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Author’s Preface to the Second Edition

The first edition of this book, published in 2009, underwent three initial
printings, each with slight textual and layout modifications. The final ver-
sion, marked ‘Third printing,” has sufficed for the past six years. But recent
developments in the news, in world events and in the historiography of the
Holocaust have necessitated a revised second edition of this book.

The general organization and chapter structure remain unchanged. The
most significant revisions are as follows: Chapter 4 on the death matrix is
now based on the 6 million overall death toll, rather than Raul Hilberg’s
estimate of 5.1 million. Correspondingly, working (orthodox) figures for
five of the six death camps have also been significantly increased; Ausch-
witz remains largely unchanged. Also, the sections on the ghettos and on the
Einsatzgruppen have been significantly expanded in order to give appropri-
ate space to these two important aspects. Chapter 5 on Chelmno now in-
cludes reference to three important works on that camp that were not avail-
able for the first edition. The account of the Reinhardt excavations in
Chapter 8 has been updated based on recent developments at those camps.
Chapter 9 on Majdanek has been significantly modified to reflect the recent
writings of current camp director Tomasz Kranz. In Chapter 11, the ‘revi-
sionist Holocaust’ estimate has been increased from 516,000 to 570,000,
though this reflects no fundamental shift in outlook. Many of the statistics
and factual data in Chapter 12 have been updated. And the epilogue has been
significantly expanded.

Importantly, however, the general conclusion is unchanged: the tradi-
tional Holocaust story is deeply flawed, and its advocates continue to resort
to lies, deception and heavy-handed oppression to stifle open discussion.
Only an impartial and unbiased investigation can get to the root of the pre-
sent debate. Here, as before, the reader is invited to be his own judge.

Thomas Dalton
1 May 2015
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Introduction

This is a book about the Holocaust and about two competing views of that
event. On the one hand we have the traditional, orthodox view: the six mil-
lion Jewish casualties, the gas chambers, the cremation furnaces and mass
graves. We know about the death camps. We are told about incriminating
documents, photographs and hard evidence. Countless books and films reit-
erate the conventional view. Historians can call on thousands of surviving
witnesses to give us eyewitness accounts. Traditionalists have the weight of
history on their side.

On the other hand, there is a small, renegade band of writers and research-
ers who refuse to accept large parts of this story. They explicitly challenge
the conventional view of history. Researchers who do such work are gener-
ally known as revisionists. They seek to revise the orthodox account of some
past event. Holocaust revisionists, however, are a special breed. They chal-
lenge not simply historians, but an entire infrastructure dedicated to main-
taining and promoting the standard view. They present counter-evidence;
they expose inconsistencies; they ask tough questions. And they are begin-
ning to outline a new and different narrative.

Thus has emerged something of a debate—a debate of historic signifi-
cance. This is no peripheral clash between two arcane schools of thought
regarding some minutia of World War II. It is about history, of course, but
it also speaks to fundamental issues of our time: freedom of speech and
press, the operation of mass media, manipulation of public opinion, political
and economic power structures and the coercive abilities of the State. It is
an astonishingly rancorous and controversial debate with far-reaching impli-
cations.

Most of the public is only dimly aware of this debate, if at all. Nearly
everyone knows that “six million Jews were killed by the Nazis,” and that
gas chambers were used in the killing. But few have any idea about the ori-
gins of this story, its rationale and its justification. Fewer still know of the
serious questions that have been raised against the traditional view; if they
have heard of them, it is in the context of “a few right-wing neo-Nazi anti-
Semites” who are trying to attack the Jews by questioning the Holocaust.
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And not more than a handful of individuals truly understand the depth of the
revisionist attack on the mainstream view.

The fact that so few are aware of what may be called the “Great Holo-
caust Debate” is perhaps unsurprising. Much has been invested in the con-
ventional story. Textbooks and encyclopedias have been written about it.
Historians have staked their personal reputations on it. Politicians have
passed laws defending it. And wealthy and powerful interest groups have
good reasons to sustain it. In short, very few of those in positions of influ-
ence want to acknowledge any kind of legitimate debate. There is no incen-
tive to publicize it and strong pressure to avoid it. Those in the public eye
know that, should they broach this subject, they will suffer the consequences.
Advertisers will drop out. Financial backers will disappear. They may be
sued. They will lose access and perhaps their jobs. They will be shunned.
They will be vilified. And it will all be legal.

Despite this overwhelming influence of orthodoxy, the many problems
of the Holocaust story refuse to be suppressed. Time and time again, in small
and often unexpected ways, cracks in the traditional view appear. A surpris-
ing admission, a foolish statement, a slip of the tongue, a blatant absurdity;
and those ‘troubling questions’ arise once again. Today, more people than
ever suspect that all is not well with the standard view of the Holocaust—
hence the need for a book such as this.

k ko

The Great Debate is marked by a striking partisanship. The traditional
story is defended primarily by survivors, Jewish writers and researchers, and
those who suffered at the hands of Nazi Germany——in other words, by peo-
ple with a self-interest in sustaining the dominant view of a genocidal Nazi
regime and an innocent and victimized Jewish people. Of the thousands of
books on the subject, the vast majority are by Jewish authors. The revisionist
perspective, by contrast, is promoted by a very small number of people: pri-
marily Germans, people of German origin, and those inclined to be pro-Ger-
man or anti-Jewish—again, not an unbiased group.! Charges of “lies,” “con-
spiracy” and “hoax” are frequently launched by both sides. This leaves the
average person in a quandary: he is faced with partisan advocates on both
sides, and rarely, if ever, gets a complete and balanced picture.

My goal is to remedy this shortcoming. I intend to present an objective,
impartial look at this debate. I will discuss the latest and strongest arguments

1 Of course there are other revisionists not among these groups. Prominent revisionist Ger-

mar Rudolf has argued that, proportionately, the French are the most represented group
among revisionists.
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on both sides, examine the replies and offer an unbiased assessment. This is
a challenging task, to say the least, but I believe that I am reasonably well
suited for it. Unlike the vast majority of writers on the Holocaust, I am not
Jewish—either by religion or ethnicity; nor are any members of my family.
I am not of German descent. No one in my immediate family suffered or
died in World War II. I am neither Muslim nor Christian, so I have no reli-
gious bias. My background is as a scholar and academic, having taught hu-
manities at a prominent American university for several years now. I have a
long-standing interest in World War II and in the present conflict in the Mid-
dle East.

To anticipate my overall conclusions, let me make my stance clear at the
outset. After considering all the evidence, I find that the revisionists have a
very strong case. Their argumentation is solid, their sources are well-sub-
stantiated, and their research is of a high caliber. It is not ironclad, however,
and where problems arise, I attempt to call them out. But overall, the bulk
of their arguments point to one general conclusion: that the traditional Hol-
ocaust story is significantly flawed. Orthodox historians have largely failed
to respond to the many challenges that they raise. Instead, they seem to pre-
fer to cover up, slander or avoid engaging with revisionism. This fact alone
strongly suggests that orthodoxy has nothing to say in reply.

In what follows, I attempt to be a fair judge of both sides in the Great
Debate. Every judge must make determinations. I do the same. But the fact
that I find in favor of the revisionists—at least for now—does not invalidate
my objectivity. I came to this debate a true skeptic, and it is only by weight
of evidence and argumentation that T am persuaded of the strength of the
revisionist view. Conceivably this could change in the future. I remain open
to new evidence and new arguments. I have done my best, here, to fairly
weigh both sides. In the end, whether I have succeeded in offering an objec-
tive analysis of this debate will be for the reader to decide.

This book is targeted at the general educated reader, but it holds to a high
standard of scholarship. In examining the writings of the two opposing sides,
I have taken nothing for granted. To the greatest extent possible, [ have ver-
ified all quotations, checked all calculations, and noted errors—though I
must say that laudably high levels of scholarship are to be found on both
sides. Throughout this book I have attempted to use commonly available
sources, should the reader wish to confirm any statements or quotations 1
offer here.” I have concentrated on English-language sources; this has its

2 Wherever possible, quotations include in-text citations. For example, (Hilberg 2003: 29)
refers to page 29 of Hilberg’s 2003 publication (The Destruction of the European Jews),
which can be found in the bibliography at the back. Such citations both let the reader
know the time frame of the quotation, and avoid an excessive multiplication of foot-
notes. The end objective, after all, is to clearly cite reliable and verifiable sources, and I
think I have achieved this goal. And, unlike most books on the subject (of either side), I
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drawbacks, but fortunately most of the important sources are available in
English, and so the problem is not too great. Where relevant, I have cited
essential non-English writings as well.

I have also shown a preference for hard-copy publications—books and
journal articles—over Internet publications. Web-based material is always
questionable. It can change from one day to another, and disappear the next.
Such sources are typically less-well-researched, and often rely on other,
equally unreliable Web-based sources for their arguments. On the other
hand, there are certain obvious advantages. Much controversial material can
be published only on the Web, and this point must be noted. Also, it is very
convenient, for example, that several complete revisionist texts are available
free online. (This very fact should mitigate the notion of a profit motive of
the revisionists.) And the rise of online video services like YouTube, Vimeo,
and Hulu allow access to audio-visual material that can have a greater impact
than printed works. Thus, as appropriate, I have included relevant Web page
information.

Finally, I use terminology indicating the provisional nature of claims
about the Holocaust. My use of “alleged,” “so-called,” scare quotes, and
similar devices is simply meant to indicate that I am withholding assent until
the case is fully examined. I tend to be skeptical of most things told to me
by those in positions of power and influence, and this subject is no different.
I recommend that the reader do the same.

As for my occasional quips, jabs and weak attempts at humor, I can only
say that this is not intended as insult or dismissal. T aim to take a sometimes
plodding and tedious debate and make it interesting and readable; it is a topic
of profound importance, after all. But when one makes outrageous claims or
puts forth obvious nonsense, and then expects to be taken seriously... then
a sarcastic jab may be entirely appropriate.

Some might question the relevance of this whole topic. They might point
out that the event under discussion happened over 70 years ago, that most
who experienced it are dead, and that the enmities of the war are long gone.
America and the European nations are friends and at peace (with each other,
at least!). Japan is an important trading partner and poses no military threat.
So why bother with the Holocaust? What’s the big deal? “Yes, the Jews suf-
fered,” some may say. “So just leave them alone. Let them have their ol
Holocaust.”

have included a full and complete index and bibliography.
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I think it does matter, and not only to those who have a vested interest.
For several reasons: First, there is the straightforward question of history.
Regardless of what one may think, the Holocaust was an event of major his-
torical significance. As with any historical event, it is important to get the
facts straight and to develop consistent and coherent views about what hap-
pened. To understand what did, or did not, happen is vital for understanding
the world of the mid-20th century, and by extension, the world of today.

Second, we are not allowed to forget about it, even if we wanted to. Cov-
erage of the Holocaust is standard fare in every school curriculum. Children
the world over read The Diary of Anne Frank, Number the Stars, Waiting for
Anya, and Butterfly. Students learn about the gas chambers and the six mil-
lion, about the innumerable Nazi atrocities.” We see Holocaust miniseries
on television, Schindler’s List and documentaries like Night and Fog. We
celebrate “Holocaust Education Week,” and we acknowledge January 27
each year as the “International Day of Commemoration” of Holocaust vic-
tims, as declared by the UN in 2005 4 School children collect 6 million pen-
cils, or 6 million paperclips, or 6 million pennies.” We visit Holocaust mu-
seums. We take college courses from endowed chairs in Holocaust studies.

3 For example, in February 2008, French President Nicolas Sarkozy proposed strengthen-

ing an existing mandate to teach the Holocaust; his idea was that “every fifth grader will
have to learn the life story of one of the 11,000 [Jewish] French children killed by the
Nazis in the Holocaust (New York Times, Feb 16).” The proposal was rejected by the Ed-
ucation Ministry five months later, but even so, one wonders what could have impelled
Sarkozy to propose such a thing; perhaps his own Jewish ancestry had something to do
with it (a grandfather was Jewish).

Not to be outdone, the British then proposed that “every secondary school [in the UK] is
to get a Holocaust specialist to ensure that the subject is taught comprehensively and
sensitively” (Times Online, 7 Nov 2008). Ten percent of these specialists will receive a
master’s degree in “Holocaust education.” “The scheme is part of a wider Holocaust ed-
ucation project funded by the Government” and a national charity. The project will also
“send two sixth-formers [ages 16 and 17] from every school to Auschwitz” each year.
More recently, in late 2010 it was reported that Australia will include the Holocaust, for
the first time ever, in their national education curriculum (JTA, Dec 19).

In 2011, the United Nations agency UNESCO signed an agreement with Israel “to pro-
mote Holocaust education and combat its denial” (JTA, Mar 8). This, after passing a
2007 General Assembly resolution that “condemns without any reservation any denial of
the Holocaust” (A/Res/61/255).

On 20 September 2004, the AP reported on a middle school in Tennessee, where, back
in 1998, “students hoped to collect 6 million paper clips—one to remember each person
killed in the Holocaust.” Thanks to global publicity, they ultimate collected some 30 mil-
lion clips. In that same year Paper Clips, an “award-winning” Miramax documentary,
was released. Regarding the pencils, a Texas junior high school issued a press release on
15 May 2007: “Six million pencils for Holocaust project.” In May 2011, High Tech
High School in Chula Vista, California, began a project to collect 6 million pennies. Not
to be outdone, in September of that year a Canadian high school undertook to collect “13
million pennies, one for each person who died in the Nazi genocides, including six mil-
lion Jews” (Toronto Globe and Mail, Sep 4).
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This is not by accident. It is a deliberate plan, to make sure we “never for-
get.” And if we can never forget, then we should at least get the story
straight.

Third, there is the drama of the debate itself. It is unlike anything else—
the name-calling, the suppression of ideas, the jailing of dissenters, the burn-
ing of books. It is a debate that can scarcely be mentioned in polite company.
It is, in a real sense, one of the last taboos in Western civilization. But as we
know, taboos never last. They are the product of a given era, of specific so-
cial and political forces. When those forces shift, as they inevitably do, the
taboo is lifted. Now is perhaps such a time.

Fourth, we have the underlying issue of free speech. I take a radical po-
sition in support of free speech. Speech is an (almost) absolute right. There
is virtually no topic that should be out of bounds. Barring only such obscure
cases as an immediate threat to human life, no words or ideas should be be-
yond discussion. I support vigorous and open debate on every conceivable
topic, the Holocaust included. Suppressing speech only drives thought and
expression underground; it can only lead to unethical and reprehensible ma-
nipulation of the public’s ability to think for itself, and perhaps even violent
response to the suppression. Those in power always have reason to fear free
speech—all the more reason to defend it.

Fifth is the monetary angle. Billions of dollars have been given as resti-
tution to Israel, to individual survivors and to Jewish organizations. These
are tax dollars, provided by the workers of the affected nations—primarily
Germany and Switzerland, to date. Restitution claims have not ended, and
will likely not end in the foreseeable future. As recently as 2008, the Belgian
government agreed to pay $170 million to survivors, their families and the
“Jewish community.” This is rather astonishing, given that Belgium was a
victim of the war, not an aggressor. (The official reason: Belgium “failed to
resist hard enough” against Nazi deportation of Jews.) Germany, though,
suffers a seemingly unending parade of reparation deals. In late 2014, they
were compelled to establish a new $250 million fund “for child survivors”;
this fund is intended “to recognize psychological and medical trauma caused
during their deprived childhoods.” Compensation money, arising directly
from the conventional Holocaust story, in turn flows back to sustain it. Res-
titution money buys political clout, where—in the US at least—it ends up as
campaign contributions and issue ads. It encourages lawmakers to legislate
in support of Israel and against revisionism—and they do.

Sixth, the State of Israel itself was a direct result of the Holocaust. In
November 1947, two and a half years after the end of the war in Europe, the
UN General Assembly approved Resolution 181, calling for independent
Arab and Jewish states in Palestine. Jewish leaders immediately began for-
mation of a political infrastructure, and declared the establishment of the
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State of Israel in May 1948. There were precursor events, of course. The
Zionist push for a Jewish homeland began in the late 1800s, and the Balfour
Declaration of 1917 promised “a national home for the Jewish people.” The
process was thus in motion several decades before the end of World War 11,
but the Holocaust was the last straw. This is widely acknowledged today. In
2009, Israeli ambassador to the US, Michael Oren, declared the Holocaust
to be Israel’s “raison d’étre.”® A 2012 survey found that fully 98% of Israelis
consider it fairly or very important that a “guiding principle” for Israel is “to
remember the Holocaust.”” Hence, if the Holocaust is called into question,
so is the legitimacy of the Jewish state.

Seventh, the mere existence of Israel has far-reaching consequences. Its
creation sparked the ethnic cleansing of Palestinian Arabs, which led to sev-
eral wars and ultimately to the present Israeli occupation of the West Bank
and other Palestinian lands. This occupation in turn is a crucial factor in the
global “war on terror,” which is in reality a war on Islam. The influential
group of people who promote and defend the Holocaust are by and large the
same people who push for war against Muslims worldwide. The same ide-
ology—militant right-wing Zionism—is a major factor in both. In the United
States, this same Jewish lobby also coerces the government to send roughly
$6 billion per year to Israel in the form of military and economic aid.

Eighth: If we can be misled—or fooled, or deceived, or lied to—about
the Holocaust, what other events might we be misled about? The same social
forces that could give rise to and sustain a deficient Holocaust story could
produce countless other stories that might be exaggerated, embellished, dis-
torted or falsified.

Finally, the Great Debate tells us something important about the power
structure of Western nations. Revisionists challenge not only orthodoxy;
they challenge the power of the State. The leading advocates of the conven-
tional view are in positions of great influence. They are wealthy. They have
many supporters and virtually unlimited resources. They are able to turn the
power of the State, and public opinion, against revisionism. The revisionists,
few in number and poor in means, have only ideas. But as the masked man
once said, ideas are bulletproof. They have a power of their own, unmatched
by money, military or government. Ideas can penetrate to the heart of truth.
This is the promise of revisionism. Whether it succeeds, time will tell.

& New Republic (6 Oct 2009).
" Ha’aretz (30 Jan 2012).
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To repeat, I attempt here to take an impartial look at this clash of views.
My role here is not that of a revisionist. [ am a bystander in this debate,
observing and commenting on a collision of ideas. This book is not a book
of revisionism. It is a book about revisionism, and about two competing
views of the truth. It assesses the ability of each side to marshal evidence,
and to create a clear and consistent picture of the past.

The revisionist view of events is so far from what has been portrayed that
we may have a hard time comprehending its possibility. A colleague once
told me that he would be no more shocked to find no Eiffel Tower in Paris
than he would to leamn that the revisionists were right. Yet we can scarcely
avoid asking ourselves this question: s it really possible that the traditional
Holocaust story is wrong? And not merely a little wrong, but significantly
and fundamentally flawed? This is for each reader to decide. My objective
is not to impose an overall conclusion, but rather to illuminate and articulate
the main points, and to comment on their validity. I expect the reader to take
nothing I say for granted. He is invited to check my sources, verify my quo-
tations, and check my math. Ultimately, the reader must decide.

In such a complex issue as this one, it is wise to avoid making hasty judg-
ments. My own journey was rather long. The present work was, in a sense,
30 years in the making. For roughly the first 10 years of my adulthood, 1
fully accepted the orthodox view. After all, the consensus was nearly uni-
versal, and T had no good reason to question it. During the next 10 years,
doubts began to creep in. I started hearing stories that sounded odd, little
points of conflict or contradiction, and strange gaps in the conventional
storyline. About 10 years ago, I decided to begin a serious inquiry into the
topic. I tracked down dozens of books on both-sides, and spent many long
hours in careful research. The results of my investigation are presented be-
low.

I sense a turning point in the debate. It seems to be moving out of the
shadows and into the realm of serious and legitimate discourse. Revisionists
have strong arguments in their favor, and, despite book burnings and jail
terms, they are not going away. Traditionalists seem of late to have lost their
momentum. Perhaps they have no more counterarguments. Perhaps they
have tired of defending the conflicting stories of survivors and witnesses.
Perhaps they have reached the limit of their ability to fashion a comprehen-
sible picture of those tragic events of 70 years ago. The debate will surely
reach a new resolution, and I suspect that the result will be something dif-
ferent than what we presume today.
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Chapter 1: The Great Debate

There can be no denying the Holocaust of the mid-twentieth century: it was
called World War II. Roughly 50 to 60 million people died worldwide—
about 70 percent of whom were civilians.® They died from a variety of causes
including guns, bombs, fire, disease, exposure, starvation, and chemical tox-
ins. Within this greater Holocaust there existed many lesser holocausts: the
Allied fire-bombings of Dresden, Hamburg, and Cologne; the killing of hun-
dreds of thousands of German soldiers and civilians by the victorious Allies
after the formal end of the war; the US nuclear attacks on Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, which incinerated 170,000 women, children, and elderly; and the
Jewish Holocaust of Nazi Germany. It is this last Holocaust which has been
the topic of heated debate over the years. It is this Holocaust that 1 address
in this book.

Of the millions who died in the war, about 10 percent, or six million, are
claimed to have been Jews killed by the Nazi regime, both in Germany and
in its occupied territories. This Jewish Holocaust—the Holocaust, many
would say—has been the subject of intense study for 70 years now, ever
since the postwar Nuremberg trials of 1945 and 1946. Thousands of books
and articles have been written on it; numerous films describe it; countless
news stories have covered it. According to some, it is the “most well-docu-
mented event in history.””

In order to properly examine the Holocaust, we first need to know what
exactly it was. The basic outline of the conventional story has been mapped

§  According to standard sources, about 17 million soldiers died on all sides: 7.5 million for

the Soviet Union, 3.5 million for Germany, 1.3 million for Japan, and some 4.7 million
for all other countries combined. Civilian deaths are hard to determine, but the estimated
losses in just the Soviet Union (19 million) and China (10 million) were huge. If we add
6 million Jews and roughly 3—5 million civilians in all other countries, we arrive at a to-
tal close to 55 million.

For example, Rabbi Abraham Cooper recently said this: “No crime in the annals of his-
tory has been as well documented as Nazi Germany’s Final Solution, the state-sponsored
genocide that systematically murdered 6 million European Jews” (Huffington Post, 17
May 2012). According to the US Holocaust Memorial Museum (USHMM) website,
“The Holocaust is one of the most well-documented events in history” (article: “Holo-
caust Denial and Distortion”).
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out for several decades now, and there is today a rough consensus. Here is
one “widely accepted definition™:

When historians talk about the “Holocaust,” what they mean on the
most general level is that about six million Jews were killed in an in-
tentional and systematic fashion by the Nazis using a number of dif-
ferent means, including gas chambers. (Shermer and Grobman 2000:
XV)

Here is another, from an official source—Michael Berenbaum, former di-
rector of the US Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington, D.C.:

[The Holocaust was] the systematic state-sponsored murder of 6 mil-
lion Jews by the Nazis and their collaborators during World War 2.
(1993: 1)

These definitions imply that three key components are essential to the ortho-
dox view: (1) the killing of roughly six million Jews; (2) homicidal gas
chambers; and (3) intentionality on the part of the Nazi leadership. Should
we lack any one of these three, according to this view, we have a tragedy,
perhaps—but something less than ‘the Holocaust.’

The conventional story begins with the persecution of German Jews in
the 1930s. It accelerates with the round-up of Jews under German control in
early 1940. It becomes mass murder with the shootings in the Soviet Union
in mid-1941. It ends with gas chambers, mass graves, and burned corpses—
either in open pits or crematoria. This heinous act, it is claimed, was a sin-
gular pinnacle of human evil. “Adolf Hitler [was the] incarnation of absolute
evil,” according to famed survivor Elie Wiesel; indeed, he says, Nazi crimes
against the Jews “have attained a quasi-ontological dimension.”'® For Bartov
(2015: 11), the Holocaust is a “black hole of violence and depravity.” The
Auschwitz crematoria are “the most perverse, insidious, indeed utterly de-
monic circumstances in the entire Nazi genocidal apparatus”; they reside “in
the lowest chambers of hell,” and represent “the very essence of Nazism’s
bottomless evil” (ibid: 241).

