
Stalin’s Soviet Union, Mao’s
China, and Hitler’s Germany, to
mention a few places during my
own lifetime where skepticism of
authority was, shall we say, seri-
ously frowned upon by the authori-
ties.

And three: Lepak writes, with
a stunning disregard for language,
that when | ask for the name, with
proof, of one person who was
killed in a gas chamber at Ausch-
witz that | am asking for “anecdo-
tal” evidence. It is obvious in my
language | am not. The fact of the
matter is in the question itself: |
am asking for “proof,” not anecdo-
tal evidence. There it is in the
question. “Proof.”

Professor Lepak and | appear
to have opposing agendas. Mine is
to encourage a free exchange of
ideas on the gas-chamber question.
Lepak’s agenda appears to be to
discourage a free exchange of
ideas on the matter. That is proba-
bly one reason why he uses an irra-
tional vocabulary that includes
such unnecessary terms as “cow-
ard,” “sophist,” “cynic,” “dishon-
est,” and that 1 am looking for a
“jaded and lazy audience.”

To the contrary. Try me. I’'m
with those who are frowned upon
for questioning authority.

It was our understanding here
that the ad was to run at U Georgia,
U Rhode Island, U Missouri, U
Texas, and Boston U, among other
campuses. In each instance the ad
was rejected at the last minute by
either the advertising manager or the
editor for—"“too  controversial”
would sum up all the different ex-
CUSES.

On 19 March the Youngstown
History Club held a “roundtable” to
address issues raised by my ad, in-
cluding those of “historical revision-
ism, provocative rhetoric, editorial
prerogative, prejudice, and apathy.”

I have yet to hear anything
about this but the next issue of The
Jambar will surely report on it.

Meanwhile, | had changed the
text of the ad to take advantage of
the Bishop Williamson story that
was everywhere. It didn’t work. |
modified the text to make it as sim-
ple as possible, using only the refer-
ences to Dr. Paul Shapiro, his col-
leagues, and the 2,500 professors on
American campuses who had so far
refused to try to answer the question.
Didn’t work.

Only yesterday | rewrote the ad
yet again. I’ll include it with the
cover letter you receive here. It’s
very different, but still built around
the “One Person, with Proof” ques-
tion. We’ll see.
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There is a lot more that | could
report on here about the Campus
Campaign, but I felt it necessary to
publish Robert Faurisson’s article on
the Mark Web affair. | received a
brief note from Mark a couple weeks
ago saying he was “disappointed”
that | had not run his reply to criti-
cisms published here the last couple
months. | understand his disap-
pointment. | will still publish his
reply when he responds, responsibly,
to the two questions asked of him by
Arthur Butz via Robert Faurisson.

The taboo against revisionist
materials being published on campus
is still very strong, no matter how
The Story has been battered these
last years. I’ll find a way. Stay with
me here. I’ll find a way.
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