There remain, however, many open issues and many unanswered ques-
tions. Revisionists make challenging and troubling claims, ones that threaten
to overturn major aspects of the Holocaust story:

» Key witnesses to the Holocaust have either falsified or greatly exag-
gerated important aspects of their stories.

» The figure of ‘six million’ has little basis in fact. This number, which
theoretically could only have been known after the war, actually
traces back decades before.

10" Time magazine (13 Apr 1998).
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» Major death camps, like Belzec, Sobibor, Chelmno, and Treblinka,
have vanished without a trace—as have most of their alleged victims.
Such a thing is not possible.

» Both of the alleged means of gassing victims—cyanide gas (under the
brand name Zyklon B) and carbon monoxide from diesel exhaust—
are impractical, unworkable, and simply ridiculous.

» No ‘Holocaust order’ from Hitler exists; nor was there any budget or
any plan. How, then, could the Nazis have pulled off their perfect
crime?

» Wartime air photos do not substantiate the traditional account of
events.

» Why are there, even today, so many survivors?

It seems that no two writers on the Holocaust have the same opinion on these
matters.

As I outlined in the Introduction, the disputants in the Great Debate fall
into two clearly defined groups: traditionalists and revisionists. Were this
any other matter of historical dispute, the two camps would typically engage
in cordial, lively, and fact-based argumentation. They might attend joint con-
ferences, praise each other’s ingenuity, share lunch, and even grant a defer-
ential respect to one another. But not with the Holocaust. Here, none of the
usual rules apply. A kind of argumentative chaos reigns. Ad hominem attacks
fly. Absurd charges are issued; as Specter (2009: 4) sees it, “Holocaust de-
niers... are intensely destructive—even homicidal.” Reputations are im-
pugned, and basic intelligence is challenged."' Strategic confusion and tar-
geted obfuscation are the norms.

For starters, consider the names of the two groups. Holocaust revisionists
are often called ‘Holocaust deniers’ by mainstream writers. This appellation
is both derogatory and, technically, almost meaningless. What does it mean
to ‘deny’ the Holocaust? How much of the conventional view does one have
to reject in order to be a ‘denier’? Take the three pillars of the Holocaust
story. What does it mean to “deny” the six-million figure? Is ‘five million’
denial? Unlikely, given that orthodox icon Raul Hilberg consistently argued
for roughly that figure. Four million? No-—early traditionalist Gerald
Reitlinger claimed in 1953 that the death toll could be as low as 4.19 million.
To my knowledge, no one has ever called him a Holocaust denier. One mil-
lion? Five hundred thousand? We can see the problem here.

What about intentionality? Does this refer to Hitler alone? Or must it in-
clude the likes of Himmler, Goebbels, Eichmann, and Géring? And how are

"' The ad hominem attack is, of course, a common and elementary logical fallacy. Tradi-
tionalists hold the clear lead in the name-calling sweepstakes, though certain of the revi-
sionist activists are well known for this tactic. As might be expected, name-calling—on
either side—is a fairly sure sign of a deficiency of arguments.
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we to judge intention? Spoken and written words can be misleading; dis-
cerning one’s intention has long been a notorious philosophical problem.
Clearly there is no ready answer to these many questions. It seems that being
a ‘denier’ is rather like being an ‘anti-Semite’—essentially in the eye of the
beholder.

Revisionists in turn often refer to their opponents as ‘extermination-
ists’—as 1in, those who believe that the Nazis were on a quest to eliminate
the Jewish people from the face of the Earth. Traditionalists reject not only
this label, but any label at all; any group designation implies that they are
simply one school of thought, to be held on equal footing with the revision-
ists. The notion of a competition between schools of thought is anathema to
them. In their eyes, there is only one basic truth about the Holocaust, and
they are its guardians.

Some traditionalists have demonstrated amazing levels of arrogance. A
good example is Piérre Vidal-Naquet (1992: xxiv):

It should be understood once and for all that I am not answering the
accusers, and that in no way am I entering into a dialogue with them.
... [T]he contribution of the “revisionists” to our knowledge may be
compared to the correction, in a long text, of a few typographical er-
rors. That does not justify a dialogue... [O]ne should not enter into
debate with the “revisionists™. ... T have nothing to reply to them and
will not do so. Such is the price to be paid for intellectual coherence.

Deborah Lipstadt mimics this stubbornness: “I categorically decline” to de-
bate them, she says (1993: xiii). Such a reluctance to engage in debate sug-
gests, of course, a fear of losing. The leading revisionists rarely pass up an
opportunity to debate; the leading traditionalists, to the best of my
knowledge, have never accepted one.'? In this sense, most traditionalists are
themselves ‘deniers’; they deny that there is anything to debate at all.

More seriously, we now have a situation where the power of the State has
been brought to bear against revisionism. In 1982 two influential Jewish
groups, the Institute of Jewish Affairs and the World Jewish Congress, cre-
ated a plan to combat the growth of revisionist publications. They issued a
report, “Making the Denial of the Holocaust a Crime in Law,” calling for
widespread legislation against revisionism. Israel passed such a law in 1986,
and France and other countries followed in the 1990s. Today there are 17
countries that have enacted or expanded laws against Holocaust denial, ' os-

12 With perhaps two minor exceptions: Traditionalist Michael Shermer appeared on the
Phil Donahue television talk show in 1994, along with revisionists Bradley Smith and
David Cole. And in 1995, Shermer debated revisionist Mark Weber. Videos of both
events are available online.

13 The current list includes Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, France, Germany, Israel,
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tensibly to combat racist hate crimes against Jews or other minorities. Pen-
alties ranging from severe fines to imprisonment can now be levied against
those who openly challenge the conventional Holocaust story. The presump-
tion is that revisionist writings or speeches will inflame violent extremists,
or will ‘corrupt the youth’ (Germany), or will somehow bring unacceptable
pain to Jewish people or others sympathetic to their suffering. I am unaware
of any cases in which revisionist writings have been shown to be a contrib-
uting factor to anti-Semitic violence—but perhaps this is beside the point.

In recent years, several prominent revisionists have been arrested for
challenging the traditional Holocaust account. Emst Ziindel, a flamboyant
publisher and promoter of right-wing literature in Canada, was arrested in
February 2003 in Tennessee for violating United States. immigration stat-
utes. He was quickly deported to Canada and held in prison for two years as
a “national security threat.” In March 2005 Ziindel was deported once again,
this time to his native Germany—where he was charged with distributing
hate literature, and with maintaining a US-based revisionist Web site. In
February 2007 he was sentenced to five years in prison, the maximum al-
lowable under current German law. He was freed in March 2010, having
served three years.

Germar Rudolf, a one-time doctoral student in chemistry in Germany,
published the influential revisionist works Vorlesungen iiber Zeitgeschichte
(“Lectures on Contemporary History,” 1993) and Grundlagen zur Zeitge-
schichte (“Foundations of Contemporary History,” 1994). In a throwback to
the Middle Ages, his books were not only confiscated, they were burned.
Tried in 1994/95, he was sentenced to fourteen months in prison. Rudolf
eventually fled to the US but was arrested on immigration charges in late
2005 and deported back to Germany. In March 2007, the German legal sys-
tem sentenced Rudolf to an additional prison term of two and a half years.
He was released in July 2009.

Noted British writer and historian David Irving came slowly and hesi-
tantly to revisionism, over a period of several years."* He had been sympa-
thetic to the German side at least since his 1977 book Hitler’s War, but did
not start to seriously question the Holocaust until the mid-1980s. It was not

Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Spain, and Switzer-
land. The latest additions to this honor roll include Hungary (2010), and most recently,
Greéce and Russia (2014). It may strike one as odd that modern industrial nations like
these, which claim to uphold the right of free speech and inquiry, could resort to the ban-
ning of certain books and ideas—especially today, 70 years after the event. And odd it
is; I elaborate on this in Chapter 12.

It is debatable whether or not Irving truly counts as a Holocaust revisionist; his position
continually shifts on this issue. Traditionalists almost uniformly portray him as such, but
he himself apparently denies it, and other revisionists are reluctant to include him among
their number. For the purposes of this book, however, I will classify him as a soft revi-
sionist.
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so much his writings as his speeches and interviews that got Irving into trou-
ble. In 1993 Lipstadt labeled him a denier and neo-Nazi sympathizer in her
book Denying the Holocaust. Irving sued for libel, losing in 2000. He was
then arrested in Austria in November 2005 for an act of ‘denial’ committed
sixteen years earlier, back in 1989. A Viennese court sentenced him to three
years in prison in February 2006, though he was granted early release in
November of that year.

More recently we have cases such as that of German-Australian revision-
ist Dr. Frederick Toben, who served three months in jail for a denial-related
penalty in August 2009. And in February 2015, French revisionist Vincent
Reynouard was sentenced (again) to prison, this time for two years. His
crime: posting on-line videos challenging the conventional Holocaust story.
The local French court actually saw fit to double the sentence that was
sought by the prosecution. ‘Deniers’ are evidently a dangerous lot; no leni-
ency shall be shown.

Such attacks, in addition to significantly raising the stakes of the debate,
have a stifling effect upon free speech and academic freedom generally.
Many groups and individuals have strongly opposed such heavy-handed acts
of state censorship, even though they may disagree with the revisionists. No-
table intellectuals such as Noam Chomsky—himself no revisionist—have
spoken out on their behalf. One must wonder: How serious a threat can these
people be? Why are they able to draw the attention of national legislators
around the world? Whom do they threaten? And perhaps most important—
Are they on to something? Do they in fact have a case to make, that the
Holocaust story is fundamentally deficient? The State does not attack those
who argue for a flat Earth, or warn against some imminent alien invasion.
Those who are irrational, or cannot make a ccherent case, pose no threat,
and thus are left alone. Apparently the ‘deniers’ are not in this category. This
fact alone should make the average person wonder—Could they be right?

The Core of Revisionism

Unlike the traditionalist view, revisionism resists a general characterization.
The alternate depiction of events that revisionism promises is only dimly
outlined at present, and opinions are too disparate and too variable to form a
truly cohesive view. Nonetheless, there are certain points of broad agree-
ment among a majority of serious revisionists; these constitute a kind of core
of revisionism today. Among the general points of agreement are the follow-
ing:
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» Hitler did indeed dislike the Jews, and strongly desired to rid Germany
of them. This desire was shared by most of the top Nazi leadership.
Their antipathy had three sources: (1) Jewish domination of major
sectors of German finance and industry;'® (2) the Jewish role in the
treasonous November Revolution at the end of World War I;'® and (3)
the prominent Jewish role in Soviet Bolshevism, which was seen by
most Germans as a mortal threat.'”

» To achieve this end, the Nazis implemented various means, including
evacuations, deportations, and forced resettlement. Their main objec-
tive was to remove the Jews, not kill them. Hence their primary goal
was one of ethnic cleansing, not genocide. This is why no one has
ever found a Hitler order to exterminate the Jews.

» Of course, many Jews would likely die in the process, but this was an
unavoidable consequence.

» The Germans actively sought places to send the Jews. One option un-
der consideration was to forcibly acquire the island of Madagascar
from France, and to ship them there.'®

> By mid-1941, due to speedy victories in the Soviet Union, large areas
of territory came under German control, and hence a new option
emerged—the Jews would be shipped to the East.

» By mid-1943, things were turning bad for the Germans. Shipments to
the East were no longer viable, and furthermore all available man-
power was needed to support the war effort. Thus deportations be-
came subordinated to forced labor—hence the heavy reliance on
Auschwitz, which was first and foremost a labor camp.

15 Traditionalist researcher Sarah Gordon (1984: 8-15) gives a good account of this domi-
nance: “The reader may be surprised to learn that Jews were never a large percentage of
the total German population; at no time did they exceed 1.09 percent of the population
during the years 1871 to 1933... [In spite of this, the Jews] were overrepresented in busi-
ness, commerce, and public and private service... Within the fields of business and com-
merce, Jews. .. represented 25 percent of all individuals employed in retail business and
handled 25 percent of total sales... ; they owned 41 percent of iron and scrap iron firms
and 57 percent of other metal businesses.... Jews were [also] prominent in private bank-
ing under both Jewish and non-Jewish ownership or control. They were especially visi-
ble in private banking in Berlin, which in 1923 had 150 private (versus state) Jewish
banks, as opposed to only 11 private non-Jewish banks....”

This trend held true as well in the academic and cultural spheres: “Jews were overrepre-
sented among university professors and students between 1870 and 1933.... [A]lmost 19
percent of the instructors in Germany were of Jewish origin.... Jews were also highly ac-
tive in the theater, the arts, film, and journalism. For example, in 1931, 50 percent of the
234 theater directors in Germany were Jewish, and in Berlin the number was 80 per-
cent...”

16 See Dalton (2014).

17 See Dalton (2013).

13 For a good account of this episode, see Mattogno and Graf (2010: 179-193).
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» A major problem with deporting and interning large numbers of Jews
was disease, especially typhus. Therefore a major effort was needed
to kill the disease-bearing lice that clung to bodies and clothing. All
Nazi camps were thus equipped to delouse and disinfest thousands of
people.

» The primary means for killing lice was in ‘gas chambers,” in which
clothing, bedding, and personal items were exposed to hot air, steam,
or cyanide gas. The gas chambers described by witnesses really did
exist—but each one was built and operated as a disinfesting chamber,
not as a homicidal gas chamber.

» The larger part of witness testimonies—both from former (Jewish) in-
mates and from captured Germans—consists of rumor, hearsay, ex-
aggeration, or outright falsehood. This does not mean that entire tes-
timonies are invalid, but only that specific claims must be verified by
scientific methods before we should accept them. In particular, claims
about huge casualty figures, mass burials and burnings, and murder
with diesel exhaust are largely discredited.

» The total number of Jewish deaths at the hands of the Nazis—the ‘six
million’ number—has been highly exaggerated. The actual death toll
was perhaps 10 percent of this figure: on the order of 500,000.

Individual revisionists place emphasis on different aspects of the above ac-
count, but all would likely agree with all these points.

Four Myths

An inquiry into the Great Debate of Holocaust revisionism cannot even
begin until a few prominent myths are dismissed. Four are of particular im-
portance:

Myth #1: Revisionists believe that the Holocaust ‘never happened.’
This is a common caricature of the revisionist position. It implies a belief
that there were no widespread deaths of Jews, that they suffered no persecu-
tion, that there were no gas chambers of any kind, and perhaps even that no
Jews actually died at the hands of the Nazis. Those traditionalists who make
this claim are being disingenuous at best. They seem to want the reader to
believe that revisionism is so far out of touch with reality, and so extreme in
its views, that it can be safely disregarded.

No serious revisionist doubts that extensive killing of Jews occurred,
mumbering in the hundreds of thousands, at least. No serious revisionist
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doubts that a catastrophe ‘happened’ to the Jews—whether they call it a ‘hol-
ocaust’ or not is incidental. Revisionists do dispute that the number of deaths
was anything like five or six million. All accept that gas chambers existed in
most or all of the German concentration camps; but they dispute the purpose
of those chambers. And revisionists dispute that any German camps were
ever built and operated as ‘extermination camps.’

In one sense, the very statement of this myth is loaded. As I explained
earlier, the event called ‘the Holocaust’ requires intentionality, homicidal
gas chambers, and some 6 million Jewish deaths. If any of these three points
is found to be significantly in error, then technically, ‘the Holocaust’ did not
happen. But this, of course, is not what our orthodox historians mean when
they make this charge. In fact, they never actually explain what they mean
when they invoke this myth. Hence any such statement, by either side, to the
effect that the Holocaust ‘never happened’ is pure propaganda.'

Mpyth #2: Photographs of corpses prove the Holocaust happened.

We all have seen the gruesome pictures of bodies stacked up outside some
crematorium, or unceremoniously dumped into pits. These are offered as
proof of “Nazi barbarity,” and of the slaughter of the Jews. Yet many things
about such photos are misleading. For one, we do not know, or at least are
not told, whose bodies those are. They could be Jews... or Polish internees,
or Russian POWs, or German inmates. In fact little effort seems to have been
made to actually identify, or autopsy, any of those bodies.

Second, those famous photos came from the camps liberated by the Brit-
ish and Americans—primarily Bergen-Belsen. The problem is that these
were not extermination camps. From the ‘real’ extermination camps, we
have no corpse photos at all.?® This fact alone should give us reason to con-
sider whether aspects of the traditional story might be suspect.

Third, there were rampant outbreaks of typhus and other diseases that
claimed thousands of lives in all the camps; yet the photos are used to imply
that these were gassing victims. And fourth, the photos show at most several
hundred corpses. This is so far from ‘six million’ that the vaunted photo-
graphs are almost meaningless as ‘proof” of the Holocaust.

19 The continued invocation of this myth borders on the absurd. As a case in point, consider
the 2005 BBC series “Auschwitz: The Nazis and the Final Solution.” After five hours of
airtime—and no discussion of revisionist challenges—they insert, at the very end, a
statement by former SS officer Oskar Groning. As an elderly man, Groning now sees it
as his task “to oppose Holocaust deniers who claim that Auschwitz never happened.” He
adds, “I have seen the crematoria. I have seen the burning pits. And I want you to believe
me that these atrocities happened. T was there.” Of course, no revisionist in his right
mind denies the existence of crematoria, pits, or the Auschwitz camp. Hence Gréning’s
statement is meaningless—added for mere dramatic effect.

With one possible exception: a disputed (dubious) photo of Auschwitz showing a couple
dozen corpses, possibly being burned. See Chapter 10.

20
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Myth #3: The Holocaust was a ‘hoax.’

This idea rests in large part on the writings of Arthur Butz, above all his
widely read book The Hoax of the Twentieth Century (1976/2015). Butz con-
tinues to hold to this notion today, as do a handful of other revisionists, such
as Robert Faurisson and Fritz Berg.

I explore this whole idea in more detail in Chapter 12, but briefly, what
is a hoax? The term derives from the pseudo-Latin phrase hax pax max used
by Renaissance-era conjurers and magicians to impress their audience. This
same phrase is the source of the more benign magical incantation ‘hocus
pocus.” A ‘hocus pocus’ refers to a fabrication intended to entertain and
amuse, whereas a hoax came to mean a fabrication intended to deceive, in a
malicious sense. Both refer to contrived circumstances, carefully arranged
to achieve a desired effect.

Now, it certainly is possible that the Holocaust story—especially the
mass murder in gas chambers, and the ‘six million’—was a kind of deliber-
ate fabrication to achieve a desired effect of deception. But to my
knowledge, no revisionist has offered any specific evidence to support this
contention. Without solid evidence of deliberate falsification of at least large
parts of the Holocaust story, we are unjustified in calling it a hoax. Individual
lies, exaggerations, even gross exaggerations, do not qualify as hoaxes.
Therefore, in my opinion, the Holocaust was not a hoax.!

However, this obviously does not mean that the story is true! It may still
be rife with falsehoods, lies, and assorted absurdities. But there are many
other ways in which untrue depictions of events can come to be widely be-
lieved, some of which are relatively innocent. Lacking hard evidence, we
should grant the benefit of the doubt. Revisionism should attack the story,
not the motive.

Traditionalists in turn leap on this hoax label and use it to their ad-
vantage.?> They take it to mean a kind of global conspiracy, a large-scale
collective effort to deceive the general public. They say, “Those deniers ac-
tually believe that the Jews could pull off this monumental fraud! They ac-
tually think that thousands of historians, writers, journalists, government
leaders—everyone, in fact, who supports the standard view—are in on the
scam, all conspiring to assist the powerful Jews. How stupid can they be?”
And there is some weight to this. You cannot claim massive fraud without a
solid basis for it. If someone lies, call it a lie. If someone utters a blatant
absurdity, call it absurd. Revisionists risk looking foolish, and only hurt their
cause, by arguing for a hoax.

That said, there is a kernel of truth in this myth. It may be fair to say that
certain parties took undeniably tragic events and made the most of them.

21 Crowell (2011: 9, 23), for one revisionist, concurs.
22 For a good recent example, see Perry and Schweitzer (2002: 208-211),
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They assumed the worst possible outcome, the worst possible death tolls,
and turned the worst rumors into ‘truths.” It may have been something like a
fish tale, in which one catches a trout but claims it was a shark. Now, a fish
tale is not a hoax—presuming that one actually went fishing, and actually
caught something. It is untruthful, deceitful, and perhaps even malicious, but
not a hoax. The undeniably tragic deaths of many thousands, whose remains
were utterly obliterated, can easily become ‘millions.” A falsehood, an ex-
aggeration, a fish tale—but not a hoax.

Unfortunately the situation goes from bad to worse. An exaggeration gets
repeated over and over. It becomes the basis for trials, billions of dollars in
reparations, imprisonments, even death sentences. Then it must be defended
at all costs. We can well imagine how such a situation could come about,
step by step, over the course of 70 years.

Myth #4: Revisionists are right-wing neo-Nazi anti-Semites.

Again, a classic ploy: impugn your opponent so that the reader will be in-
clined to dismiss him. Unfortunately this occurs repeatedly in almost every
traditionalist book that even touches on revisionism. Other, related charges
usually follow. Zimmerman (2000: 119), for example, writes, “Everyone
who has studied this [revisionist] movement realizes that the ultimate goal
of denial is the rehabilitation of Adolf Hitler and the Third Reich.” Quite a
claim! One wonders how Zimmerman knows such things, and what his evi-
dence might be.

Are revisionists right-wing? Since being right-wing is no crime, their crit-
ics presumably mean far right, which, they imply, is an evil thing. Of course
this is only evil from the perspective of the left, but more to the point, it
implies that traditionalists are not themselves right-wing—often far from the
truth! Hard-core traditionalists, by whom I mean the militant Zionists, are
among the most right-wing activists around—as are the evangelical Chris-
tians, who typically are strong supporters of Israel and the standard Holo-
caust story. Portraying all revisionists as right-wing is clearly a case of the
pot calling the kettle black.

When revisionist writings touch on political issues, they are most often
neutral with respect to the political spectrum. More important, this point is
irrelevant to the arguments at hand. Whether a given revisionist is right, left,
or center has no bearing on his arguments or his critique. Rudolf (2004) has
noted that “revisionism is neither left nor right.” Anyone from any point on
the spectrum may see the need to challenge the traditional view. Two of the
more prominent early revisionists, Paul Rassinier and Roger Garaudy, were
staunch leftists. Recently, left-leaning political activists have begun to raise
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questions about the Holocaust. If the traditionalists don’t like what the revi-
sionists are saying, then they must counter their arguments, not slander
someone’s character.

Are revisionists neo-Nazis? None of the major writers openly admits to
being a National Socialist, and few seem to care much about burnishing Hit-
ler’s image. And, as with the right-wing accusation, even if a revisionist
were openly National Socialist, or an open admirer of Hitler, it would be
irrelevant to the arguments presented.

Are the revisionists anti-Semites? An anti-Semite is, technically, one who
‘displays hostility or discrimination against Jews as a religious or ethnic
group.” Thus it is either a form of racism or religious discrimination, against
Jews as a whole. Yet, again, one finds no such attacks in any serious revi-
sionist work. The academic revisionists are, on the whole, passably respect-
ful of Jews. If they target an ideology, it is frequently Zionism. Not all Zi-
onists are Jews, and not all Jews are Zionists; thus, an anti-Zionist stance is
neither racial nor religious discrimination. In fact, it is Zionism that is more
inclined toward racism, in its oppressive and discriminatory attitude toward
Palestinians and Muslims in general. And it may even turn out that the tra-
ditionalists do more to foster anti-Semitism, if it happens that they are found
io be promoting—and legally enforcing—an unjustifiable myth of Jewish
suffering. One can only imagine the repercussions, if a large section of the
public should come to believe that they have been lied to about the greatest
crime in history.

Today, ‘anti-Semitism’ has become a largely meaningless epithet, de-
ployed either to slander one’s opponents—or to shut them up. It is used
simply because one does not like what the other says, and has nothing more
intelligent to offer.”®

23 A more recent definition was endorsed in an official US government report, Contempo-
rary Global Anti-Semitism (US Department of State, 2008). “Anti-Semitism is a certain
perception of Jews, which may be expressed as hatred toward Jews. Rhetorical and phys-
ical manifestations of anti-Semitism are directed toward Jewish or non-Jewish individu-
als and/or their property, toward Jewish community institutions and religious facilities.”
Specific forms of anti-Semitism include:

- “Denying the fact, scope, mechanisms (e.g., gas chambers) or intentionality of the
genocide of the Jewish people at the hands of National Socialist Germany and its sup-
porters and accomplices during World War II (the Holocaust).”

~ “Accusing the Jews as a people, or Israel as a state, of inventing or exaggerating the
Holocaust.”

But again, one wonders what is meant by such words as ‘denying’ or ‘exaggerating.’

Such terms are so broad as to potentially include almost any criticism, questioning, or

inquiry into the event. Hence my point that ‘anti-Semitism’ is so ill-defined as to be al-

most meaningless. Or worse: to be whatever those in power want it to be.
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Who’s Who in the Debate

I will close this first chapter with a quick look at the main players on each
side of the debate. Consider first the orthodox historians. Here we have an
immediate problem. There are literally thousands of books on the Holocaust,
and hundreds of new ones appear each year. The sheer number of authors is
astounding. Everyone, it seems, is in on the game. Publishers who are reti-
cent to publish on other worthy topics readily snap up proposals for new
Holocaust books. Apparently it is a good career move to write, and to pub-
lish, on the Holocaust.

In order to bring some structure to the chaos of names, I will focus on the
leading figures past and present, and on those few who have elected to en-
gage with revisionism. Let me begin with those now deceased, and then
move on to the currently active writers.

Among the more important past authors are:

» Gerald Reitlinger (died 1978). His book The Final Solution, first pub-
lished in 1953, was one of the earliest detailed studies. It covered all
aspects of the Holocaust, from the Jewish perspective. But there was
one small problem: Reitlinger counted far fewer than six million
deaths. His estimated range—from 4.2 to 4.58 million—is the lowest
of any major author. Today such figures would border on heresy, but
in 1953 there was no such tension. Even in the later revisions to his
book, he did not significantly alter his numbers. Perhaps unsurpris-
ingly, Reitlinger is not often cited by traditionalists today.

» Lucy Dawidowicz (died 1990). Her major works included The War
against the Jews (1975, 1986), and The Holocaust and the Historians
(1981). She estimated a total of 5.9 million Jewish fatalities.

» Jean-Claude Pressac (d. 2003). A pharmacist by training, and one of
the few non-Jews to challenge revisionism. Pressac’s work Ausch-
witz: Technique and Operation of the Gas Chambers (1989) was a
direct response to the writings of Faurisson. A very detailed study of
the design and operation of the Auschwitz crematoria and gas cham-
bers, this work raised as many questions as it answered. It is far from
the “definitive refutation” of revisionism that was sought.

» Piérre Vidal-Naquet (died 2006). Author of Assassins of Memory
(1992—French original in 1987), an early attempt to refute revision-
ism. Almost useless for assessing the validity of revisionist argu-
ments, since he addressed nothing in specifics. An arrogant and po-
lemical response to revisionism.
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» Raul Hilberg (died 2007). Until his death, Hilberg was considered the

preeminent expert on the Holocaust. His primary work, The Destruc-
tion of the European Jews, first appeared in 1961. In 1985 the book
was expanded to a three-volume set. A third edition came out in 2003,
clocking in at nearly 1,400 pages. Like Reitlinger, Hilberg is notable
for his low overall death toll; he consistently calculated 5.1 million
victims, which has become the lower limit of the ‘acceptable’ range—
though even this is rarely mentioned.

Yisrael Gutman (died 2013). His Denying the Holocaust (1985) was
one of the first books to tackle the revisionist arguments, although it
has not had much of a lasting effect on the debate.

Among current researchers, we have:

» Yitzhak Arad. His 1987 book Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka remains the

standard source for those camps—a rather amazing fact, given that it
is nearly 30 years old. Arad was a research director at the Israeli Ho-
locaust center, Yad Vashem.

Shelly Shapiro. She compiled an anthology of essays against revision-
ism, Truth Prevails: Demolishing Holocaust Denial (1990).

Kenneth Stern. He wrote Holocaust Denial (1993), which is only a
cursory response to the arguments.

Deborah Lipstadt. Her Denying the Holocaust (1993} is perhaps the
best-known anti-revisionist work., Unfortunately, very little of this
book addresses the actual arguments—as the reader is invited to con-
firm. Lipstadt and her book became widely known after historian Da-
vid Irving sued her for libel. She is a professor of theology at Emory
University in Atlanta.

Michael Shermer and Alex Grobman. Co-writers of Denying History
(2000)—after Lipstadt, the next most popular anti-revisionist source.
John Zimmerman. His book Holocaust Denial (2000) was the first to
seriously address, in detail, revisionist arguments. It is a technical, ac-
ademic work, and plays a prominent role in the debate. Zimmerman
is an accountant at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas.

Robert van Pelt. His hefty 2002 book The Case for Auschwitz arose
from his expert testimony for Lipstadt at the Irving trial. He is a pro-
fessor of architecture at Waterloo University, Canada, and actively
lectures on the Holocaust.

Tan Kershaw. British historian, now retired, and author of several im-
portant works, including Hitler 1936-1945 (2000) and Hitler, the Ger-
mans, and the Final Solution (2008).
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» Christopher Browning. An American historian, also retired. Author of
Ordinary Men (1992), The Path to Genocide (1998), and The Origins
of the Final Solution (2004).

» Richard Evans. Retired Cambridge historian and author of an im-
portant three-volume series, The Third Reich at War (2003-2008). Re-
garding the Holocaust debate, his major contribution was Lying about
Hitler (2001), recounting his version of the Irving-Lipstadt trial.

» Peter Longerich. A German historian currently working at the Uni-
versity of London. His books The Unwritten Order (2003), Holocaust
(2010), and Heinrich Himmler (2011) have been influential in sustain-
ing the orthodox view. As the youngest of the major active writers,
Longerich may be expected to be the standard-bearer for some time
to come.

In addition to these individuals, we must also include the standard reference
works: Encyclopedia of the Holocaust (1990; 1. Gutman, ed.) and more re-
cently The Holocaust Encyclopedia (2001; W. Laqueur, ed.). Finally, we
have the leading research organizations, which would include the Israeli
group Yad Vashem (www.yadvashem.org) and the US Holocaust Memorial
Museum (www.ushmm.org).

Anti-revisionist forces have been notably quiet in the past decade. Just
one new book has appeared,?* and only a handful of journal articles. This is
in marked contrast to the outpouring of books by revisionists in that same
period—some two dozen in total. Of course, thousands of traditionalist
books and articles have appeared in that time, but virtually none of these
take on the revisionist challenge. Officially, revisionism is now “‘unworthy’
of response; unofficially, it’s good policy to avoid a battle that you may well
lose.

And in the Other Corner...

Early revisionism, as mentioned, was marked by as much polemics and in-
flammatory language as scholarship. Revisionists thus tend to fall into one

24 The (unpublished) book—actually, a “white paper” available only as a PDF file online—
is Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka: Holocaust Denial and Operation Reinhard (Harrison et
al., 2011). This is a unique case, however. The five authors are all ‘professional blog-
gers,” not affiliated with any university or research center, and generally lacking in any
formal qualifications. They have, in fact, been denounced by their fellow traditionalists
for their shoddy practices. But the work does offer a detailed response to many revision-
ist arguments. It has generated an even-more-detailed revisionist response, The “Exter-
mination Camps” of ““Aktion Reinhardt”: An Analysis and Refutation of Factitious “Evi-
dence, " Deceptions and Flawed Argumentation of the “Holocaust Controversies”
Bloggers (Mattogno et al., 2013).
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of two subgroups: activists and academics. Both groups are important, and
both have their own roles to play. Both groups require fortitude and courage,
though in different ways. Naturally, some individuals fall into both catego-
ries; Faurisson and T6ben come to mind.

For our purposes, the second group is of chief interest. The activists make
the news, and poke their finger in the public eye, but it is the academics that
do the important groundwork to establish the basis for revisionist claims.
Academic revisionists conduct careful, scientific examination of the circum-
stances of the Holocaust, and write high-quality articles and books on their
critiques. They deserve to be taken seriously. Early academics would include
such people as Franz Scheidl and Paul Rassinier, whose initial work dates
from the 1950s. But things did not really start heating up until the mid-1970s.
From then on we find a growing number of serious, dedicated works. The
major revisionist academics include:

» Arthur Butz. His 1976 book The Hoax of the Twentieth Century
marked the beginning of serious revisionism. The latest revised edi-
tion came out in 2015. A dense and challenging book, but useful for
scholarly research. Butz has a PhD in engineering, and is currently a
tenured associate professor at Northwestern University, near Chicago,
Nlinois.

» Paul Rassinier (died 1967). He further developed his ideas in the
1960s, which appeared in English translations as Debunking the Gen-
ocide Myth (1978) and The Holocaust Story and the Lies of Ulysses
(1990, 2™ ed.).

> Robert Faurisson. In the late 1970s he published some notorious revi-
sionist articles in the French newspaper Le Monde. Since then he has
been a leading figure in the movement, at once an academic and a
promoter. His magnum opus is the four-volume French work Ecrits
Révisionnistes (1974—1998). Faurisson is a retired professor of hu-
manities from Lyon University.

» Wilhelm Stiglich (died 2006). A PhD and judge in Germany, he wrote
The Auschwitz Myth in 1979 (English version 1986), causing an up-
roar.

» David Irving. A prominent historian and expert on the Third Reich. A
borderline revisionist; the Holocaust is not really his area of expertise,
but he seems to get drawn in time and again.

> Friedrich Berg. A specialist on the diesel exhaust issue. Berg is an
engineer and has been a leading advocate of “scientific” revisionism,
based on objective data and scientifically verifiable facts.

» Samuel Crowell. Pseudonym for an American professor of history.
Though not a major figure in revisionisim, Crowell is, along with
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Faurisson, the most scholarly. His monograph The Gas Chamber of
Sherlock Holmes (2011) is an excellent “literary analysis” of the many
problems with the conventional account.

» Thomas Kues. A Swedish scholar and multi-linguist. Kues has written
some 50 revisionist articles, with a focus on the so-called ‘Reinhardt’
camps: Belzec, Sobibor, and Treblinka.

» Germar Rudolf. As a scientist (chemistry), writer, lecturer and pub-
lisher, Rudolf is a leading figure in revisionism today. His Dissecting
the Holocaust (2003, 2™ ed.) and Lectures on the Holocaust (2011,
2" ed.) are essential reading for anyone serious about the subject.

» Jirgen Graf. A Swiss researcher, and author or co-author of several
important writings, including books on the Treblinka, Sobibor, Maj-
danek and Stutthof camps. He also wrote a definitive critique of Raul
Hilberg, The Giant with Feet of Clay (2015, 2™ ed.).

» Carlo Mattogno. An Italian researcher, Mattogno is the leading writer
of serious academic works. He has published detailed texts on the gas
chambers and crematories of Auschwitz, and written or co-written
major works on all five of the other ‘extermination camps.” Unques-
tionably the leading technical expert among revisionists today.

If the reader is unfamiliar with most of the above names, we should not be
surprised. There has been a concerted effort to ensure that the leading revi-
sionist scholars are never engaged, never cited, and never publicized. This
is another clue that all is not as it seems in the Great Debate.

With this short background in place, we can now begin to take a serious
look at the traditional Holocaust story, analyzing its strengths and weak-
nesses. Chapter 2 will recount this story and examine the troublesome nature
of historical truth—troubles which are greatly magnified with the Holocaust.
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Chapter 2: Truth vs. Lies

Any aspect of a major war offers myriad opportunities and reasons to alter,
edit, distort, or create evidence. This is particularly true with the Holocaust.
Virtually every person or organization connected with this event has a strong
interest in a particular outcome. Each has particular strengths and weak-
nesses. Each comes to the situation with a particular worldview in place.
Each is motivated by a variety of factors: benign self-interest, greed, justice,
revenge, hatred, naiveté. Some motives are malevolent, others not. In gen-
eral it is very difficult to accurately discern a person’s reason for acting, and
thus we should be very slow to impute negative motives to others. Further-
more, we must deal with many fundamental human failings. People make
mistakes. Memories fail. Senses deceive. All these factors present us with
great difficulties as we attempt to work out our particular notions of truth.

Historical events pose a unique problem. To state the obvious, events of
the past are truly and absolutely gone forever. The many actions that oc-
curred during World War IT have vanished from existence. We must resign
ourselves to the fact that we will never know, with certainty, the actual truth
of things as they happened. The best we can do today is to examine the phys-
ical and documentary remains of history and construct a comprehensible
narrative-—an explanation, of sorts. In a very real sense, constructing history
is our task here. There is no other choice.

Regarding the Holocaust, there is already one such narrative: the tradi-
tional view of the 6 million Jewish deaths, the gas chambers, the cremation
furnaces. But perhaps even this simple statement of the conventional story
is assuming too much. Many people today believe that the Nazis “gassed 6
million Jews,” or “burned 6 million Jews in the furnaces of Auschwitz’—
both claims wildly incongruous with even the traditional version. Thus there
is some benefit, I think, in reexamining the essential details of the conven-
tional story. This will give us a base to work from, and also allow a better
understanding of the perspective of both parties in the Great Debate.
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The Traditional Story

Let me begin with some basic facts. The standard definition of the Holocaust
given in Chapter 1 included three essential elements: 6 million Jews killed,
the use of gas chambers (among other means), and a program of systematic,
intentional killing originating from the top of the Nazi hierarchy. For this
definition I cited a source from the year 2000.

However, even in the short time since then we have begun to see a subtle
but important shift in the conception of the Holocaust. A good example from
just three years later is the World Book Encyclopedia, 2003 edition. This is
a putatively neutral source, but the entry on the Holocaust was written by
the same Michael Berenbaum whom I cited in Chapter 1. So we can expect
a fairly straightforward recounting of the orthodox view—and no discussion
of revisionist challenges. All subsequent quotes in the present chapter are
from this entry.

Berenbaum’s entry begins with a revised definition: the Holocaust “was
the systematic, state-sponsored murder of Jews and others by the Nazis dur-
ing World War I1.” The inclusion of “others” is noteworthy. This has two
consequences: (1) it maintains a high overall death total, significantly above
the number of Jews, and (2) it emphasizes that non-Jews were also victims,
hence broadening the base of sympathy. It is not only Jews who should see
the Nazis as evil; in a sense, we all are victims.

“By the end of the war, the Nazis had killed about 6 million Jewish men,
women, and children—more than 2/3 of the Jews in Europe.” Hence, a pre-
war Buropean Jewish population of about 8 million. “Historians estimate
that perhaps as many as 11 million people were killed, including the Jews”—
thus about 5 million “others.” Accordingly, the others constitute about 45
percent of the Holocaust, Jews 55 percent. Any balanced assessment of this
event should, therefore, roughly match these proportions. Even a cursory
glance at the literature, however, shows that this is not the case. Writings on
non-Jewish Holocaust victims cannot comprise more than 1 percent of the
total.

“Many of the Holocaust victims were killed in specially constructed gas
chambers, and their bodies were then burned.” The vagueness of “many” is,
of course, one of the key points of contention. Burning of the bodies turns
out to be critical, for two reasons. First, it is strikingly difficult to completely
consume a human body with fire, as we will see. Second, the act of burning
yields a sort of total elimination of the corpses—and hence the primary evi-
dence of the crime. If the bodies were simply buried somewhere in mass
graves, we would then have the opportunity to dig them up, count them,
perform autopsies, and so on. But “burned” is—gone.
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This systematic mass murder was planned, we are told, by the highest
levels of the Nazi government:

Sometime in early 1941, the Nazi leadership finalized the details of a
policy decision labeled “The Final Solution of the Jewish Question.”
This policy called for the murder of every Jew... under German rule.
... At the Wannsee Conference, held in Berlin in January 1942, Nazi
leaders further systematized the killing.

Revisionists take issue with such a statement, as will be seen later. To antic-
ipate the main point: nothing in the Wannsee record indicates that the Jews
were to be killed. Corralled into ghettos, ves. Expelled, yes. But murdered,
no.

Berenbaum continues, “The slaughter began with Germany’s invasion of
the Soviet Union in June 1941.” Shooting was too slow, so “they began using
sealed vans. The prisoners choked to death on exhaust fumes as the van trav-
eled to a burial pit.” The majority of the so-called gas vans were diesel
trucks, which were supposedly modified as killing machines.” But there is
an immediate problem here: diesel exhaust, under anything approaching nor-
mal operating conditions, contains too little carbon monoxide, and too much
oxygen, to kill people in any reasonable time—more on this in Part 11.

Systematic killing supposedly began only with the alleged extermination
camps, built in 1941 and 1942. The common view is that dozens or even
hundreds of these camps were used to exterminate the Jews, including such
infamous ones as Dachau, Buchenwald and Bergen-Belsen. But this is not
the case, as the experts readily admit. Of the many concentration and labor
camps run by the Nazis, only six were alleged centers of extermination:
Chelmno, Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka, Majdanek and Auschwitz. It was
in these camps only that the mass gassings and mass burnings supposedly
occurred.?®

The gas chambers are at the horrific center of the traditional view. Eye-
witnesses have described specific individual events—in themselves nothing

% The makes, models and engine types of the first set of gas vans, which were spontaneous
make-shift solutions, are uncertain. The second set of trucks, however, is said to have
been properly planned and designed for their homicidal purpose and was purchased from
the Austrian Saurer company. Saurer, a pioneer in diesel engines, produced exclusively
diesel trucks. See Alvarez (2011) for details.

Of course, thousands (revisionist view) or millions (orthodox view) of Jews died at other
locations, and in other ways. In fact, according to most researchers, the six death camps
only account for about 50 percent of total Jewish casualties. The other half were killed in
open-air shootings, or died in ghettos or of general deprivation or illness. But it remains
the case that the only (alleged) systematic, industrialized mass killing of Jews occurred
in those six camps. Also, the so-called extermination camps are sometimes referred to as
“death camps,” though this can be misleading. Large numbers of deaths occurred at
many camps, and all of these could reasonably be called “death camps.” Here, though, I
will follow common practice and treat the two terms as essentially synonymous.

26
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criminal—that have been merged into a composite view of the alleged gas-
sing process:

As many as 2,000 prisoners were sent into the gas chambers at one
time. SS personnel poured containers of poison gas down an opening.
Within 20 to 30 minutes, the new arrivals were dead.

The “containers” refer to cans of Zyklon B, a form of hydrogen cyanide gas
that was stored in small gypsum pellets and used as a fumigation gas for
rodents and lice. According to the standard story, SS men dumped the pellets
into the chambers, allowing the gas to evaporate and quickly kill those in-
side. The encyclopedia mentions “20-30 minutes,” but some have testified,
under oath, that death came within 5 minutes or less. Shortly thereafter,
workers entered the chambers and extracted the dead bodies. This gassing
activity produced a huge quantity of corpses, which, for practical, sanitary
and evidentiary reasons, had to be completely disposed of: “[the SS] burned
the bodies in crematoriums or open pits.”

Of the six death camps, the largest and most notorious was Auschwitz.
“[A]bout 1.25 million people were murdered there.” Actually, most histori-
ans now quote a figure closer to 1.1 million, of whom the vast majority—
around 1 million—were Jews.

“Shocking and Strange”

Regarding Auschwitz, a fact nor mentioned is perhaps as important as the
ones stated. For 45 years, it was an “established fact” that 4 million people
died at Auschwitz. This was the figure that showed up in Time and
Newsweek, in the Encyclopedia Britannica and countless school texts. A
plaque engraved with this number stood for years in the camp. In 1979, Pope
John Paul II knelt and prayed for “the 4 million victims of Auschwitz.”

Then in 1990, the number changed virtually overnight. On July 17, the
Washington Times reported:

Poland has cut its estimate of the number of people killed by the Nazis
in the Auschwitz death camp from 4 million to just over | million. ...
Shevach Weiss, a death camp survivor and Labor Party member of
the Israeli Parliament, expressed disbelief at the revised estimates,
saying, “It sounds shocking and strange.” ... The latest Polish re-
search is based on studies of prisoners’ personal numbers, transport
documents and data about Jewish ghettos. (p. A11)

This sudden change from 4 million to 1 million is indeed “shocking and
strange.” It is an astonishing revision of the standard Holocaust story—sud-
denly there were 3 million fewer deaths than previously believed. Prior to
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1990, then, the total casualty figure for the Holocaust must have been 14
million, since it is 11 million now. Oddly, though, such a number has never
appeared in print, to my knowledge.

But the more surprising fact is this: The number of Jewish deaths—the 6
million—did not change. How can that be? Quite simple: Before 1990 we
were told there were 1 million Jewish and 3 million non-Jewish deaths; after
1990, it was 1 million Jewish deaths and 100,000 non-Jews.*’ The story now
is that the Poles, not wanting to be left out of the victimhood sweepstakes,
had claimed a far greater number of Polish (non-Jewish) victims. But they
had done so without any justification. By 1990, the evidence had become
overwhelming, and the ‘4 million’ could no longer be sustained.

The vast majority of the dead are now accepted to have been Jews,
despite claims by the former Polish communist government that as
many Poles perished in Hitler’s largest concentration camp. The re-
vised Polish figures support claims by Israeli researchers that Po-
land’s former communist government exaggerated the number of vic-
tims by inflating the estimate of non-Jews who died. (ibid.)

“Exaggerated” is an understatement. The non-Jewish death toll at Auschwitz
dropped from 3 million to 100,000. This is a reduction of 97 percent. We
can only imagine the consequences if a comparable drop should ever occur
in the Jewish toll.

On the face of it, this dramatic change was a stunning setback for tradi-
tionalism. And in a sense, it was. The total magnitude of the Holocaust is
now less than it used to be, and hence so is its historical significance. But on
the other hand, this reduction serves to strengthen the position of those who
prefer to emphasize the Jewish aspect of the Holocaust. Before 1990, Jews
were a minority of Auschwitz deaths—1 million out of 4 million (25 per-
cent). Now they are 90 percent, or roughly 1 million out of 1.1 million.
Auschwitz is now a truly Jewish phenomenon.

Even more surprising: Before 1990, Jews were a minority of the Holo-
caust—>6 million deaths out of some 14 million total (43 percent). Now they
are, as noted above, the majority: 6 out of 11 million (55 percent). Hence
this change at Auschwitz, trumpeted by revisionists as a victory, actually
consolidated Jewish claims on the Holocaust.

27 One million Jewish deaths at Auschwitz have been claimed at least since 1961, with the
initial publication of Raul Hilberg’s work The Destruction of the European Jews.
Reitlinger (1953) argued for even less, something approaching 800,000. But there has
always been disagreement about this number. Laqueur (2001: 177) points out that before
1990, the Poles, who were promoting the 4 million figure, claimed that there were at
least 2.5 million Jewish deaths. Few Western researchers accepted such a high number.
But of course, victims always have an incentive to exaggerate casualty figures.
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To wrap up this little detour: Where did the outlandish figure of 4 million
come from in the first place? The Washington Times states:

Shmuel Krakowski, head of research at Israel’s Yad Vashem memorial
for Jewish victims of the Holocaust, said the new Polish figures were
correct. “The 4 million figure was let slip [at the Nuremberg trials] by
Capt. Rudolf Hoss, the death camp’s Nazi commander. Some have
bought it, but it was exaggerated.” (ibid.)

First of all, Krakowski is simply wrong. Hoss testified that 3 million died at
Auschwitz.?® The 4-million figure in fact came from Soviet testimony, and
was pure propaganda.” Second, what does “let slip” mean? Does Krakowski
expect us to believe that Hoss made some careless slip of the tongue—as if
he let out the secret to someone’s birthday surprise? Unlikely. And I must
beg to differ, once again, with the term “exaggerated.” Hoss’s figure of 3
million was triple that accepted today. That’s not an exaggeration; that’s
pure fantasy. And if this number, arguably the single most important piece
of Hoss’s testimony, is pure fantasy, how much of the rest should we be-
lieve?*® But considering that Hoss was likely tortured and coerced into mak-
ing his so-called confession, the 3-million figure is not surprising. The Nu-
remberg trials were as much theater as they were legal proceedings—as 1
explain below.

The traditional Holocaust story ends with the dismantling and destruction
of the death camps, Hitler’s death by suicide, and Germany’s surrender in
May 1945. As the Allies progressively overran the concentration camps,
their photos and other details reached the outside world. The camps held
thousands of sick and emaciated people; huge piles of clothes, shoes, and
personal belongings; and, in some cases, remnants of gas chambers and
crematoria. Here then was “proof of Nazi savagery.” Survivors told the hor-
rific stories of things they heard and experienced: disease and hunger, hu-
miliation and forced labor, the gas chambers, dead bodies, and pervasive fire
and smoke from the burning of corpses. By all accounts it added up to only
one thing: a deliberate scheme of mass murder.

Then came the Nuremberg tribunals of 1945 and 1946, and a series of
ancillary trials in the following years. The accused Germans submitted writ-
ten statements of confession, explaining their roles in the whole affair. Vic-
tims gave eyewitness testimony. Photos and documents were entered into
the official record. In the end, most of the German leaders were executed,

28 IMT (vol. 33), pp. 275-278. This is the Blue Series—see note 36 below.

29 IMT (vol. 39), pp. 241, 261.

30 Browning (2004: 544) observes that “the testimonies of especially Hoss and to some ex-
tent Bichmamn are confused, contradictory, self-serving, and not credible.” Problems
with Hoss’s testimony, and that of many other witnesses, are summarized in Appendix
B.
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and many of the lesser figures served lengthy prison terms. Once this was
all over, it remained for the survivors to elaborate on their experiences, aca-
demics to research and document every conceivable aspect—and for the vic-
tims to seek, and receive, restitution. This process continues to this day. A
monumental, expensive, and time-consuming Holocaust machine is in place,
working day and night to ensure that we “never forget.”

One immediate effect of the Holocaust was a surge in support for a Jew-
ish homeland in Palestine. Since the late 1800s, the Jewish movement known
as Zionism had pushed the international community to grant Jews land on
which they could create a Jewish-only state. Various proposals were made,
but the Zionists insisted upon the Biblical lands of Palestine. This might have
worked, except that several hundred thousand Arabs were already living
there. Jews, of course, had lived there as well for centuries, but in much
smaller numbers. And they had not been a ruling power in that region for
over 2,000 years.”! Even as late as World War I, they constituted just 10
percent of the population. Yet they demanded their own state.

In 1917 the British, about to obtain colonial rule over the area, decided
to support the idea of a Jewish “homeland” in Palestine. Caught in a stale-
mate in World War I, the British badly needed American aid. But the Amer-
icans were rightly reluctant to enter a foreign war. The best option for the
British was to mobilize the American Jewish lobby to sway Woodrow Wil-
son, and thus to draw in the US. And the only card they had to play was
Palestine. Thus Britain made a “contract with Jewry,” promising Palestine
to the Zionists in exchange for bringing America into the war; this was the
famous Balfour Declaration. As we know, the plan was a success.*?

Jewish immigration increased, but it met with Arab resistance. In 1947,
in the shadow of the Holocaust, the matter went to the UN. The General
Assembly—not the Security Council-—agreed to a partition plan in Novem-
ber, and shortly thereafter the purging of native Palestinians from the land
began. Nearly 800,000 Palestinians were bribed, coerced, or driven off their
land in order to make way for the new Jewish state, a state deemed necessary
and appropriate in light of the Holocaust. This conflict has only intensified
and broadened in the intervening 70 years. Zionism and the existence of the
state of Israel are thus closely related to the current Holocaust debate.

3 The last Jewish rule ended in 63 BC, when the Roman Empire incorporated Palestine.
32 For details see Dalton (2013).
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A Question of Evidence

Before getting into the details of the arguments, it is worth examining how,
and from whom, we have come to know the traditional story. This matter is
closely related to the general question of evidence. For the Holocaust, as for
almost any crime, there exist four general categories of evidence:

1) Eyewitness accounts, from surviving victims;

2) Statements of confession or innocence, from alleged perpetrators;>
3} Decumentation, relating to the crime (including photographs); and

4) Material evidence—Dbodies, murder weapons, physical structures, etc.

These four categories can be split in half. The first two, being subjective,
rely on an individual’s perception and memory. They are subject to either
willful or inadvertent manipulation. They are at the whim of the personal
motives of the individual: fear, hatred, desire for revenge, desire for fame,
eagerness to exonerate or gain leniency for oneself, and so on. And they can
change over time; a statement made shortly after the war may differ substan-
tially from one made years later.

The second two, being objective and physical, can be measured, tested,
and analyzed. They are not subject to individual whim, though they do admit
of varying degrees of interpretation. Like all physical things, these objective
pieces of evidence do change over time, but very slowly. They change only
with the gradual aging that all objects experience—unless of course they
have been counterfeited, tampered with or deliberately destroyed, which is
always a concern.

Consequently, in both the court of law and the court of science, the latter
two categories generally have priority over the former two. Particularly so
when the personal statements involve either the accused or the plaintiffs,
neither of whom is unbiased. Necessarily, such statements are of questiona-
ble value. Consider this: If you suddenly came across a fistfight between two
people, and after it was over wanted to know what happened, you could ask
each of the two combatants for their view—but you probably would not get
the straight story from either one. If you ask Jewish death camp survivors
for their view, and German guards or camp officials for theirs, you will prob-
ably not get the straight story. This is no surprise. Of course, the best testi-
mony is that of a neutral third party, an innocent bystander, who can objec-
tively observe events with no equity in the outcome. Unfortunately such
individuals are very rare here. We are, for practical purposes, stuck with bi-
ased and partial statements as our subjective evidence.

33 Supplemental testimony is also often sought by neutral parties and by subject-maiter ex-
perts. I address these later, as appropriate.
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This raises an important point in the Great Debate. Traditionalists rely
more heavily on the first two (subjective) categories of evidence. They point
to dozens of survivor witness statements and testimonies, and to the post-
war confessions of the leading Nazis, to make their case. This is not to say
that they ignore the physical evidence, but it is generally less supportive of
their arguments, and hence is usually de-emphasized. The revisionists, on
the other hand, rely more heavily on physical evidence and the physical con-
ditions at the camps. They examine the ruined remains of buildings, analyze
photographs, assess wartime documentation, and perform calculations based
on scientific information. Not that the revisionists ignore personal state-
ments—Dbut they use them differently. Whereas traditionalists tend to look
for consistency and commonality in witness statements to construct a possi-
ble picture of events, revisionists look for inconsistency and implausibility,
in order to undermine witness credibility. And of course they promote the
views of witnesses who support their case. Both tactics are familiar to any
good trial lawyer.

The net effect is that the traditionalists are on relatively shaky ground.
Revisionists who stick to objective evidence and scientific analysis have the
firmer footing. This is one reason why the debate has become so interesting.

The Nuremberg Trials

With the Holocaust, our primary sources of information include the above
categories of evidence that were created or documented during or immedi-
ately after the war. A large portion of this evidence—at least regarding the
first three categories—was compiled for the famous Nuremberg war crimes
trials. These were a series of 13 separate trials spread out over five years
(1945-1949).

The most important of these was the first, which ran from November
1945 to October 1946. It was administered by a group called the Interna-
tional Military Tribunal (IMT) , and presided over by an eight-judge panel—
two each from the four victor nations: US, United Kingdom, Soviet Union
and France. The Americans ran the show. Twenty-two leading German of-
ficials were tried, including Géring, Hess,* Speer and Bormann. Nineteen
were convicted, 12 executed.

34 Just to avoid potential confusion: Rudolf Hess, the Nazi party deputy leader and personal
secretary to Hitler, is not to be confused with Rudolf Hoss, the former Auschwitz com-
mander. Hoss was central to the Holocaust, Hess irrelevant. Regarding pronunciation,
‘Hess’ rhymes with ‘yes,” whereas the vowel in ‘Hgss’ sounds like the vowel in English
words like “fir.” To add to the confusion: ‘Héss’ is also spelled ‘Hoess’ and even ‘HoB.’
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The remaining twelve trials were conducted by the Americans alone, in-
volving nearly 200 lesser defendants. In spite of what some think, the em-
phasis of the trials was not on the Holocaust; in the thousands of pages of
documents and testimony, Jews play a very minor role.>> The primary goal
was to establish that Germany was the cause of the war, and hence to duly
punish its leaders. Other concerns, such as prosecuting war crimes and
crimes against humanity, followed as a consequence.

The proceedings of these trials, especially the first one, form the core of
our primary evidence.*® Additional valuable testimony comes from the hun-
dreds of post-Nuremberg trials and from statements made outside of court
proceedings, primarily in the form of books or memoirs. Memoirs published
soon after the war are often useful, but the later they were published, the
lower their value. We find new “eyewitness accounts” and “confessions”
appearing in print decades after the end of the war, and even to the present
day; for the most part these have little evidentiary value.

The US team which instigated the entire trial process was heavily
weighted with Jewish-Americans—so much so that a leading American
prosecutor, Thomas Dodd, felt compelled to remark on this fact in a series
of personal letters. They appear in his book Letters from Nuremberg (2007),
edited by his son, the former US Senator Christopher Dodd. As the younger

35 According to Dodd (2007: 37), “In the millions of words in the [Nuremberg] transcript, a
relatively small percentage is devoted to Hitler’s grotesque measures against the Jews.”
Even Elie Wiesel was struck by this fact: “I am not sure why the Jewish tragedy did not
play the major role it should have. ... The more I read about it, the less I understand”
(ibid.).

36 Unfortunately, the various formats under which they were published are confusing and
difficult to track down. Three versions are particularly important:

. The IMT proceedings are most fully documented in the massive 42-volume work ti-
tled The Trial of German Major War Criminals, published by the IMT in 1947; this
work is also referred to as the Blue Series. This series includes the main pieces of evi-
dence against the highest-ranking German officials, and thus is central for the Holo-
caust. The full set of these volumes is quite rare; even many major research universi-
ties do not have it. Fortunately it can be found at the online database Hein Online. The
first 22 volumes are available online as part of Yale University’s Avalon project.

2. The remaining 12 trials are documented in the 15-volume set Trials of War Criminals
before the Nuremberg Military Tribunals, published by the US Government Printing
Office (1951-1952)—a.k.a. the Green Series.

3. Finally, there is the 10-volume work Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression (US Depart-
ment of State, 1946). This set, also called the Red Series, contains English translations
of many of the German documents included in the full 42-volume IMT set. Also avail-
able on the Yale Web site.

To add to the confusion, the UK government published two further sets:

4. A condensed British version of the IMT trial, published under the same name as the
US version, except in 23 volumes; and

5. A British version of the 12 post-IMT trials, published as Law Reports of Trials of War
Criminals (14 volumes).

These last two sets are rarely cited in recent literature.

—_
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Dodd first recalls, “the United States was the key force behind the trial and
had provided most of the funding for it” (p. 35). To cover for American con-
trol, a British jurist was appointed as presiding judge.

In a letter of 20 September 1945, Thomas Dodd explains his concerns
about Jewish dominance:

The staff continues to grow every day. [Jewish-American] Col.
Kaplan is now here, as a mate, I assume, for [Jewish-American] Com-
mander Kaplan. [Jewish-American] Dr. Newman has arrived and I do
not know how many more. It is all a silly business—but “silly” really
isn’t the right word. One would expect that some of these people
would have sense enough to put an end to this kind of a parade. ...
[Y]ou will understand when I tell you that this staff is about 75% Jew-
ish. (p. 135)

Dodd clearly felt that this undermined the integrity of the trials:

[Tlhe Jews should stay away from this trial—for their own sake.
For—mark this well—the charge “a war for the Jews” is still being
made, and in the post-war years it will be made again and again. The
too-large percentage of Jewish men and women here will be cited as
proof of this charge. Sometimes it seems that the Jews will never learn
about these things. They seem intent on bringing new difficulties
down on their own heads. I do not like to write about this matter...
but T am disturbed about it. They are pushing and crowding and com-
peting with each other, and with everyone else. They will try the case
I guess... (pp. 135f)

Revenge and compensation thus seem to have been the prime motives, rather
than truth or justice. How else to explain a staff that is three-quarters Jewish,
from a nation in which they were less than a 2 percent minority? In light of
this, the shortcomings of Nuremberg are not surprising.”’

1 do not have the space here to recount the many problems with what the
chief justice of the US Supreme Court, Harlan Stone, called a “high-grade
lynching party in Nuremberg” (Mason 1956: 716). But a few points are in
order. To begin with, we called them ‘trials’ but they were unlike any normal
legal proceedings. In a real trial, there are three main parties involved: the
accused, the plaintiff, and the impartial judge/jury. The judge and jury as-
sume a neutral stance, hear evidence from both sides, allow cross-examina-
tion, and make impartial decisions regarding guilt, innocence, and punish-
ment. All these were seriously deficient at Nuremberg. They were victor
trials, conducted by the winning side, anxious to punish the losers, to portray
them as barbaric madmen, and to justify the Allies’ own actions that resulted
in mass civilian casualties—actions which might well have been declared

37 For a more detailed account of Jewish involvement in the trial, see Weber (1992).



50 THOMAS DALTON * DEBATING THE HOLOCAUST

criminal had they lost the war. It was predetermined that the Germans were
guilty, that they committed mass murder, and that no act of retribution could
be too harsh.

This is not simply my opinion. It is confirmed by those who were there
at the time. For example, consider the comments of one American judge,
Charles Wennerstrum, who presided over the “Hostages Trial,” which was
the seventh of the 12 later trials. Wennerstrum stated the obvious: “The vic-
tor in any war is not the best judge of the war crime guilt.” The original
Nuremberg trial was “devoted to whitewashing the allies and placing sole
blame for World War IT upon Germany.” Trial proceedings were fundamen-
tally biased. “The prosecution has failed to maintain objectivity aloof from
vindictiveness, aloof from personal ambitions for convictions... The entire
atmosphere is unwholesome,” added Wennerstrum. Most troubling was the
use of highly questionable testimony by captive Germans:

[A]bhorrent to the American sense of justice is the prosecution’s reli-
ance upon self-incriminating statements made by the defendants while
prisoners for more than 2% years, and repeated interrogation without
presence of counsel.

Today such testimony would be inadmissible in court; back then, it was par
for the course. Upon packing up to return to America, Wennerstrum re-
marked, “IfT had known seven months ago what I know today, I would never
have come.”*

And it wasn’t only the Americans. In 2012 it was revealed that the British
extensively tortured captive Germans in order to extract “confessions.” lan
Cobain’s book Cruel Britannia describes a facility known as the “London
Cage,” through which thousands of Germans passed—to be beaten, sleep-
deprived, tortured, and in some cases murdered. As noted above, the most
disturbing aspect was “when interrogators switched from extracting military
intelligence to securing convictions for war crimes.”

Normally such illegal tactics would be resolved by appeal to a higher
court. But this was not the case at Nuremberg. The IMT was literally beyond
the rule of law. It was absolutely sovereign, holding total authority over the
proceedings. It set its own rules. Decisions were absolute. Appeal was im-
possible.

Normal legal trials are bound by rules of evidence; that is, valid evidence
must be presented in support of key accusations, evidence that can be chal-
lenged and potentially excluded. But not the IMT. Consider Article 19:

The Tribunal shall not be bound by technical rules of evidence. It shall
adopt and apply to the greatest possible extent expeditious and non-

3% Chicago Daily Tribune (23 Feb 1948, p. 1).
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technical procedure, and shall admit any evidence which it deems to
have probative value. (IMT, vol. 1: 15)

In other words, testimony did not have to be confirmed with material or fo-
rensic evidence. The IMT could accept virtually any statement as fact: opin-
ion, hearsay, rumor, inference, belief. Furthermore, any facts that it chose to
take as “common knowledge,” no matter how they were obtained or how
improbable they were, required no proof or evidence at all. This is known as
“judicial notice.”

Article 21: The Tribunal shall not require proof of facts of common
knowledge, but shall take judicial notice thereof. (IMT, vol. 1: 15)

Once the court has taken judicial notice of something, it stands as an estab-
lished fact. If the defendant should happen to disagree, he has no recourse.
If the court “judicially notices” the standard Holocaust story, or the 6-million
death figure, then it becomes unquestionable in the courtroom. This was true
in 1947, and it is still true today. Modern courts, particularly in Europe, will
“judicially notice” that 6 million Jews died at the hands of the Nazis. Con-
sequently, anyone charged with Holocaust denial cannot even challenge this
point in his own defense. And if his lawyer raises the issue, he or she will in
turn be charged with ‘denial’! The situation borders on the macabre.

Of particular concern were the means by which the IMT prosecutors were
able to draw out so-called confessions from the German defendants. One
revisionist describes it as a process of

threats of all kinds, or psychological torture, of non-stop interrogation
and of confiscation of property of defendants as well as of coerced
witnesses. Intimidation, imprisonment, legal prosecution and other
means of coercion were applied to witnesses for the defense; distorted
affidavits, documents, and synchronized translations; arbitrary refusal
to hear evidence, confiscation of documents, and the refusal to grant
the defense access to documents; as well as to the systematic obstruc-
tion of the defense by the prosecution... (K&hler 2003: 99f.)

Some affidavits, or legal confessions, were drafted by the Allied prosecutors
and given to the witnesses to sign. They were then entered into the official
record. Imagine how this might go: An imprisoned German officer, com-
pletely at the mercy of his captors, gets beaten and abused until he decides
to ‘talk.” He babbles some half-coherent words which are written down and
‘clarified’” by some American scribe. A statement is typed up, handed to the
defendant, and told to sign—with a vague promise of leniency. Many who
cooperated, and were deemed sufficiently safe, were freed or given light sen-
tences; others were found guilty anyway and duly executed. This is obvi-
ously a recipe for bogus testimony, and may well explain the outrageous
claims made by Hoss, Mauthausen camp Commandant Franz Ziereis and
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others. At the very least it casts a large shadow of doubt over every German
confessional statement in the proceedings.

Beyond the many volumes of court proceedings, we have, as mentioned,
statements made outside the trial setting, both by Germans and survivors. In
addition to the documents logged at Nuremberg, there were thousands of
others that were retained by the Allies; of special interest are those acquired
from Auschwitz and Majdanek. This has added some twists to the whole
situation. Auschwitz, for example, was seized by the Soviets, who then held
nearly all confiscated documents under lock and key until the late 1980s.
The release of these has had mixed results, with both parties claiming addi-
tional victories and confirmation of theories.

In all of this, one kind of evidence is notably lacking: material evidence.
This fact is perhaps the most shocking to contemplate. One would assume
that, after 70 years, researchers have accumulated a veritable mountain of
hard physical evidence in support of the conventional account. But this is
not the case. In fact, quite the opposite. For example, a large proportion of
the victims’ bodies, we are told, were buried before they were exhumed and
burned. And yet we cannot find evidence of these huge mass graves. Nearly
all of the 6 million corpses were ultimately incinerated—and yet, apart from
the Auschwitz crematoria, we cannot begin to explain how all those bodies
were burned. Nor have we found more than an infinitesimal fraction of the
tons of ash that would have been produced. Entire camps have all but van-
ished—notably, Belzec, Sobibor, and Treblinka. And the entire bureaucratic
mechanism of the Holocaust has also disappeared—despite the fact that
thousands of functionaries would have to have been involved with the pro-
cess. We have no budget, no plan, no logistics, no Hitler order—nothing to
suggest that the deliberate murder of millions took place.

In short, hard physical pieces of evidence of the alleged crime—bodies,
ash, fire pits, mass graves, buildings, incriminating documents—are aston-
ishingly absent. Either the Germans pulled off a near-miraculous erasure of
virtually every trace of evidence, or the conventional view must change.

We can now begin to examine in detail the key elements of the Great
Debate. 1 start with a look at the infamous number ‘6 million’ and its sur-
prising history.
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Chapter 3: On the Origin, and Future,
of the ‘Six Million’

“The round figure of 6 million admits of no
serious doubt...”
~—Holocaust Encyclopedia (2001: 139)

The Holocaust was, above all, a crime of mass murder. This fact leads us to
consider certain basic questions: How many people were killed? When,
where, and how did they die? And, where are their remains? This chapter
will tackle the first of these questions; the latter are addressed in Part IL.

Traditionalism has straightforward answers to these questions. Five to six
million Jews died. They were killed in all parts of the theater of war, and
over several years, but primarily during 1941-1944, and primarily in the
concentration camps and in various open-air shooting massacres. The re-
mains have all but vanished.

Revisionists are not satisfied with this story. They want specifics, details
and a clear and logical account of events. They want evidence. They want to
know how, technically, it was possible to kill some 6 million people—fully
half of these in the six death camps—and most over a period of just four
years. This is a reasonable and logical demand. Yet traditionalists don’t see
it that way. They see this as an imposition, an intrusion, an unwelcome foray
into difficult and troublesome ground—even as a personal insult. They take
the basics of the story as a matter of faith, not to be questioned.

This is, in fact, exactly what was stated in the French paper Le Monde, in
a 1979 response to Robert Faurisson by 34 leading French historians and
intellectuals. At the conclusion of their essay, they wrote:

Tt must not be asked how, technically, such a mass murder was possi-
ble. It was technically possible because it happened. This is the re-
quired point of departure for any historical inquiry on this subject.””

3 Le Monde (21 Feb 1979, p. 23): “Il ne faut pas se demander comment, techniquement, un
tel meurtre de masse a été possible. Il a été possible techniquement puisqu’il a eu lieu.
Tel est le point de départ obligé de toute enquéte historique sur ce sujet.”
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Now this is a truly astonishing statement. We are being told that we cannot
question an event of history, or how it happened. We cannot ask if or how it
was possible; it was possible because it happened. This astounding bit of
anti-rationalism recalls the medieval thinking of St. Anselm, who, in his at-
tempt to comprehend God, said, “rather than seeking to understand so that I
can believe, I believe so that I can understand.””*® Rather than trying to un-
derstand the Holocaust rationally so that we can justify our belief, we are
told by the ftraditionalists that we must simply believe—we must have
faith—and only then can we grasp “the truth.”

Let’s turn, then, to the single most important statistic of this event: the ‘6
million.” The matter of the total number of Jewish Holocaust victims seems
straightforward, but there are difficulties in even posing such a question. In
particular, we need to understand a few of the complexities involved with
such basic terms as Jewish, Holocaust, and victim.

Jewishness is determined both by religion and ethnicity, which makes for
confusion. The Germans employed an ethnic or racial model for the qualifi-
cation, and so relied extensively on lineage in making determinations. Most
ethnic Jews are also religious, but many are not; and a minority of religious
Jews are of various other ethnicities. The Nazis were primarily concerned
with the ethnic Jews, whether religious or secular. Orthodox Judaism is mat-
rilineal: if you are born of a Jewish mother, you are Jewish. According to
this definition there are no mixed offspring; you are either 100 percent, or
not at all. The Nazis, on the other hand, classified people by mixed ances-
try—full Jewish, one-half, one-quarter, etc. If we are counting Jewish fatal-
ities, then it is unclear how to tally those of mixed ancestry.

We have already defined the Holocaust, but an important issue in the
current context is its duration. Some would say it started on Kristallnacht—
9 November 1938, the night of the attacks on Jewish synagogues and busi-
nesses. Others would pick out the 1939 German invasion of Poland, which
is the traditional start of World War II. Some cite the attack on the Soviet
Union in mid-1941, when (according to orthodoxy) the mass killing of Jews
first began. Yet others might point to the Wannsee Conference of January
1942, at which time the Nazis supposedly formalized their mass-murder
plans. And those who would prefer the highest death toll may go all the way
back to early 1933, when Hitler assumed power. There is no real consensus,
then, on when the Holocaust began; this adds a further difficulty to our cal-
culus.

The third term, ‘victim,’ is the most ambiguous. For those interested in
high death rates, any Jew who died, for nearly any reason, anywhere in Fu-

40 Angelm, Proslogion (ca. 1080 AD), Chapter 1.
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rope, during the entire time of Hitler’s rule (1933—-1945) counts as a Holo-
caust victim. By this method, one can easily reach a figure of 6 million or
more. In fact, the number becomes almost arbitrary at this point.

And then we have the distinction between ‘died’ and ‘killed.” Most think
that the Nazis killed 6 million, that is, deliberately murdered them in gas
chambers, in mass executions, and by other means. But of course, Jews died
all throughout the Nazi period of a variety of causes: old age, disease, illness,
injury, suicide, homicide. In fact, in any sufficiently large group of people,
about 1 percent die of various causes each year. If, as Berenbaum suggested,
there were 8 million Jews in Europe prior to Hitler, then this group would
experience some 80,000 deaths annually. Over the 5% years of war in Eu-
rope, roughly 440,000 Jews would have died—if the Nazis had completely
ignored them. If we count the time since the rise of Hitler, nearly 1 million
would have died.

How shall we count these ‘natural’ deaths? Surely they are not part of
“the Holocaust,” since they would have died anyway. Surely we should sub-
tract 1 million or so deaths from our nominal total of 6 million, if we want
an accurate accounting. But traditionalists do not see it this way. Any Jew
who died, for any reason, counts as a ‘victim.’

Holocaust by Numbers

So, how many Holocaust victims were there? We have already seen one of-
ficial figure: 11 million, of whom 6 million were Jews. Others count only
the Jews. But even Jewish deaths cover a wide range. For example, taking
the highest estimates for just the six extermination camps (Auschwitz, Tre-
blinka, Majdanek, Belzec, Sobibor, and Chelmno), we get a number in ex-
cess of 14 million—an absolute absurdity. As I will demonstrate, getting all
the numbers to add up can be quite a challenge.

But let me be clear: Since the end of the war, most leading traditionalists
have argued for a Jewish death toll in the range of 5 to 6 million. The lower
end of this range is marked by Hilberg’s 5.1 million, and by Wolfgang
Benz’s (1991: 17) “minimum” of 5.29 million. By far, however, the majority
of writers accept a number approaching the upper limit of 6 million. This is
the number that appears everywhere the Holocaust is discussed. According
to traditionalism, it is almost sacrosanct. As Robinson (1976: 281) says,
“there can be no doubt as to the accuracy of the estimated figure of some six
million victims.” The Holocaust Encyclopedia informs us that this number
“admits of no serious doubt.” In the Introduction, I mentioned various school

41 Doubtless many Jews today who claim to have relatives who “died during the Holo-
caust” refer to people who were simply natural fatalities.
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projects to collect 6 million pencils, pennies, or paper clips. This notorious
figure has become a virtual obsession for many. In 2013, a book was pub-
lished containing only the single word “Jew”—printed 6 million times.*

From a revisionist standpoint, the ‘6 million’ has two major problems.
First, we are never presented with a detailed breakdown of this number. By
general consensus, Jewish deaths fall into three categories: camps, ghettos,
and shootings. Therefore, it should be a simple matter to state clearly how
many Jews died in each category, and when, such that the numbers add up
to 6 million. This is such an elementary bit of analysis for a number that
“admits of no serious doubt” that one would expect it to show up repeatedly
and consistently in every scholarly inquiry. In fact it shows up—almost no-
where. The leading websites of USHMM and Yad Vashem do not have it.
Encyclopedias do not have it. None of the leading traditionalists discusses
it. Hence another clue that something is awry with “the most well-docu-
mented event in history.”*

The second problem arises with this question: How soon, reasonably
speaking, would it have been possible to determine the total number of Jew-
ish deaths? This seemingly innocent question, all by itself, threatens to un-
ravel the central thread of the Holocaust.

Recall a few facts of history. The Germans surrendered in May 1945.
Europe was in chaos, and Germany in ruins. Literally millions of displaced
persons and other refugees had been scattered to the winds. Any attempt to
survey the war dead of any ethnicity would have been out of the question.
One would have had to locate all the mass killing sites, examine forensic
evidence at thousands of locations, exhume mass graves, and scour all con-
centration camps—including the six so-called death camps—ifor concrete
and quantifiable evidence of mass murder. The process would have taken
months under ideal circumstances, and more likely several years. But this is
not what happened.

The first Nuremberg trial ran from November 1945 to October 1946, and
one could perhaps surmise that it was in the course of the trial investigation
that this number appeared. And indeed, the ‘6-million’ figure was there. Its
first appearance came at the very start of the trial, in the testimony of Wil-
helm Héttl (or Hoettl). Recalling the words of Eichmann, Hott] testified that
around 4 million Jews died in the concentration camps, and another 2 million

4 See Chernofsky (2013). The book comes in at 1,250 pages.

43 In fact the only slight exception I have found is in Stackelberg and Winkle (2002: 330).
But they provide neither detail nor analysis: “Approximately 3 million victims of the
Holocaust died in the six extermination camps in the east. Another 12 million fell victim
to the Einsatzgruppen and other [mass shooting] units... Perhaps as many as another 1%
million died of deprivation, disease, or abuse in the ghettos of eastern Europe, concentra-
tion camps, and the literally hundreds of labor camps run by the SS...” It hardly inspires
confidence. I will take up this issue in Chapter 4.
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in other ways.** A second appearance came in March 1946, when British
prosecutor Maxwell Fyfe was interrogating Hermann Goring; Maxwell Fyfe
cited Hottl’s earlier testimony of 4 million plus another two.* A third occur-
rence came with a prosecutor’s statement of 30 September 1946: “Adolf
Fichmann... has estimated that the policy pursued resulted in the killing of
6,000,000 Jews, of which 4,000,000 were killed in the extermination insti-
tutions.”*® Thus the figure became codified at Nuremberg and has never re-
linquished its grip.

But the interesting question is this: When did the famous number firs¢
appear? Surprisingly, it was in circulation well before Nuremberg. In Sep-
tember of 1945, the New York Times reported this: “Loss of six million Jews
during the war has made extremists of all Zionists...” (2 Sep)—as if it were
common knowledge at that point. And in fact, it was. A month earlier they
reported that “six million [Jews] have perished at the hands of the Nazis” (5
Aug). One month before that, on July 17, Jewish activist Abba Kovner gave
a speech in Italy lamenting “the loss of six millions”; “we saw how the six
million faced the great test. .. before their deaths,” he exclaimed.”’

But this is only the beginning of the story. David Irving recounts an inci-
dent from June 1945 in which lead American prosecutor Robert H. Jackson
was departing for Europe and the trials:

A few days before leaving for London, Jackson [had] his first meeting
with several powerful Jewish organizations who had already made
quite clear to him they wanted a hand in running the trial... [T]hree
leading lawyers, Judge Nathan Perlman, Dr. Jacob Robinson, and Dr.
Alexander Kohanski, came to exert pressure... “How great were these
[Jewish] losses?” inquired Jackson, seeking a figure to use at the com-
ing trial. “Six million,” responded Dr. Robinson, and indicated that
the figure included Jews in all Nazi-occupied lands “from the Channel
to Stalingrad.” (1996: 61f.)

Jackson was rightly skeptical about this number; he noted in his diary, “I
was particularly interested in knowing the source and reliability of his esti-
mate as I know no authentic data on it.” Robinson’s reply—that it was an
extrapolation from known prewar population statistics—was, in Irving’s
words, “somewhere between a hopeful estimate and an educated guess.” In
fact, it was far less than that.

The Germans surrendered on May 7. But just six days later, Lord Wright,
chairman of the UN War Crimes Commission, could state this: “It has been

# IMT (vol. 31: 86). Himmler was reportedly disappointed, believing that the number

“must be more than 6 million.”
4 IMT (vol. 9: 611).
4 IMT (vol. 22: 496).
47 See Kovner (1945/1976: 673, 680).
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calculated that in all about six million Jews were deliberately slaughtered [in
gas chambers] and other ways” (NYT, 13 May, p. SM4). How could Lord
Wright have been so confident of this number, less than a week after the
war? Who “calculated” this figure? And what evidence did they have?

But the war was indeed over, and it was at least theoretically possible to
have such a figure. But that could not have been the case five months earlier.
And yet in January 1945, the NYT was able to headline a story: “6,000,000
Jews Dead” (8 Jan, p. 17). The source of this number was “exiled economist”
Jacob Lestchinsky; how he came to this determination, they did not say.

These are only the first steps of our inquiry into the history of the most
famous number. This entire matter constitutes a fascinating subtext to the
larger Holocaust story. :

A Most Remarkable History

Consider for a moment the following scenario. Suppose someone were read-
ing an account of Jewish persecution, and they came across the following
quotations from the New York Times:

» “Appeal for aid for Jews: American Committee tells of Suffering Due
to War. The American Jewish Relief Committee called a confer-
ence... to consider the plight of more than 6,000,000 Jews who live
within the war zone.”

» “In the world today there are about 13,000,000 Jews, of whom more
than 6,000,000 are in the very heart of the war zone; Jews whose lives
are at stake and who today are subjected to every manner of sorrow
and suffering.”

» The belligerent government in Europe “has only one aim in view, to
exterminate the Jewish race.”

» The head of a Jewish aid society “declared that even the wrongs of the
Belgians could not be compared to the outrages heaped upon the
Polish Jews. “Nearly six million Jews are ruined, in the greatest moral
and material misery... And the world is silent.””

» “Six millions of Jews are living in lands where they are oppressed,
exploited, crushed, and robbed of every inalienable human right.”

» An appeal for an aid fund “to alleviate the suffering of Jews in the
European war zones. .. [whose] suffering is unparalleled in history. ...
[W]omen, children, and babies must be saved if the Jewish race is to
survive the terrible holocaust...”

» 6,000,000 Jews need Help.”
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Naturally we would assume this was an account of World War II, perhaps in
the later stages of that tragic conflict. But we would be wrong. In fact the
above quotations were published... during World War One. Incredible as it
may seem, all of these passages are dated between December 1914 and Oc-
tober 1918—virtually the entire duration of WWI1.*® “Six million suffering
Jews,” ‘holocaust,” ‘extermination’: these were well established themes of
the First World War, three decades before that other World War.

As one might guess at this point, these were not the first such references.
Perhaps the earliest published connection dates all the way back to 1850.
The newspaper Christian Spectator (16 Jan, p. 496) printed a short article
on “Spiritual statistics of the world.” They list the global population as 1
billion, of which “6,000,000 are Jews.” Two decades later, the NYT reported
similarly: “there are now living about 6,000,000 Israelites, nearly one half
of whom live in Europe” (12 Sep 1869, p. 8).*” One may speculate that it
was around this time that the number ‘6 million’ came to represent ‘all the
Jews.” Henceforth, whenever ‘all the Jews’ were under threat, the standard
figure came up.

Just a few years later, there were already signs of trouble. The NYT re-
ported in 1872 on the “persecution of Jews in Roumania” (23 Mar, p. 4).
Gentile mobs were attacking them, and it appeared that “the blood-thirsty
assailants would stop short of nothing but Jewish extermination”—an early
precursor of claims of German extermination that would come some 70
years hence.

Or perhaps just eight years hence. In 1880 we read a striking report on
“pleas for German Jews” (20 Dec, p. 2). The article examines a speech by
German philosopher Eugen Diihring, and his “effrontery to demand the ex-
termination of the entire [Jewish] race, in the name of humanity.” The writer
then speaks of petitions, before the German parliament, whose purpose is
“extermination—the annihilation of the Jewish race.”

The first mention of 6 million suffering Jews comes already in 1889. In
a short article, the NYT (10 Feb, p. 14) asks “How many Jews are there?”
The low estimate of “the ubiquitous race” is 6,000,000. “With the exception
of half a million,” it adds, “they are all in a state of political bondage.” Two
years later, in 1891, we read about the sorry state of “Russia’s population of

8 Specifically: (2 Dec 1914, p. 12), (14 Jan 1915, p. 3), (15 Apr 1915, p. 4), (28 Feb 1916,
p. 8), (22 Jan 1917, p. 6), (24 Sep 1917, p. 20), and (18 Oct 1918, p. 12)—respectively.
Unless otherwise stated, all remaining quotations in this chapter are from the New York
Times.

# Interestingly, they provide some detail by country. Russia is #1, with 1.3 million Jews,
or 22% of the world total. Germany is high on the list, with a total of 446,000 Jews
(7.4%).
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5,000,000 to 6,000,000 Jews,” and of “the fact that about six millions perse-
cuted and miserable wretches” still cling to their religion, against all odds.>
The Russian government had been engaged in running conflicts with its Jew-
ish population for several years, beginning when a few Jewish extremists
managed to assassinate Czar Alexander II in 1881. Thus began a multi-year
string of stories about the “6 million suffering Jews of Russia.”

Such stories would prove useful to the nascent Zionist movement, which
had only recently come into being. Its mission was—and is—to encourage
world Jewry to settle in Palestine. The early Zionists were eager to play up
Jewish suffering in order to promote mass emigration from Europe. Refer-
ring to the Jews of Russia, noted activist Stephen Wise said this in 1900:
“There are 6,000,000 living, bleeding, suffering arguments in favor of Zion-
ism” (11 Jun, p. 7). In 1901, the Chicago Daily Tribune reported on the
“hopeless condition” of the “six million Jews in Russia” (22 Dec, p. 13).

A 1903 article is of particular interest. A pogrom in Kishinev in April of
that year resulted in 47 deaths. The NYT dubbed this “a massacre,” and re-
ported a statement by the Jewish Chronicle: “We say it [the Russian govern-
ment] is steeped to the eyes in the guilt of this holocaust. ... [The Jews are
seen as] a perilous pest which must be slowly annihilated, [and Russians]
will think themselves justified in accelerating the process of extermina-
tion...” (16 May, p. 1). All this is a remarkable anticipation of events to
follow in Nazi Germany.

Periodic and often minor anti-Jewish actions were always portrayed in
the most dramatic terms. The NYT despaired over “our 6,000,000 cringing
brothers in Russia” (23 Mar 1905, p. 7). Later that year came a polemic
against a Russian leader who “caused 6,000,000 Jewish families to be ex-
pelled” (1 Nov, p. 2)—which is impossible, incidentally, since that would
have involved some 25 million Jews. In 1906 we read of “startling reports
of the condition and future of Russia’s 6,000,000 Jews”; it is a “horrifying
picture” of “renewed massacres” and “systematic and murderous extermina-
tion” (25 Mar, p. SM6). At this point, one is tempted to ask, What is it about
the Jews, such that they are subject to repeated threats of “extermination™?

In 1910, we find “Russian Jews in sad plight,” and we are saddened over
“the systematic, relentless, quiet grinding down of a people of more than
6,000,000 souls” (11 Apr, p. 18). In 1911 the NYT reported that “the
6,000,000 Jews of Russia are singled out for systematic oppression and for
persecution by due process of law” (31 Oct, p. 5). Once again, we find ‘6
million’; ‘systematic’; ‘extermination’—a clear trend is forming. And yet
things got worse still:

0 The article goes on to quote a writer, E. Lanin, as observing that the Jews “remain stead-
fastly faithful to a religion that cause their life to be changed into a fiery furnace ...” Lit-
tle could they have known how prophetic that imagery would be, some fifty years later.



THOMAS DALTON * DEBATING THE HOLOCAUST 61

That Russia is pursuing a definite anti-Jewish policy, that the condi-
tion of the Jews in Russia is worse now than it ever was before will
be gathered from the following extracts... [T|he restrictive laws now
in existence... intensif[y] the oppression of the Jews, and by which it
is making the 6,000,000 Jews a people economically exhausted—a
people without any rights at all. (10 Dec, p. SM&)

Soon thereafter, World War I began. The reader is invited to review the pas-
sages cited above. By late 1918 the war was nearing its end. After years of
dire reports about the endangered Hebrew race, did we have 6 million Jewish
fatalities? No. Somehow they all managed to survive. Instead of attending
their funerals, we were then called upon to aid their recovery: “Six million
souls will need help to resume normal life when war is ended,” writes the
NYT (18 Oct, p. 12).

The Saga Continues

One might have thought that this would have been the end of the stories of
the 6 million. Sadly, no. The famed number simply shifted to a new region.
In September of 1919, we find that it is now the Ukrainian and Polish Jews
who are subject to misery: “6,000,000 are in peril” (8 Sep, p. 6). We are
further horrified to read that “the population of 6,000,000 souls in Ukrania
and in Poland... are going to be completely exterminated.” Naturally, this is
“the paramount issue of the present day.”

By this time, other periodicals were playing up the infamous number. As
an example, we have this notable piece from the journal American Hebrew:

From across the sea six million men and women call to us for help,
and eight hundred thousand little children cry for bread. ... In this
catastrophe, when six million human beings are being whirled toward
the grave by a cruel and relentless fate... Six million men and women
are dying from lack of the necessaries of life... In this threatened ho-
locaust of human life... (31 Oct 1919, p. 582).

Thereafter followed a string of similar reports, all in the NYT:

> “unbelievable poverty, starvation and disease [for] about 6,000,000
souls, or half the Jewish population of the earth” (12 Nov 1919, p. 7).

» “typhus menaced 6,000,000 Jews of Europe” (12 Apr 1920, p. 16).

» “hunger, cold rags, desolation, disease, death—six million human be-
ings without food, shelter, clothing” (2 May 1920, p. E1).

> A new fund “for Jewish war sufferers in Central and Eastern Europe,
where six millions face horrifying conditions of famine, disease, and
death” (7 May 1920, p 11).
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» “Russia’s 6,000,000 Jews are facing extermination by massacre”—
again! (20 Jul 1921, p. 2).

By late 1922, a new threat loomed on the horizon. A 33-year-old German
was the up-and-coming head of a new political party: the NSDAP, or Nazi
Party. And this young man was allegedly receiving financial aid from a fa-
mous American industrialist. The story prompted this headline: “Berlin
hears Ford is backing Hitler” (20 Dec, p. 2). Hitler’s party is described as
“nationalist and anti-Semitic”; he allegedly gave speeches “inciting his au-
dience to kill Jews and Socialists.” A much more ominous report came a
couple months later, when we read that “a part of the program of Herr Hit-
ler... is the extermination of the Jews” (8 Feb 1923, p. 3). Though by this
time, “extermination” of the Jews was old news indeed.

For the next few years, the ‘6 million’ fell into disuse. But it was reawak-
ened when Hitler assumed power in January 1933, The NYT reported on a
“Hitler protest” vote by some local New York government officials. Rabbi
Stephen Wise issued an appeal: “We in America have taken the lead in a
battle for the preservation of German Jewry,” adding that his group “is now
active in relief and reconstruction work in Eastern Europe where 6,000,000
Jews are involved” (29 Mar, p. 9).

Three years later, we read in the London Times of “6,000,000 unwanted
unfortunate” Jews, and of “these 6,000,000 people without a future” (26 Nov
1936, p. 15). On that same day, the NYT reported on a speech by British
Zionist Chaim Weizmann, who “dwelt first on the tragedy of at least
6,000,000 ‘superfluous’ Jews in Poland, Germany, Austria.” In early 1937,
we hear that “five to six million Jews in Europe are facing expulsion or direst
poverty” (26 Feb, p. 12). These reports inaugurated a spate of references to
‘6 million’ that carry us right into the war years.

In 1938, the NYT ran an article headlined “Persecuted Jews Seen on In-
crease” (9 Jan, p. 12). “6,000,000 victims noted,” they said—rveferring to a
combined total in Germany, Poland, and Romania. One could hardly have a
blunter anticipation of the tragedy to come.

The very next month we hear about “a depressing picture of 6,000,000
Jews in Central Europe, deprived of protection or economic opportunities,
slowly dying of starvation, all hope gone...” (23 Feb, p. 23). By May, it was
the “rising tide of anti-Semitism in Europe today which has deprived more
than 6,000,000 Jews and non-Aryans of a birthright” (2 May, p. 18). Later
that year, the London Times printed an account of the “treatment of German
Jews”; “the problem now involved some 6,000,000 Jews,” they wrote (22
Nov, p. 11). Bear in mind: the start of World War II was still nearly a year
away.
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Into early 1939, the London Times continued to report on Weizmann’s
view that “the fate of 6,000,000 people was in the balance” (14 Feb, p. 9).
War began in September.of that year, and anti-Nazi propaganda accelerated.
In mid-1940, the NYT quoted Nahum Goldmann: “Six million Jews are
doomed to destruction if the victory of the Nazis should be final” (25 Jun, p.
4). This was still at least one full year before Hitler allegedly decided to
begin his program of Jewish mass murder—according to our experts. How
could Goldmann have known what was to come?

By early 1942, the Americans were in, and it was truly a world war. The
Germans had begun their program of ethnic cleansing, and were accelerating
the movement of people. In the NYT we read that Heinrich Himmler “has
uprooted approximately 6,000,000 human beings” and shipped them into
occupied Poland, “where they necessarily starve and freeze to death and die
of disease” (18 Jan, p. SM10). By mid-1942, the situation was looking grim.
It was “a vast slaughterhouse for Jews” in Europe; one million were reported
dead, and the remainder of the “6,000,000 to 7,000,000” at risk (30 Jun, p.
7). By December the Jewish death toll was reported as 2 million, represent-
ing one third of the 6,000,000 “in Hitler’s domain.” It was, said the NYT, “a
holocaust without parallel” (13 Dec, p. 21).

The sad tale continued throughout the war years:

» Hitler intends “the extermination of some 6,000,000 [Jewish] persons
in the territories over which [his] rule has been extended” (London
Times, 25 Jan 1943).

» “Save doomed Jews,” says Rabbi Hertz; the world “has done very lit-
tle to secure even the freedom to live for 6,000,000 of their Jewish
fellow men” (2 Mar, p. 1).

» Two million are dead, “and the four million left to kill are being killed,
according to plan” (10 Mar, p. 12).

» “Five and a half million Jews in Europe are reported to have been put
to death” (10 May 1944, p. 5)—still one full year before the end of
the European conflict.

» And again later: “Dr. A. Leon Kubowitzki... reported that 5,500,000
Jews had been killed in Nazi controlled countries” (27 Nov, p. 14).

Premature references to ‘6 million” were not limited to the NYT or the Lon-
don Times. Hilberg (2003: 1302) explains, in a footnote, that “the same num-
ber [of 6 million] was given in June 1944 by a Jewish emissary, Joel Brand,
who had been sent out by Eichmann from Hungary for ransom negotiations
with the Allies...” And just the month before, in May 1944, Zionist activist
Rabbi Dov Weissmandel wrote:

[H]eads of government and radio must announce what was done to
our people in the slaughter houses of Belzec, Malkinia [Treblinka],
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Sobibor, and Auschwitz. Till now six times a million Jews from Eu-
rope and Russia have been destroyed. (in Dawidowicz 1976: 327)

This, fully one year before the end of the war.

It thus appears that the figure of 6 million represents a sort of constant in
Jewish suffering, irrespective of circumstances. It seems to possess a kind of
magical symbolism, and hence becomes a sacred icon of Jewish persecution.
In fact the number ‘six’ itself is highly significant within Judaism. The Jew-
ish star is six-sided. The world was created in six days, according to the
Jewish (Old Testament) Bible; man himself appeared on the sixth day. The
number is furthermore associated with Jewish enslavement, suffering, and
death. In the Book of Exodus (21:2) we read that a Hebrew slave is allowed
to be kept for only six years. The same book records that “600,000 men” left
Egypt during the Exodus (12:37). And Roman historian Tacitus—Ilikely
drawing from Jewish sources—reports that 600,000 Jews were besieged, and
presumably killed, during the revolt of 70 AD (Histories V.13).

But there is a yet more remarkable claim. Rabbi Benjamin Blech (2004:
214f) cites a passage in Leviticus (25:10): “It shall be a jubilee for you,
when each of you shall return to his property and each of you shall return to
his family.” The original Hebrew word for the phrase “you shall return”
(nw2Y) was apparently incorrect. It left out the ‘vav’ (1). Furthermore each
Hebrew letter, and word, corresponds to a number; ‘vav’ is six. The ‘num-
ber’ of the misspelled original word is 708. Hence Blech concludes that the
Jews were fated to return in a year ending in 708—but missing ‘vav,” or
‘six.” Sure enough—the year of the Jewish ‘return’ to Palestine was 1948,
or 5708 in the Hebrew calendar. Blech writes: “We did return, lacking 6—
an all-important 6 million of our people who perished during the Holocaust.”
With God himself behind the sacred number, the revisionists don’t stand a
chance.

Thus we see that the ‘6 million’ has an amazing history. What shall we
conclude from this? First, I trust it is clear that this extended legacy, by itself,
does not prove that 6 million did not die in a Nazi Holocaust. Further, it does
not prove a conspiracy, a hoax, or anything of the sort. But it does beg an
explanation. It is highly unlikely, to say the least, that all those ‘6 millions’
throughout history were true and accurate figures. By inference, the same
doubt holds for the Holocaust.

More likely is the fact that ‘6’ came to represent the Jewish people, and
that 600,000, or later 6,000,000, came to represent ‘all the Jews.” Like the
term ‘holocaust’ itself, the ‘6 million’ was obviously well established many
years before the rise of the Nazis or the onset of World War IL. As such, the
figure likely stands as a purely symbolic number rather than as literal truth.
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Revisionist Death Figures

The strange and improbable history of the ‘6 million’ causes many revision-
ists to suspect that something is not quite right. I think we can say that, in all
likelihood, reference to this number is mere symbolism in place of factual
truth.

So a fair question at this point: How many Jewish deaths do the revision-
ists claim?

I will provide more details later, but they might begin by pointing to the
official Israeli Holocaust agency, Yad Vashem. This institution tracks all
known Holocaust victims—Jews only, of course. On their Web page they
maintain an online database of victims. Six million? No. Today, 70 years
after the fact, they have “an estimated 4.3 million” names (as of 2014). This
is striking, especially for a people known for rigorous and accurate record-
keeping throughout the centuries. After seven decades, they are still nearly
two million names short.

But there are many inherent problems with such a database: (1) Anyone
can enter virtually any name, fictional or otherwise. Evidence is not required,
and Yad Vashem seems to have no ability to verify entries. (2) One finds
many duplicate, or near-duplicate, names. Small misspellings can lead to
multiple entries. (3) Separated families might well have entered each other’s
names, if they were never reunited. (4) Anyone missing, for any reason, may
well be assumed to have been killed, when in fact their whereabouts are
simply unknown. (5) Name changes often occurred after Jews relocated to
other countries, making them hard to track, hence missing, hence presumed
dead. (6) The database does not distinguish natural deaths from those killed.
(7) It does not distinguish those killed by the Nazis from those killed by, say,
the Russians—or the western Allies.

And there is considerable irony in this Yad Vashem figure; anyone else
claiming to know of ‘only” 4.3 million victims would surely be considered
a despicable revisionist. Of course, Yad Vashem still holds to the sacred 6
million; they are just working on the remaining names. In any case, revision-
ists can point to this as a kind of ceiling figure or upper limit—the actual
death total, they can say, must be less than 4.3 million.

Next, we have the important demographic study originally done by Wal-
ter Sanning in 1983—The Dissolution of Eastern European Jewry (3™ edi-
tion 1990). His detailed investigation of census records and immigration sta-
tistics confirms, first of all, that in the early 1930s about 6 million Jews lived
in the areas of Europe that would come under Nazi influence. By 1939 this
had dropped to 5 million. Over the next two years, massive emigration, pri-
marily out of Poland, dropped this figure to below 3 million. Thus at the
nominal start of the Holocaust in 1941 there were only about 2.7 million
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Jews in the German sphere of influence. Of these, some 1.4 million were
identified as survivors (by Jewish census groups),’! leaving about 1.3 million
missing—though not necessarily dead. This is Sanning’s theoretical maxi-
mum death toll. Many of these likely survived as well or died of non-homi-
cidal causes. Hence Sanning’s estimate of the actual death toll attributable
to Nazi actions is lower still: about 300,000. )

A survivor number of roughly 1.4 million is deceiving, however. In 1997,
some fifty years after the war, the so-called Spanic Report stated that there
were between 834,000 and 960,000 living survivors.”> This range was
largely confirmed in 2000 in the Ukeles Report.”® Clearly it is impossible for
there to have been 1.4 million survivors in 1945, and then still almost 1 mil-
lion after fifty years.

An interesting development occurred in 2003, with a study by Israeli pro-
fessor and demographics expert Sergio DellaPergola. He used a revised
counting method, and a revised definition of ‘survivor’:

[The term ‘survivor’ refers to all living Jews] who at least for a brief
period of time were submitted in their locations to a regime of duress
and/or limitation of their full civil rights... whether by a Nazi foreign
occupying power or by a local authority associated with the Nazis’
endeavor—or had to flee elsewhere in order to avoid falling under the
above-mentioned situations.

We notice, first of all, that this is a remarkably generous definition; any Jew
suffering any degree of “duress,” for even a “brief period of time,” was a
Holocaust victim—and if he lived, a survivor. Second, by this definition,
DellaPergola determines that the actual number of survivors in 2003 is
1,092,000—a 21 percent increase over the mean value from 1997.> Hence
by simply redefining things he was able to show a dramatic increase, rather
than, as one would expect, a rapid decrease. Of course there is a limit to such
chicanery. At some point the number must go to zero. Already by 2010,
Jewish periodicals were admitting that the figure was down to 520,000.° It
will be interesting to track this figure over the coming years.

31 The NYT reported figures of 1.2 million survivors (11 Feb 1945), and later a range of 1

to 1.5 million (17 Feb).

Spanic, A., et al., “Shoah Survivors and Their Number Today.”

Ukeles, I. “A Plan for Allocating Successor Organization Resources,” Report of the
Planning Committee, Conference on Jewish Material Claims Against Germany.

This was the third most generous definition, out of four considered by DellaPergola. The
fourth included, literally, every Jew alive on earth during the war, since the Nazis’ al-
leged intent was “to destroy all Jews worldwide.” Every Jew who survived the war years
is thereby a survivor. A move to that definition would boost the 2003 survivor figure to
3.4 million.

55 JTA (6 Dec 2010).

52
53

54



THOMAS DALTON * DEBATING THE HOLOCAUST 67

Projecting back 70 years, any living population today would have been
roughly five times as numerous back then. Thus the total number of survi-
vors in 1945, using DellaPergola’s definition, must actually have been about
5 million.

The question then is: How many Jews lived under the influence of the
Nazi regime? Weber (2001) argues that the figure could be as low as 5.2
million, or as high as 8 million. This would leave a total number of unac-
counted persons in the range of 200,000 to 3 million. And again, these would
count as missing, not necessarily dead. And even if all were dead, it does not
distinguish Nazi-induced deaths from all other categories.

Irving has written: “I have always argued that the original Holocaust fig-
ures are probably exaggerated by a factor of ten...”*® Thus we can assume
he holds to a figure of 500,000 to 600,000, though he does not make a de-
tailed argument for such an estimate.

Preeminent revisionist Germar Rudolf has no definite answer to this
question of total Jewish deaths. However, when pressed to give a probable
estimate, he says, “I think that something like half a million would come
close” (2011: 45). Thus we can construct a rough consensus among revision-
ists: a total Jewish death toll, at the hands of the Nazis, of 300,000 to 600,000
persons. I provide more details on this in Chapter 11.

This of course is a dramatic reduction, down to just 5 or 10 percent of the
official figure. And this would bring Jewish losses down to 1 percent or less
of the total World War 1I fatalities. Assuredly, this represents tremendous
loss of human life, and leaves many grieving families and survivors. But it
would make the Jewish Holocaust all but insignificant in the larger tragedy
of that war.

Most important, this new, smaller range of deaths demands a wholesale
reconstruction of the conventional account of the killings. Revisionists thus
need to provide some basic details. They must give a rough breakdown of
the deaths, by cause and by year, that is generally plausible given what we
know about the death camps and other Nazi actions. In Part II of this book,
I address these matters directly.

World Jewish Population

Jewish losses are typically calculated by the traditionalists—and occasion-
ally by their opponents—via exhaustive, but not entirely verifiable, analyses
of each individual country’s losses. Though useful in some ways, this tech-
nique has the feel of a giant shell game. One tries to count moving bodies as

3% Quoted from his brief comments on Meyer (2002); posted at <www.{pp.co.uk/Ausch-
witz/Osteuropa/Fritjof Meyer2.html>
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they are shipped from ghetto to camp, camp to camp, and country to country.
It is a recipe for confusion. Opportunities are rife for over-counting, double-
counting, and miscounting.

The same is true for calculations of pre- and postwar Jewish populations
in specific countries. People moved amongst multiple countries for varying
periods of time, occasionally changing names in the process. Many Jews
were not citizens of their countries of residence, making them extremely dif-
ficult to track. And national borders changed, compounding the difficulties.
To the uninitiated observer, the mathematical gyrations can be truly bewil-
dering and inconclusive.

Thus a good argument can be made that only by examining the global
Jewish population, before and after the war, can one arrive at a moderately
reliable confirmation of total deaths. Even a basic analysis of population fig-
ures is enlightening.

Let me start with the most-reliable and least-contentious numbers: those
since the end of the war. Table 1 shows world Jewish population at six in-
tervals since 1948.%

Table 1: World Jewish Population

YEAR POPULATION
1948 11,500,000
1955 11,800,000
1970 12,630,000
1980 12,840,000
1990 12,870,000
2000 13,191,500

These numbers are plotted |18
in Chart 1. These numbers
are widely accepted by all
sides. They indicate a slow, | 14
steady growth since the war, 12 j | —
at arate of about 0.3 percent 4

per year. This is just one- | 10
sixth of the global popula- 8 ]
tion growth rate—about 1.8 :
percent per year—over that 6 j
same period. The Jewish A g e e
population is one of the 1875 1900 1925 1950 1975 2000

16

slowest growing of any ma-  Chart 1: World Jewish Population, in millions,
jor ethnicity. since 1948, actual.

57 Data are from the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics—accessed via www jewishvirtual-
library.org.
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Now, going backward in
time from the end point of
1948, we should ask our-
selves this question: Based
on the conventional Holo-
caust story, what should this
plot look like? The answer
is quite straightforward: a
loss of 6 million from
roughly 1940 to 1945—
which would look like a
spike upward to about 17.5
million just before that—
preceded by continuation of
the slow but steady growth,
comparable to what we have
seen since 1948. In other
words the expected plot
would be as shown in
Chart 2.

But this is not in fact
what we find. If we look at
the period from the late
1800s to 1900, we can com-
pare the expected numbers
to actual ones that were re-
ported in those years. Above
I cited two such reports
from the New York Times: in
both 1869 and 1889 the
global total is estimated at 6
million. For two additional
data points we can refer to
the 1900 and 1910 editions
of the World Almanac,
which give figures of 7.2
million and 8.2 million, re-
spectively. When overlaid
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Chart 2: World Jewish Population, in mil-
lions, from 1875, assuming the loss of 6 mil-

lion during World War i

18
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4 ™

1875

T
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Chart 3: As Chart 2 (dotted), plus actual
World Jewish Population until 1910.

Table 2: World Jewish Population
YEAR POPULATION
1882 7,800,000
1900 10,600,000
1914 13,500,000
1922 14,400,000
1925 14,800,000
1939 16,728,000

upon the previous plot we can see the discrepancy—see Chart 3.

Those four data points are clearly far below the ‘expected’ numbers; this
is the first indication of a problem. But they do indicate a slow and steady
growth—of about 0.5 percent per year, on average.
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Given these early data
points, one can readily see |18

i sl
the problem for the tradi- |{g __,.-"
tionalists. In order to fill the 14 e /
gap between the late 1800s ] ;
(of around 6 to 7 million) |12 - / w/

and the necessary prewar 10
figure of 17 to 18 million (in ] /
order to show the 6-million | 8 ¢ —5*
loss), they would have to | g e ?
claim a dramatic, unprece-
dented population growth in
the intervening period. And
in fact, this is precisely what  Chart 4: As Chart 3 (dotted), plus necessary
they have done. The Israecli  (and claimed) pre-WWII World Jewish Popu-
Bureau of Statistics cur- lationgrowthto reach claimed pre-Holocaust
. . population.
rently claims the following
numbers, shown in Table 2. These figures are plotted in Chart 4.

We immediately notice a few points. First, they start about 2 million
higher than reported in the late 1800s. Second, they fall a bit short of the
necessary 6-million drop. But thirdly, they indicate an extremely high
growth rate—on the order of 1.4 percent per year, almost double the global
rate at that time (0.8 percent), and nearly five times the Jewish growth rate
since the war. This is especially problematic, given the Times reports, cited
above, in which Jews were:

4 w L M L I B M " LI A AL M
1875 1900 1925 1950 1975 2000

“all in a state of political bondage” (1889)

facing “renewed massacres” and “systematic extermination” (1906)
“economically exhausted” (1911)

“subjected to every manner of suffering and sorrow” (1915)
“reduced to unbelievable poverty” (1919)

facing “horrifying conditions of famine, disease and death” (1920)
facing a global “war of extinction” (1932)

“slowly dying of starvation, all hope gone” (1938)

VY VYVVYVVY

These are not exactly the conditions under which one would expect a boom-
ing population. At best we would expect a flat trend, if not a precipitous
decline. And in fact Gordon (1984: 8) observes that, in the period 1870-
1933, “the rate of natural increase among Jews was extremely low compared
to that of the German population.” Something is clearly not right with the
prewar figures.

As further evidence, consider the recent “population boom” in the UK.
In 2009 it was reported that Britain’s population grew at a rate of 0.7 percent
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per year, the highest in nearly 50 years.>® But this figure was inflated by
immigrants, who accounted for about one-third of the growth. For the Jews
there could be no ‘immigrants.” Their growth had to be completely ‘natural,’
that is, surplus births over deaths. To maintain a natural growth rate of 1.4
percent annually over six decades and in the worst of conditions is virtually
impossible. The contrast with their postwar growth rate of just 0.3 percent is
stark.

 Yet more confirmation that the alleged 1.4 percent figure is wrong comes
from recent projections of growth in adherents to Judaism. Between 50 and
60 percent of Jews consider themselves religious, and their growth rate cer-
tainly exceeds that of secular Jews, owing to larger families. In April 2015,
Pew Research estimated that the global population of religious Jews would
increase from 13.86 million in 2010 to 16.09 million in 2050.” This corre-
sponds to 0.37 percent growth annually. Factoring in a lower secular rate,
and we again get a global figure of around 0.3 percent per year. Thus from
1950 to 2050—an entire century—global Jewish population has (or will)
grow by less than half a percent per year. And yet we are expected to believe
that from 1880 to 1940 their population grew at an explosive 1.4 percent
rate. We may be excused if we find this implausible.

Another Theory
Looking back at Chart 3, the
revisionists see a different |10 ] et
possibility; see the solid linein |4g _ae2T A
Chart 5. The early data points L= /' ‘
seem to grow quite naturally |14 g L]
to a level very near that re- 12 | P ‘\ /
ported after the war. Allowing ] i / -
¢

of about half a million during
the war, this is the picture re- 8 | '/,/'
visionists paint. They then | g 4

ask: Which scenario is more

realistic and more likely? 4 A
(Compare the solid lines in 1875 1900 1925 1950 1975 2000

for normal growth, and a loss |10 7 /
1 7
, 1

Charts 4 and 5.) Chart 5: As per Chart 4 (dotted), plus World
The answer seems clear Jewish Population development according
; to the revisionist theory.

and the revisionists would

% BBC News: “Population growth at 47-year high” (27 Aug 2009).
% “The Future of World Religions,” Pew Research Center (2 Apr 2015).
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have a compelling case strictly on the basis of global population alone, ex-
cept for some discrepant statistics that were published between 1900 and the
start of the war. These numbers seem to confirm the traditionalist claim of a
dramatic population boom. For example, they can cite the following reports
(Table 3).

Table 3: World Jewish Population, as reported (1915-1941)

YEAR POPULATION | SOURCE

1915 13 million | NYT (14 Jan, p. 3)

1917 12 million | NYT (21 May, p. 5)
1918 9-12 million | NYT (18 Oct, p. 12)
1919 12 million | NYT (12 Nov, p. 7)
1920 15 million | World Almanac

1926 14.9 million | NYT (9 Apr 1936, p. 19)
1933 14 million | Daily Express

1936 16 million | NYT (9 Apr 1936, p. 19)
1941 15 million | NYT (7 Jun, p. 5)

So we notice that these ‘as-reported” numbers are generally lower than
claimed, though not nearly as low as the revisionist proposal. And they do
follow the same general rapid growth pattern that the traditionalists claim.
Might these not, then, largely confirm the standard account?

I think not, simply because of the large improbabilities involved. Con-
sider just the likelihood that the global Jewish population jumped from 7.2
million in 1900 (World Almanac) to 13 million in 1915 (NYT). This would
imply an unbelievable 4 percent annual growth. Even the lower end of the
range given in 1918 (9—12 million) would mean a highly unlikely 1.2 percent
growth per year.

So where did these unrealistically high numbers come from? In virtually
every case they were self-reported by Jewish agencies. And we must recall
that the push for Zionism accelerated after 1900, as did the global clout of
the Jewish lobby. Both these reasons might compel Jewish statisticians to
inflate global population numbers, or at least work from the highest possible
projections. It is thus not hard to imagine that the reported numbers after
1900 could be significantly overestimated. Zionists and lobbyists were
caught in a bind: they wanted both high population numbers and dramatic
reports of Jewish deprivation, suffering, and death. Depending on the cir-
cumstances, they played one card or the other, and no one bothered to point
out that the two were mutually incompatible.

My conclusion, therefore, is that both the ‘as reported’ numbers and the
Israeli Bureau of Statistics figures are likely 30 to 40 percent overestimates
for the years 1900 to 1940. The revisionist estimates (Chart 5) are probably
closer to the truth.
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Chapter 4: Breaking It Down:
The Death Matrix

The traditional account of Jewish deaths is a clear case of missing the forest
for the trees. In order to begin to understand and justify any death total, we
should be able to answer the most basic questions about it: How many died?
By what general cause? And over what time? I don’t mean in great detail—
just the most basic breakdown of any proposal. Give us the numbers that add
up to 6 million.

The casual reader would probably presume that such a thing has been
done many times, in many different places, by many different Holocaust re-
searchers—all reaching a similar conclusion. But he would be wrong. Most
sources simply offer no breakdown at all. Neither “Holocaust” entries in
World Book nor Encyclopedia Britannica provide numbers that add up to 6
million. It’s not on the Wikipedia entry. And you will not find it in the online
encyclopedias at USHMM or Yad Vashem. Most individual researchers
avoid this as well, preferring to dive into great detail on camp deportations,
or on death figures for a certain mass shooting. We find generic quotations
from survivors, or an in-depth analysis of a given death camp. But virtually
nothing on the big picture.

Occasionally a source will give rough figures that imply 6 million, but
not in a way that allows any meaningful analysis. One example is an article
from The Australian (14 Feb 2009). The reporter, Peter Wilson, castigates
revisionist sympathizer Lady Michéle Renouf for pressing this very point.
At the end of his lengthy article he offers the following elaboration: “Experts
say up to 3.4 million were killed at the [six] main death camps” (followed
by numbers for each), and “at least 1.5 million more were killed by mobile
SS death squads.” “The rest”—evidently, the remaining 1.1 million—were
killed “in various other ways.” Wilson is clearly satisfied with this refutation
of Renouf, but the skeptical reader is left with many questions.

Other sources will list a breakdown of Jewish deaths by country of origin,
with a total that approaches 6 million. But as I discussed in the previous
chapter, these numbers are highly speculative and offer many opportunities
for error. Most importantly, they explain neither how nor when the people
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are alleged to have been killed—presuming, that is, that they were in fact
murdered.

Obviously I cannot have read all of the thousands of books on the Holo-
caust, but in my research I have found almost nothing addressing the most
basic questions, the ones that might allow a coherent understanding of the
deaths.

The Hilberg Matrix

With one small exception: Raul Hilberg. Hilberg (2003) alone takes the
smallest step, a mere baby step, toward clarifying the situation. Out of three
volumes and more than 1,300 pages, he offers us, at the very end, with no
further explanation or justification, in Appendix B (“Statistics of Jewish
Dead”), two tables: “Deaths by Cause,” and “Deaths by Year”—reproduced
here as Tables 4 and 5.

Table 4: Hilberg Estimates “Death by Cause”
GHETTOIZATION AND GENERAL PRIVATION

German-controlled ghettos over 600,000
Theresienstadt and non-ghetto privation 100,000
Transnistria colonies 100,000
Total: over 800,000
OPEN-AIR SHOOTINGS
Einsatzgruppen, mobile operations, etc. 1,400,000
CAMPS

German death camps up to 2,600,000
Concentration/labor camps over 150,000
Romanian camps 100,000
Croatian and other under 50,000
Total:  up to 2,900,000
TOTAL DEATHS: 5,100,000

Table 5: Hilberg Estimates “Death by Year”

1933-1940 under 100,000

1941 1,100,000

1942 2,600,000

1943 600,000

1944 600,000

1945 over 100,000

TOTAL: 5,100,000
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I find it illuminating that Hilberg, the one person moving tentatively in the
right direction, also offered the lowest death total of any major traditional-
ist—>5.1 million. And to his credit he held to this number for over forty years,
since the release of his first edition in 1961. It is almost as if he could see
that the ‘6 million” was untenable as soon as the first small steps were taken
to dissect that number.

Again, it is unfortunate that Hilberg does not give the reader any indica-
tion of how he obtained these numbers.®’ If the calculations are hidden some-
where in his 1,300 pages, I was not able to find them.

The next obvious step, then, is to combine the two tables. We would like
to know, for each of the three main causal categories (ghetto/privation,
shootings, camps), how many died in each of the years. In other words we
would like to complete the following table:

Pre-1941 | 1941 | 1942 | 1943 | 1944 | 1945
Ghettos ? ? ? ? ? ?
Shootings ? ? ? ? ? ?
Camps ? ? ? ? ? ?

such that the ‘totals by cause’ add up, and the ‘totals by year’ add up. How-
ever, even this apparently trivial task is not so easy. Lacking details from
Hilberg, we must infer values that are reasonable—given the traditionalist
account—and yet still add up to, or close to, his totals. It ends up being
something of a mathematical puzzle. I encourage the reader to give it a try.
After spending some time at this, I can understand Hilberg’s reluctance.
Nonetheless, the figures given in Table 6 below seem to be reasonable,
while still roughly matching Hilberg’s totals (numbers are in thousands).

Table 6: The Hilberg Death Matrix (in Thousands)

Pre-1941 1941 [1942 1943 (1944 |1945 |TOTALS
Ghettos 50 | 300 | 300 50 30 30 760
Shootings 50 | 600 | 600 | 100 25 30 ] 1,405
Camps 0 | 200 1,750 | 400 | 660 20 1 3,030
TOTALS 100 |1,100 |2,650 | 550 | 715 80 | 5,195

I emphasize that these are neither Hilberg’s nor any other traditionalist’s
data—oprecisely because they offer no such detail at all. This is simply my
attempt, based on general claims about those three categories, to match Hil-
berg’s overall numbers.

0 There is a small bit of added detail, only on the death camps, in Hilberg’s Table 9-8 (pp.
958f.). And a footnote at the end of the table cites three or four sources for some of his
numbers—such as the Hofle report for the precise Belzec figure. But these do not begin
to supply the needed detail or justification.
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Such analysis I call, for lack of a better euphemism, a death matrix. It
lays out the details of deaths by cause and over time. It is essential for un-
derstanding the progression of events in the Holocaust. And it turns out to
be very useful in portraying the strengths and weaknesses of the conven-
tional view.

The Hilberg matrix is insufficient, however, because it only accounts for
some 5 million deaths. We don’t believe Hilberg; we believe in the 6 million.
We don’t trumpet Hilberg; we trumpet the 6 million. As long as orthodoxy
maintains the 6 million, we are obligated to try to analyze that larger figure.
Thus we need to construct something comparable: a ‘6-million death ma-
trix.” We can then expand the data, hoping to get a clearer picture of what is
being alleged.

Our efforts, though, are immediately frustrated; no one gives us a high-
level breakdown of the 6 million comparable to that of Hilberg. One possible
starting point is the six death camps. But which figures shall we use? Let’s
consult the two leading research organizations: USHMM and Yad Vashem.
Unfortunately their numbers disagree—for every camp. The figures that
they list on their respective Web sites are shown in Chart 6.

1200

& USHMM
& Yad Vashem

1000

800

600

400

Jewish Deaths {000)

200

0 ¢
Chelmno  Belzec Sobibor Treblinka Majdanek Auschwitz
Chart 6: Estimates of Death Camp Fatalities (Jews Only)

It is perhaps surprising that we find such divergence in numbers. And the
situation only gets worse when we consult other camp experts. In later chap-
ters I will show the wide range of figures for each camp; the variation is
astonishing.

In the meantime, we need to select target numbers for each camp. I pro-
pose taking a rough average of USHMM and Yad Vashem. This would yield
the following numbers: !
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Table 7: Average Death Camp Death-Toll Figures

Majdanek 75,000
Sobibor 225,000
Chelmno 250,000
Belzec 550,000
Treblinka 500,000
Auschwitz 1,000,000
TOTAL: 3,000,000

These figures meet our provisional needs. They roughly approximate the
conventional view, and they reach the proposed total of 3 million—one half
of the Holocaust.

This, then, is half the story. But we also have the other categories of
deaths. Apart from the above six, there were many other camps in which
lesser numbers of Jews died—in the hundreds of thousands, we are told. And
Hilberg’s totals for ghettos and shootings will have to be scaled up, if we are
toreach the 6 million. Therefore we may plausibly propose the following:

Table 8: Author’s Proposed Death-Toll Figures

6 death camps: 3.0 million
Other camps: 0.4 million
Ghettos: 1.0 million
Shootings: 1.6 million
TOTAL: 6.0 million

Again, these figures seem reasonably close to traditionalist claims, and most
importantly, they sum up to the requisite total.

Now we can begin to construct a new, high-level death matrix. Working
from these round figures, and anticipating details to follow, I propose the
numbers shown in Table 9.

Table 9: ‘6-Million’ Death Matrix (in Thousands)

Pre-1941| 1941 | 1942 | 1943 | 1944 | 1945 |TOTALS
Ghettos 70 | 360 | 420 80 50 20 | 1,000
Shootings 40 | 450 | 900 | 175 20 15 1 1,600
Camps 10 | 135 12,065 | 490 | 650 50 | 3,400
TOTALS 120 | 945 |3,385 | 745 | 720 85 | 6,000

These will serve as our working estimates of the numbers that must be true,
on the conventional view, if we are to sustain the overall total of 6 million.
Again, T do not claim absolute precision here. Surely some of these figures
need adjustment. But for every number that goes up, another must go down;
this is elementary math. I am open to improvement here. Hence my offer:
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If any orthodox researcher would like to propose better numbers, and to
justify them, I will gladly comply.

Coming into Focus h

Now we need to take one last important step. In order to get the clearest view
possible, we need to expand these numbers into monthly statistics—see Ta-
ble 10. Then the big picture comes into focus, and we are better able to assess
the plausibility of the overall picture. Monthly figures are necessarily con-
jectural, since we lack such detailed evidence. However, something like
what is shown in Table 10 must be correct in order to reach the yearly to-
tals—and consequently the 6 million.

Also, T include here the monthly estimates for each of the six death
camps. Due to their importance, we need to overlay their numbers with the
larger Holocaust. The breakdown that I propose here is based on numerous
sources, some of which I will explain later. Surely these figures need revis-
ing. This is only a first approximation. Again, I invite those with more ex-
pertise to correct them, and give us a more accurate picture of events.

To better envision what is transpiring, I include two further graphs: Chart
7 shows the monthly deaths, in thousands, tracked over time, and Chart 8
the running total of all deaths, cumulating in the 6 million.
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Chart 8: Holocaust Deaths — Running Total (in Thousands)

This, then, is the ‘master plan’ for the Holocaust. All numbers are out in
the open, everything is clear and concise, everything adds up. Such detail
may seem excessive, but it turns out to be critical in allowing us to assess
the 6-million total, and the specifics of each death camp. If we hope to pass
judgment in the Great Debate, we need to know exactly what we are talking
about.

In fact even this much detail, as basic as it is, goes well beyond anything
readily found in the massive corpus of traditional literature. A few research-
ers, like Arad (1987) and Czech (1990), have laid out death statistics over
time, but only for individual camps, and without integrating these data into
a larger picture of events. The vast majority of writers do not even begin to
address the topic this way. I can only speculate why this is so. Two possible
reasons come to mind. First, the details necessary to confirm such numbers
are lacking, thus putting the reconciliation of such calculations beyond the
ability of the researchers—in which case, though, how can they justify the 6
million, not to mention their claim about the “most well-documented event
in history”? The alternative possibility is that they do not want to do this,
because it will bring into harsh relief the deficiencies of the standard view.

To be fair, revisionists also fall short when it comes to articulating their
view in this kind of detail. But the violation is not nearly as severe. Tradi-
tionalists are the ones who claim to know the truth of what happened; it is
they who bear the burden of pr&)f, of demonstrating a clear picture of events.
Revisionists need only show that the proposal put forth by the other side is
implausible. They should create an alternative, but they have no burden to
do so.

And in fact the revisionists are beginning to sketch out an alternative.
Their overall death figure is about 10 percent of the orthodox view, and thus
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by simply reducing the standard numbers proportionately we have some-
thing of a start toward a complete revisionist picture. In some cases they can
do better than that, as I will explain in the chapters to follow.

Life (and Death) in the Ghettos

To give one indication of the situation faced by anyone seeking the truth,
consider the roughly 1 million ghetto deaths. First, a little context., Ghettos
were generally small sections of cities that were designated as Jewish-only
areas. They began to be formed in early 1940, and most were established by
the end of 1941—more than 1,000 in total, so we are told. There were some
two dozen very large ghettos, but the vast majority were quite small, holding
less than 1,000 people. From early 1943, they began to be dismantled; hence
the average ghetto life was about two years.

Contrary to popular belief, ghettos were not prisons. Many were com-
pletely open, and Jews could come and go as they pleased—they were only
required to live and do business there. Oftentimes the ghetto was marked
only by a sign. Clearly they were never intended as a means of mass killing.
Longerich evidently agrees:

The establishment of the ghettos was carried out so haphazardly and
slowly that it would be wrong to see it as a systematic policy ulti-
mately aimed at the physical annihilation of the Jews (2010: 166).

Ghettos were, however, the logical first step in a program of exclusion, re-
moval, and expulsion. If the Nazis indeed wished to ethnically cleanse the
Reich, and later also other areas under their control, they would have begun
by rounding up Jews, confining them to specified areas, and then methodi-
cally transporting them out. And this is precisely what happened. For exam-
ple, the two largest ghettos—Lodz (200,000 Jews) and Warsaw (400,000-
590,000)*'—were established in February and November 1940, respec-
tively. Jews were confined there until new areas opened in the East, upon
which time the deportations commenced.

In the above death matrix I have assumed a total ghetto casualty figure
of 1 million. Is this correct? If we were to check our standard sources, what
would we find? Nothing. The reader is invited to look for this number; it will
be a long search. It does not appear in either older sources or newer, in print
or online. Friedman’s (1954) early detailed study, for example, lists no death
figures at all, either for individual ghettos or as a whole. More recent sources

81 The high estimate of Warsaw is found in Longerich (167). The next largest ghettos, ac-
cording to Corni (2003: 195), were Lvov (103,000), Minsk (100,000), Bialystok
(50,000), Kaunas/Kovno (42,000), Czestochowa (40,000), Lublin (36,000) and Radom
(32,000).
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are little better. Corni’s (2003) chapter on “Life and Death” in the ghettos
gives a scattering of mortality statistics, but nothing comprehensive. He pro-
vides detailed—down to the individual—monthly deaths for the two largest
ghettos (Warsaw and Lodz), but only for 10 and 18 months, respectively (pp.
205f). And he draws no overall conclusions from these. He closes the chap-
ter by citing the Nazi statistician Richard Korherr, who allegedly claimed
that 760,000 Polish Jews died in ghettos through December 1942 (p. 218)—
though this total is clearly marked by Korherr as the sum of “emigration,
excess mortality, and evacuation.”

In his so-called definitive Holocaust study, Longerich (2010: 167) allots
just one vague sentence to the ghetto deaths. Citing Hilberg, he writes that
“the total of Polish Jews killed prior to and during the period of ghettoization
before the violent ghetto clearances began was approximately 500,000.”
Only Polish Jews? What about the many ghettos in other countries? And
what does “prior” mean? And why exclude the “violent clearances™? And
for that matter, what was the basis for Hilberg’s figure—the man who could
find only 5.1 million deaths overall? Longerich does not explain.

Or consider Dean (2010). He provides exactly the kind of concise sum-
mary that should include an overall death figure, and yet we find only two
mortality numbers, both for the Warsaw ghetto. Perhaps appropriately, one
of the newest dedicated studies, by Michman (2011), has no death statistics
at all.

Online sources are equally deficient. Wikipedia (“Jewish Ghettos in Ger-
man-occupied Poland”), for example, provides a nice list of 272 Polish ghet-
tos, including “number of Jews confined” (maximum? average? final?), but
no death statistics, nor even references to any. It does list the presumed des-
tination of the ghetto residents; virtually all went to one of the six extermi-
nation camps, directly or indirectly. These will be examined shortly. The
USHMM website (“Ghettos™) gives no numbers, and states only that “the
Germans and their auxiliaries either shot ghetto residents in mass graves lo-
cated nearby, or deported them, usually by train, to killing centers where
they were murdered.” How many mass graves? Where are they? Have they
been examined? No answers. Yad Vashem says simply, “Many Jews died in
the ghettos.”®

We must keep in mind how simple our request is. The essential equation
is this: Jews went into the ghettos; some died there; the remainder was
shipped out. More explicitly:

(# Jews died in ghettos) = (# Jews entering ghettos) — (# Jews deported out)

62 Yadvashem.org, Holocaust Resource Center, “Ghetto”.
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This again is elementary logic. And yet it seems to exceed the grasp of our
traditional historians. Why can’t we get even rough estimates of this basic
equation? ‘

Since it is evidently too taxing a demand to request overall death statis-
tics, let’s make it easier. Let’s look at the largest and most examined ghetto:
Warsaw. Here we theoretically know everything, and in great detail. As early
as 1954 Friedman could write, “The bibliography of publications on the
Warsaw ghetto is so extensive that it is impossible to enumerate even the
more important studies” (p. 79, n 76). How much more detailed is our
knowledge today—over 60 years later?

So, we ask our question: How many Jews died in the Warsaw ghetto?
Once again, we come away empty-handed. No sources provide even a plau-
sible estimate of this essential number.

In fact, our experts cannot even clearly answer the simpler question: How
many Jews were in the Warsaw ghetto? Friedman (1954: 79) says 420,000
to 500,000. Corni (2003: 195) says 400,000. Dean (2010: 342) says “some
450,000.” Longerich (2010: 167) says 410,000 to 590,000. Quite a range! If
we don’t know how many people we have to start with, we certainly can’t
answer the follow-up questions regarding deaths and deportations. And if
we can’t answer those questions, well, our entire picture of the Holocaust is
up in the air.

All is not lost, however. Unlike the hundreds of other ghettos, we do have
some partial death statistics for Warsaw. Corni (2003: 206), for example,
gives us a table with monthly death figures, running from January 1941 to
June 1942; these average 3,853 per month. But why stop there? The ghetto
existed for another full year. Can we extrapolate this monthly figure for the
entire duration? This would imply some 120,000 total deaths. If not, why
not?

If so, how do we reconcile this number with the following facts presented
by the USHMM?

» “83,000 [ghetto] Jews died of starvation and disease” between 1940
and mid-1942;

> Between July and September 1942, “the Germans deported about
265,000 Jews from Warsaw to Treblinka”;

» Upon closing the ghetto in mid-May 1943, 42,000 were deported to
three camps, 7,000 died fighting, and another 7,000 were shipped to
Treblinka;

> 11,500 Warsaw Jews survived in the city until it was captured by the
Soviets in 1945.9

8 www.ushmm.org, encyclopedia entry for “Warsaw.” The reader is invited to review this

entry, and to try to determine the overall death toll for this ghetto.
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For all that, no overall death number—for the most well-known and thor-
oughly studied ghetto of them all. Instead, they force the reader to make
inferences. If, for example, 83,000 died between November 1940 and (say)
June 1942, this implies an average of about 4,400 per month—which is not
the same as the 3,853 per month that Corni proposes, incidentally. At the
USHMM rate, and given that the camp ran for one more year, we should
expect another (12 x 4,400 =) 52,800 deaths. Combined with the 7,000 killed
during fighting, this yields a total of 142,000 deaths. Is this correct? We
don’t know. Why don’t they tell us?

For that matter, what was Corni’s source for his numbers? He cites an
obscure, undated (presumed 1960) German text, Faschismus—Getto—>Mas-
senmord. This in turn is a translation from an even more obscure, also un-
dated (presumed 1957) Polish source. Page 138 of this text has one table
with the numbers used by Corni. But even here there are problems. There is
no accompanying explanation at all—no elaboration, no context, nothing.
Also, the entry for December 1941 is 43,239—a ridiculously high figure,
and obviously incorrect, and thus Corni uses the number from the accompa-
nying chart (4,366). But if there are such gross and blatant errors, how can
we trust any of the numbers?

One reason for the reluctance to establish an overall death toll may be the
obvious lack of evidence—that is, absence of victims’ bodies. Based on
Comi’s data, the Warsaw ghetto yielded nearly 130 corpses per day, on av-
erage, for two or more years. What did they do with the bodies? They could
not bury them, since they were in the middle of a large city. They had neither
crematoria nor wood to build pyres. So—what happened to the bodies? And
are there any remains that we might examine today in order to confirm
things?

Unsurprisingly, none of our ghetto experts addresses this thorny issue. At
best we find mere passing comments in other sources. For example, in a
1942 article in the NYT we read that the Warsaw Jews “have no means for
funerals, so the dead are put into the street, where they are collected by the
police” (7 Jan, p. 8).% If the police collected the bodies—4,000 or 5,000 per
month—what did they do with them? Bury them? If so, where? Did they
even count them? More unanswered questions.

Without such answers, we cannot really trust any information here. For
all we know, the actual numbers could have been quite low. If there were
400,000 Jews in the Warsaw ghetto, this would imply 4,000 natural deaths
per year, or about 11 per day. With this low number, we can well understand
how the bodies may have disappeared without a trace. But Corni and others
tell us that some 130 Jews died every day—ten times the natural rate. The

8 The same article, incidentally, claims that 300 per day were dying, mostly due to ty-
phus—the very disease that the Germans were trying so hard to forestall.




THOMAS DALTON * DEBATING THE HOLOCAUST 85

NYT said 300 per day, or 30 times the natural rate. These are much harder
to explain.

Or maybe it was much worse than we presume. In one striking 1943 re-
port in the NYT, we read that “approximately 10,000 people are killed daily
in Warsaw alone by different means; the cruelest and most inhuman instru-
ments, which only the black satanic spirit of Hitlerism can invent, are em-
ployed” (7 Feb, p. SM16). Think of it—10,000 per day! In a ghetto area of
barely over one square mile! Perhaps the reporter, the “noted novelist” Sho-
lem Asch, was guilty of a bit of poetic license. When we are dealing in fic-
tion, anything goes. T

It must be kept in mind how simple an analysis we are seeking. The main
points could be addressed in a single paragraph. Here’s how it might go:

The Warsaw ghetto held 350,000 Jews at its opening, a number that
peaked at 450,000 in mid-1942 and declined to 80,000 when it was
closed in May 1943. Overall, 500,000 Jews passed through the ghetto.
Of these, 40,000 died in the ghetto of natural causes, and 10,000 were
shot there by the Nazis. The 50,000 bodies were dumped into three
mass graves in a nearby forest, which were exhumed and studied in
19xx. The remaining 450,000 people were eventually transported out
of the ghetto—300,000 to Treblinka, 100,000 to Majdanek, and
50,000 to other concentration camps.

That’s it—very simple, very concise, and everything adds up. Of course
these numbers are purely fictitious. We look to our experts to supply actual
statistics. But answers are not forthcoming. And if the well-known Warsaw
ghetto holds such mysteries, we can only imagine the sad state of the overall
ghetto picture.

In the end, we are left with an empty sack. We must account, somehow,
for roughly 1 million deaths in the ghettos. Yet we have no useful data on
even the largest and best-studied ones. Furthermore, we must always keep
in mind the natural death rate. If, say, 3 million Jews were confined to our
“1,000 ghettos,” we then would expect some 30,000 deaths per year—or
nearly 100 per day—due strictly to natural causes. One hundred deaths per
day, spread over several countries and some 1,000 different locations, could
easily vanish amidst a major war. But more to the point, this would yield
only some 100,000 deaths in total—a mere 10 percent of the claimed figure.

By confining the Jews, the Nazis certainly contributed to infectious dis-
eases, malnourishment, and other maladies, and thus must be held responsi-
ble for those ‘excess’ deaths, along with any isolated shootings or other di-
rect actions they committed. But we have no idea how many such deaths
occurred.
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Let’s summarize our problem here. The ghetto system ran essentially for
three years: 1941-1943. Over this time period, we are told, some 1 million
ghetto deaths occurred; hence almost 28,000 per month, on average, or about
925 per day. Every day, somewhere in the system, 925 bodies were either
buried or burned. Somewhere, in total, are the remains of 1 million people.
Or so we are told.

And yet we have no record of any such bodies whatsoever—no mass
graves, no crematoria, no open-air pyres, no ‘dumping in the river’ stories—
nothing. Not even the natural deaths are accounted for, which causes us to
suspect that the total number of interned Jews was perhaps much smaller
than claimed. And if we can’t find the victims, how can we hope to under-
stand the Holocaust?

These are relevant questions that revisionists ask. Lacking good answers,
they conclude that perhaps far fewer deaths actually occurred. Perhaps the
Warsaw ghetto saw only a couple of hundred, rather than thousand, deaths
per month. This, at least, would be easier to explain. But then the total deaths
in the ghetto would amount to something on the order of 10,000, rather than
100,000 (or more).

And then consider this easily overlooked fact: Even on the standard view,
well over 1,000,000 Jews were transported out of the ghettos at some point—
most to death camps, it is claimed. But clearly, these cannot count as
“ghetto” deaths, since they are later to be counted as “extermination camp”
deaths. Here is another opportunity ripe for double-counting. But without
the most basic details, such as given above, we simply don’t know how the
deaths are being counted. This is not too much to ask, surely, for “the most
well-documented event in history.”

Let me close this section with one more proposal. I would suggest that
the ghettos experienced deaths at roughly #riple the natural rate—in other
words, about 3 percent per year. Table 11 lists the twelve largest ghettos
(according to Corni), accounting for perhaps one third of the total ghetto
population. It also includes their size, duration, and total casualties at the
assumed 3 percent annual rate.
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Table 11: Ghetto Population Data

ToTtal |MONTHS IN|TOTAL DEATHS

GHETTO COUNTRY Popr.  |OPERATION (@ 3%)
Warsaw Poland 400,000 22 22,000
Lodz Poland 162,000 54 21,870
Lvov Ukraine 103,000 24 6,180
Minsk USSR 100,000 27 6,750
~ Bialystok Poland 50,000 28 3,500
Kaunas/Kovno |Lithuania 42,000 35 3,675
Czestochowa Poland 40,000 18 1,800
Lublin Poland 36,000 12 1,080
Radom Poland 32,000 16 1,280
Kielce Poland 27,000 13 878
Krakow Poland 24.000 23 1,380
Vilnius Lithuania 20,000 25 1,250
Totals: 1,036,000 71,643

As we can see, this gives a total of about 72,000 deaths. Of this, we will say
that one-third represents the natural deaths (1 percent annual), and the other
two-thirds represent Nazi-induced “Holocaust” deaths; this latter figure
comes to about 48,000. If we then extrapolate this figure to the other ghettos,
they contribute an estimated (2 x 48,000 =) 96,000 deaths. Overall then, we
get a total death count of (48,000 + 96,000 =) 144,000 ghetto deaths, which
I will round up to 145,000. This will serve as our revisionist estimate.

The Einsatzgruppen

We find a recurrence of our ghetto problems in the second major death cat-
egory: open-air shootings. This event was dominated by the work of the
roving Einsatzgruppen, or mobile military squads, whose objective, alleg-
edly, was to round up and kill Soviet Jews. In my conventional assumptions,
I'have taken a total figure of 1.6 million Jewish deaths by shooting.

Again, some context is helpful. Germany attacked the Soviet Union in
June 1941, rapidly capturing large amounts of land. As the main army ad-
vanced eastward, there arose a constant danger of attacks by insurgents from
the rear. The Germans therefore established the Einsatzgruppen—~‘‘mission
groups”—to protect the soldiers. They were organized into four main units
(A, B, C, D), consisting of around 3,000 men,* supplemented by a fifth
“special-purpose” group. These were supported in their mission by police
battalions, SS brigades (referred to as HSSPL), and perhaps one or two other
groups. In addition to their main role, these groups were also allegedly given

8 Per Longerich (2010: 185).
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“authority to murder members of the intelligentsia, the clergy, and the no-
bility, as well as Jews and the mentally il1”%—a formidable task.

The killing method was straightforward: shooting at close range, with
bodies dumped in pits. There are some vague reports about the use of “six
gas vans,” but details are so murky that we can conclude nothing about
them.”” The Einsatzgruppen and affiliates were responsible for a large ma-
jority of the shootings of Jews, on the standard view, but there seems to be
little agreement on the actual number. A variety of recent figures is given in
Table 12.

Table 12: Recent Einsatzgruppen Death-Toll Estimates

DEATHS SOURCE

I million (over) |[USHMM (2015: Web)

1.25 million Yad Vashem (2015: Web)

1.3 million Headland (1992: 106); Hilberg (2003)
1.4 million Pohl (2008: 57)

1.5 million Desbois (2008)

1.7 million Snyder (2009)

2 million Sturdy Colls (2015: 20)

With such variety in orthodox estimates, it is little wonder that we have such
a hard time making sense of things.

As always, we must focus on the big picture here. If we allow that most
of the shootings occurred over some 18 months—June 1941 to December
1942—this means that the four Einsatzgruppen and their auxiliary groups
collectively managed to kill, on average, almost 65,000 Jews per month—or
around 2,200 per day. More impressively, they managed to bury the bodies
at the same rate; more on this shortly.

To get a grasp of this scale of killing, we need more detail; we need an
Einsatzgruppen death matrix. Longerich and most others fail to do this. For
them, it is sufficient to cite a string of alleged individual events—450 shot
here, 2,400 shot there, etc.—and leave it at that. Such statistics, of course,
tell us little about what actually happened and when. And more importantly,
they fall far short of 1 million or more.

Of recent researchers, only Headland (1992) attempts to provide real de-
tails. Citing Nazi reports, he calculates totals for each of the main
Einsatzgruppen and the SS brigades (nothing for police battalions or others)
through December 1942. His figures are as follows (p. 105):

% Tongerich (2010: 144).
67 See Longerich (2010: 279). Hilberg wisely ignores all discussion of these Einsatzgrup-
pen gas vans.
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Table 13: Einsatzgruppen Death Toll
Numbers by “Gruppe” (per Headland)

Gruppe A 364,000
Gruppe B 134,000
Gruppe C 118,000
Gruppe D 92,000
HSSPL 445,000
Total 1,153,000

But there are immediate problems, as he recognizes. First, these are, alleg-
edly, all victims—Jews and non-Jews alike. Traditionalists assume that Jews
were the large majority, perhaps 90%, though this could be drastically erro-
neous. Also, the HSSPL number is “certainly only part of their operations”
(p. 106); such indeterminateness is a common ploy, and it leaves open the
possibility of arbitrarily high ultimate figures.

But there are more fundamental problems. “It is not easy,” admits Head-
land (p. 92), “to obtain a clear picture of any distinct features” of the
Einsatzgruppen reports; “the irregularity of the reporting frustrates us at
every turn.” He continues:

There is also evidence to suggest that some Einsatzkommando and
Einsatzgruppen leaders deliberately exaggerated the numbers of per-
sons shot for their own self-aggrandizement... If these exaggerations
existed, there is no way to determine by how much and where the
numbers were embellished. (pp. 97-102)

It gets worse:

The impossibility of determining an exact total becomes even more
obvious when one examines closely the numbers given in the tables...
Anything approaching a final total for the entire period of the war
cannot be realized.

Pohl (2008: 57) concurs; he says, with typical understatement, “The number
of Jewish deaths in Ukraine... can only be determined with great difficulty.”
But wait—this is part of the “most well-documented event in history.” Why
is this huge portion of the Holocaust such a mystery?

Headland states that “it is unlikely that historians will ever get beyond
educated estimates as to the number of persons killed in the eastern territo-
ries...” (p. 106). “We may conclude,” he says on faith, “that the estimate of
Raul Hilberg that over 1,300,000 Jews were killed in the east by the
Einsatzgruppen and other SS agencies and collaborators is probably as close
to a true figure as we are likely to find.” What he means is this: ‘Hilberg is
famous, and thus we should just accept his number—despite its lack of sub-
stantiation—because we have no basis for anything better, and something of
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that size is needed to even begin to approach the 6 million.” It hardly inspires
confidence.

Be that as it may, we are obliged to attempt to construct a death matrix
for open-air shootings based on the data at hand—one that reaches the nom-
inal total of 1.6 million. For the sake of calculation, let’s assume that the
Headland numbers (above—through 1942) are all Jews. Then we will as-
sume that the numbers rise slowly throughout 1943, getting to the required
Einsatzgruppen total of 1.3 million; their actions were almost certainly com-
plete by this time. On top of this we must add in another 300,000 non-
Einsatzgruppen shootings in order to reach the requisite overall figure of 1.6
million. These are the numbers shown in the master chart (Table 10).

Under these assumptions, the daily killing rate was very high: an average
of over 1,000 shootings per day, for the four-year period 1941 through 1944.
However, during three spectacular months—September to November
1942—it shot up to nearly 4,000 per day, thanks to some ferocious killing
by the SS brigades.®® Monthly killings for the primary Einsatzgruppen pe-
riod (June 1941 to December 1943) are shown in Chart 9.

But there is an elephant in this room as well, one that Headland, Hilberg,
Longerich and all the others studiously avoid: the absence of bodies.

Consider the three-month shooting peak of September through Novem-
ber 1942. We will set aside the myriad difficulties of hunting down, round-
ing up, and shooting an average of 4,000 people per day—for 120 straight
days. Let’s assume this was done. Each day, the five groups have a total of
some 4,000 dead bodies on their hands. Now what? The obvious answer is
to bury them—in crude, deep, mass graves. In such a grave one can pack at
most six to eight bodies per cubic meter.”” Consequently, the daily toll of
4,000 killings required a space of around 600 cubic meters—a hole that is,
for example, 10 m x 12 m x 5 m deep.”” In other words, a new, very large
hole, every day, for 120 straight days. Even an ‘off” day of only 1,000 shoot-
ings would require a hole of size 5 m x 6 m (15 x 18 ft), and 5 m deep, to
accommodate the bodies.

What about a ‘bad’ day? The single worst alleged massacre was at Babi
Yar, Ukraine. On 29 September 1941, Einsatzgruppe C supposedly slaugh-
tered 33,771 Jews in one day. To accommodate these bodies, they would

8 The main contributor during this period was HSSPL leader Hans Priitzmann; according
to traditionalists, his group single-handedly managed to shoot 363,000 Jews in this four-
month period. See Longerich (2010: 353) or Headland (1992: 104f.). For a revisionist
view, see Mattogno ef al. (2013: 419).

Though even this is a stretch. Imagine a cube-shaped, open-top wooden box, measuring
one meter (3 feet 3 inches) on each side. Now imagine six or eight random people—
short and tall, skinny and fat—trying to cram themselves into that box.

In English units, roughly 30 ft x 36 ft in area, and 15 ft deep. Of course, if the killings
were divided amongst the groups, so would the burial task.
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Chart 9: Einsatzgruppen Monthly Shootings, Traditionalist
(in Thousands)

have had to dig a colossal trench 10 m wide by 100 m long, and 5 m deep.
This alone would have been a major construction effort—all for a single
day’s killing.

So, revisionists raise some obvious questions: Who was doing all that
digging? Every day, year round, for two and a half years? Even in ice and
~ snow? Did each team have a diesel excavator with them? And further: Where
are all those holes? If 1.3 million Jews were shot and buried, it would have
required, for example, 1,000 such holes, each containing an average of 1,300
bodies. Or maybe it was 2,000 holes with an average of 650—and so on.
This gives an idea of the magnitude of the problem.

And then the decisive questions: How many of these holes have we
found? And how many bodies were in them?

Traditionalists have their answers at the ready. By the end of 1942, the
Nazis allegedly realized that they had made a huge mistake. So many mass
graves, with so many bodies, left a vast amount of incriminating evidence.
(Why they would have worried about this, we are never told.) Therefore they
initiated “Aktion 1005”—a plan to destroy the evidence of their mass shoot-
ings. Longerich (2010: 410) explains: “In June 1943 the commandos began
to open the mass graves in the occupied Soviet territories, first in the
Ukraine, then in White Russia, and finally in the Baltic states.” These teams
were “extraordinarily thorough,” he says:

The mass graves were opened up, the corpses were burned on piles of
wood or steel grilles, then the ashes were examined for valuable ob-
jects, gold teeth above all, before the bones were ground and the ashes
scattered or buried. Then all other traces that could have indicated the
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places of execution were removed, and the murder scene dug over and
planted.

Well, that settles that.

Longerich evidently has a low opinion of his readership. Are we sup-
posed to accept this outlandish and impossible story at face value? Over 1
million corpses, buried in over 1,000 mass graves, spread over hundreds of
thousands of square miles, were located, exhumed, and burned to ash on
large campfires. The subsequent tons of ash—human plus wood—were
sifted for teeth, bones, and other “valuables.” The bones were ground up
(how?), and the whole mess was then “scattered” or buried, such that not a
trace remains. The killers also engaged in a bit of landscaping work at the
end, just to make sure.

This is a ludicrous story, but it is conveniently ludicrous. It attempts to
explain away the gaping hole—the fact that we have found no evidence even
approximating the 1.3 million supposed victims. Indeed, by a sort of per-
verse logic, the absence of bodies confirms the traditionalist view: ‘Of course
there are no bodies; that was part of the plan.”

Even if the Nazis had attempted such a thing, there are substantial prob-
lems here:

1. Were they so stupid as to not think of this problem at the outset? And yet
so brilliant as to, later on, effect the total elimination of evidence?

2. Merely finding all the mass graves again, after one or two years, would
have been a major task in itself. The Nazis obviously had no GPS systems
or satellites. They would have required an extensive and extremely de-
tailed set of hand-drawn maps and written descriptions. Why do we have
no evidence of such things?

3. Digging up hundreds of thousands of rotting corpses would have been a
messy, awkward, and revolting job under the best of conditions—and im-
possible during frozen winter months.

4. The amount of wood required to burn decayed, rotting corpses would
have been astronomical. Note: the Nazis weren’t merely ‘cooking’ the
bodies, they were burning them to ash. To do this on an open-air fire
requires an immense amount of fuel, something like 160 kg (350 pounds)
of wood per body, at minimum.”! A modest, 1,000-person grave would
thus demand at least 160,000 kg (175 tons) of firewood. And the fire
would have failed in the case of cold, rain, wind, or other adverse condi-
tions.

5. On what basis can our experts claim that the Einsatzgruppen used “steel
grilles”? Do they have any record of these? Any remaining examples, any
photographs—anything?

71 Details to follow in subsequent chapters.
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6. The ash would have been overwhelming. Each body, plus the wood to
burn it, would produce about 9 kg (20 pounds) of ash; 1,000 bodies yields
20,000 pounds, or 10 tons of ash. Can we imagine the Germans “sifting”
through mountains of ash, in the cold and rain, pulling out teeth and
bones—each tooth individually inspected for gold, each bone tossed into
the “grinder” pile?

7. Grinding hard material such as bone requires large, power-driven ma-
chinery. Do we have any evidence that such machines existed, and were
towed all over Eastern Europe?

8. Buried ash remains as ash for years, decades, even centuries. If they bur-
ied the ash, it is still there. Why have we not found it?

9. Disturbed earth, as in the huge grave pits, cannot simply be erased.
Merely filling them in with dirt does not do the job, nor does “digging
over and planting.” Modemn technology can easily detect such disturb-
ances, even from the air. Why have we not found these huge pits?

The problems compound—to an embarrassing degree. One wonders about
the thinking process and motivation of researchers like Longerich. Do they
understand these problems but choose not to discuss them? If so, they are
profoundly deceiving their readers. Do they not understand the problems at
all? Then they are hardly competent to discuss the matter. Either way, it is
disastrous for them.

The question at this point is: Why has no one sought these many mass
graves, or looked for other direct evidence of the Einsatzgruppen crimes?’
As it turns out, one man has: a Catholic priest, father Patrick Desbois. His
efforts culminated in a recent book, The Holocaust by Bullets (2008).
Desbois tracked down hundreds of witnesses to the shootings and was—
allegedly—able to find hundreds of mass graves across Ukraine. In the Fore-
word to the book, USHMM research director Paul Shapiro is effusive;
Desbois has succeeded in “lifting the veil” on this murky aspect of the Hol-
ocaust. Consequently we “now know the whole truth in all of its frightening
detail,” thanks to “a magical marriage of the evidence.” Desbois has not only
“found the mass graves,” but he has “added astonishing ballistic and forensic
findings as well.” An important outcome of this work is that it “will help to
combat Holocaust denial.”

This book, then, should be expected to answer our basic questions about
the Einsatzgruppen killings: the death statistics, grave sizes and locations,
killing dates, and so on, leading conclusively to a total figure (he claims) of

2 Another complicating factor: there are countless mass graves in Ukraine due to Stalin’s
reign of terror during the years 1937-1941. Any such graves discovered were naturally
attributed to Nazi actions. Occasionally, however, the truth emerges. For example, a
brief 1989 NYT story (25 March) revealed that a Ukrainian mass grave, holding up to
300,000 bodies and long attributed to Nazi mass murder, was really due to Stalin.
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1.5 million. Our hopes are high; not only is the book praised by the experts
at the USHMM, but it won the 2008 National Jewish Book Award in the
“Holocaust” category.

But once again we are disappointed. The book is striking for its near-total
lack of specifics. Numbers like “800 eyewitnesses” and “800 mass extermi-
nation sites” come from press reports on Desbois, but appear nowhere in the
book itself. We read numerous reports of relatively small killings—a few
dozen or hundreds. But this is no surprise. No one denies that the Germans
rounded up and killed many thousands of people. And with good reason:
they were facing daily attacks from partisans, many of whom were Jewish,
and the function of the Einsatzgruppen was to suppress resistance and pro-
tect the troops.”

But even the killing of some hundreds or thousands is a very long way
from one million. The largest shootings cited by Desbois are: 10,000 in
Rawa-Ruska (p. 29); “more than 8,000” (p. 66); 10,000 in the countryside
(p. 98); 40,000 killed alongside the Bug river (p. 225, note 5); and the largest
single incident, “more than 90,000 people” (“most Jews”) in the forest of
Lisinitchi. Altogether, roughly 140,000 Jews—about 10 percent of his
claimed total, assuming these are true and accurate.

0ddly, Desbois offers no discussion of the single most notorious Ein-
satzgruppen massacre, at Babi Yar—mentioned above. It is not as if we don’t
know the general location. There are a number of memorials in the area to-
day, but no one, to date, has found any of the mass graves. This would have
been an ideal place to start, but Desbois passes it right over.

Regarding the many mass graves found, we are given only vague descrip-
tions. One such grave, in Rawa-Ruska, allegedly held 1,200 Jews. There are
“10 or more pits” in Busk, which later turn out to be 17 (p. 176). Numerous
locations or small villages are claimed to have graves “just over there,” or
“in the middle of the village,” or “in the nearby forest,” but we are given no
specifics, no details, nothing tangible. Desbois asks one witness to show him
a particular burial pit; the reply: “I could show you [only] roughly where it
is because the ditch has been filled in since then” (p. 79). The largest grave
finding, by far, was at Lisinitchi. Here he encounters 57 mass graves, but
again we are given no details whatsoever; no map, no sizes, no photos, no
sketches, no analysis.

At last, we read that an excavation of sorts was carried out, at Busk. The
17 graves were opened over the course of three weeks, but out of respect for
Jewish law, only the top layer of bodies could be uncovered.”* Desbois’s

73 Similar actions are conducted by all modern militaries, including most recently during
the US presence in Iraq and Afghanistan.

74 With Jewish law prohibiting full and scientific excavations, we have little hope of dis-
covering the truth.
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analysis is, unfortunately, all but nonexistent. We learn nothing at all from
this excavation—no grave size or depth, corpse or bone count, time and
cause of death, identity of victims and perpetrators, nothing. A helicopter
was hired to take aerial photos of the graves (p. 178)—but they were evi-
dently unworthy of reproduction here, despite a lengthy insert of full-color
photographs of aggrieved villagers. Desbois completed the excavation pro-
cess by covering the graves over in tarmac, to ensure that they were undis-
turbed—Dby future truth-seekers, perhaps. All in all, his “excavation” is a
farce.

Then we have the other bit of “astonishing” evidence: spent cartridges
from German pistols. The main find was in the village of Khvativ, where a
pit containing 300 cartridges was uncovered. In Desbois’s simplistic reason-
ing, “300 cartridges, 300 bullets, 300 people executed here” (p. 53). To call
this “proof of genocide,” as he does, is beyond comprehension.

Some other strange aspects of the book: a witness recalls a “cremation
oven” (p. 38); the widespread use of local children in the mass killings (p.
82); the use of “hemp and sunflowers” to burn the corpses (p. 67); the use of
three young girls to walk barefoot on the corpses, in the pits, to pack them
in more tightly (p. 84); and numerous reports of pits “moving for three days”
after the graves were filled in. Such reports strain credibility, to say the least.

In the end, there is a great irony here: Desbois’s work appears to better
support the revisionist account of events than the traditional view. He found
a few large mass graves of perhaps 1,500 bodies or so, a number of medium-
sized graves containing around 100 bodies, and a large number of smaller
ones holding a few dozen. Thus we may reasonably conclude—lacking fur-
ther details—that his “800 mass graves” averaged about 100 bodies each,
yielding a total figure approaching 80,000. This is completely consistent
with the revisionist position, which argues that the actual death figures are
about 10 percent of the claimed values—which, in this case, means some-
thing in the range of 100,000 to 150,000.

So once again we are frustrated and disappointed in our attempt to mar-
shal firm, analytical evidence for these alleged monstrous crimes. The num-
bers do not add up, nothing is quantified, and no attempt is made to under-
stand, scientifically, the specifics of the crimes. Other recent sources offer
little help. Works like Rhodes (2002) or Langerbein (2004) give the usual
totals, and discuss in great detail numerous isolated shootings, but fail to
give any breakdown of figures, over time, that would plausibly reach the
desired figures. Nor do they discuss the near complete absence of physical
evidence: graves, bones, ashes, bullet casings, pyres, and so on.

Traditionalists, then, seem to be wholly unjustified in their claims of 1
million, or 1.5 million, shooting deaths. A more rational explanation is this:
that the Einsatzgruppen and affiliated groups shot far fewer people, and far
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fewer Jews, than is claimed. No one doubts that they did kill many people,
perhaps thousands, of all varieties. There was a war going on, after all. No
one doubits that the bodies were frequently and unceremoniously dumped in
pits. But to have killed well over 1 million Jews, buried them all, dug them
all up a year or two later, bumed them all to ash on wood fires, sifted through
all the ash, and then hidden the ashes—this is impossible. The fact that we
have evidence of no more than a fraction of this story is telling. On this mat-
ter, our traditional historians are either grossly incompetent or blatantly de-
ceptive.

We now have some idea of the many problems with the ghetto and shoot-
ing deaths, which combined must account for around 2.6 million fatalities,
or nearly half of the Holocaust. All these problems recur, in a more explicit
manner, in the infamous death camps. It is to this topic that I now turn.
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Chapter 5: Chelmno and
the Nazi Camp System

Concentration camps have been an aspect of war for well over a century.
The Soviets developed and implemented their gulag system in the 1930s and
1940s. The British employed similar camps during the Boer War in the early
twentieth century. The Americans used them in the Civil War and World
War II, and today maintain an extralegal concentration camp at Guantanamo
Bay, Cuba. Concentration camps are defined as temporary or provisional
prisons that house criminals, enemies, and other undesirables, as well as im-
plement forced labor. They furthermore usually detain people without trial
or due process. Such camps are typically beyond the reach of civil law.

The Nazi camp system began in 1933 with the establishment of Dachau,
near Munich. By the peak of the war, some 27 primary facilities were oper-
ational (following Orth [2009: 183]). These may be divided into three
groups. First, the 21 ‘normal’ camps, where no mass killings occurred:

» Arbeitsdorf » Hinzert » Ravensbriick
» Bergen-Belsen » Kauen » Riga

» Buchenwald » Mauthausen » Sachsenhausen
» Dachau » Mittelbau » Stutthof

» Flossenbiirg » Natzweiler » Vaivara

» Gross-Rosen > Neuengamme » Warsaw

» Herzogenbusch » Plaszow » Wewelsburg

Then we have the two so-called hybrid camps, where both forced labor and
mass murder allegedly occurred:

» Auschwitz
» Majdanek (aka Lublin)

Inote here that the Auschwitz facility included three components: the main
camp (Auschwitz-1, or Stammlager), nearby Birkenau (Auschwitz-1I), and
the industrial plant Monowitz (Auschwitz-111).”> Roughly 98 percent of all
the alleged Auschwitz killings occurred at Birkenau.

7> Sometimes Auschwitz-111 also refers to all other labor satellite camps, of which there
were 44, all told; see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of subcamps of Auschwitz.



100 THOMAS DALTON - DEBATING THE HOLOCAUST

Finally, the four “pure extermination” camps, which only existed, on the
orthodox view, for killing:

» Chelmno (aka Kulmhof)
» Belzec

» Sobibor

» Treblinka

Jurgen Graf argues that these last four should not be classified as concentra-
tion camps at all. As he says,

There are very few surviving documents relating to these four camps,
and there is no material evidence at all. There is not the slightest proof
that any program of mass extermination was carried out in these
camps at all; all the allegations made in this regard are based solely
on unreliable “eyewitness” testimony. (2003: 286)

Rather, Graf’s view is that they were strictly transit camps, serving as way
stations in the deportation network. Jews would be sent to those camps to be
disinfested, temporarily detained, and then shipped on to points further east.
Those who died in transit would be buried, and perhaps cremated. I will
consider the evidence for this argument in subsequent chapters.

Each main camp had several smaller auxiliary camps; there were hun-
dreds of these in total. Though Jews were undoubtedly interned in them, and
many died there, the auxiliary camps played little overall role in the Holo-
caust. I will therefore pass them over. But we do need to examine the con-
nection between the camp system and the Nazi plan for the Jews.

The Language of Mass Murder

According to the conventional view, systematic mass killing of Jews began
in the summer of 1941.7° At this point, of the six death camps, only the orig-
inal Auschwitz facility (Auschwitz I) was in existence—but it had not yet
been used for mass murder. The other five were not functional until late 1941
or early/mid-1942.

The orthodox view claims that the program of Jewish extermination orig-
inated at the very top of the Nazi hierarchy, with Hitler himself. This is a
key pillar of the conventional Holocaust story. As the “embodiment of evil,”
it is essential that Hitler be seen as personally responsible. After all, he had
spoken out strongly against the Jews at least since his book Mein Kampf,
dating from the mid-1920s. He clearly wanted the Jews out of Germany, and

76 There had been sporadic killing before then, of course. And not inconsequential: on the
conventional view, some 330,000 Jews had already been killed by mid-1941 (see the
master chart in Chapter 4). But this was not “systematic”—or so we are told.
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achieving this was a top priority. The debate is whether Hitler wanted them
expelled, or killed.

Traditionalists often point to his famous Reichstag speech of January
1939, eight months prior to the outbreak of war in Europe. Hitler said:

If the international Jewish financiers in and outside Europe should
succeed in plunging the nations once more into a world war, then the
result will not be the Bolshevization of the earth, and thus the victory
of Jewry, but the annihilation [ Vernichtung] of the Jewish race in Eu-
rope!
It sounds bad, of course. But there are at least two problematic aspects of
this allegedly revealing speech. First, Hitler’s annual Reichstag speeches
were the equivalent of a State of the Union address by an American presi-
dent. Each one was a major event. Each was fully public, broadcast through-
out Germany and reported across the world. In fact, nearly the entire
speech—including the infamous “annihilation” remark—was published in
the New York Times (31 Jan, p. 7) the very next day.”” Thus we have to ask
this question: How likely is it that Hitler had just revealed to the world his
“secret plan” for the destruction of the Jews? This is absurd, of course.
Clearly he meant something else by the remark. And this is our second issue:
the true meaning of what Hitler said.

At this point we need to delve into some details of the German language.
The word that Hitler used was Vernichtung—typically translated into Eng-
lish as ‘annihilation,” ‘destruction,” or ‘extermination.’ But it is not so sim-
ple. The root of this word is nichts, ‘nothing.” In verb form, vernichten
means ‘to bring to nothing.” This, in fact, is the same meaning as ‘destruc-
tion’; to destroy is literally to deconstruct or “unbuild’ something.

To destroy or deconstruct a people, or an organization, does not demand
the killing of the persons in question. It simply means to eliminate their ef-
fective power as a collective group. Such usage is common in politics, even
today. In September 2014, president Barack Obama told the world that he
intended to “degrade and ultimately destroy ISIS” (the Islamic State).
Clearly he did not mean that he was planning to kill every member of ISIS.
But he did intend to take violent action against them, and assuredly some
would die. (Interestingly, Obama went on to describe ISIS as a “cancer” that
requires “eradication”—precisely the kind of talk that Hitler was so vilified
for.) Strange how history repeats itself.

Not uncoincidently, the same ambiguity that exists for Vernichtung is
found in the English ‘extermination.” This latter word derives from the Latin
ex-+terminare, meaning ‘out of (ex) boundary (ferminus).” In other words, to
exterminate something is to drive it out, beyond the border, and thus to rid

77 Strangely, the remark drew no comment in the NYT.
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oneself of it—by any means. It does not demand the killing of the thing in
question. This is as true in English as it is in German. Webster’s confirms
this, defining extermination as “to get rid of completely,” or “to effect the
destruction or abolition of.” And this is exactly what the revisionists claim
Hitler wanted: to push the Jews to the East, into the Soviet Union, beyond
the borders of the Reich. Thus it is clear that Hitler was revealing his plan,
not for mass murder, but for the potential ethnic cleansing of the Reich—if
the Jews brought another world war upon Germany.

Unsurprisingly, two years later, in his January 1941 Reichstag speech,
Hitler repeated the warning: “If Jewry drives the world into a general war,
the role Jewry plays in Europe will be over!” (das Judentum damit seine
Rolle in Europa ausgespielt haben wird.) This, perhaps, was less ominous
but more explicit: Jews will no longer function as a cohesive group in Eu-
rope, if a global war breaks out. And in fact it would, later that year. The
Jews would indeed be ‘destroyed,” vernichtet.

All this points to another infamous word that Hitler and others often used
regarding the Jews: ausrotten. This word derives from aus-+rotten, meaning
literally to ‘root out’ or ‘uproot.” And indeed, the Oxford English-German
dictionary translates the phrase ‘root out’ to ausrotten. It is functionally a
synonym of vernichten.

Conversely, the dictionary translates ausrotten as both ‘exterminate’ and
‘eradicate.” We have already examined the former. What about ‘eradicate’?
This word derives from the Latin e(x)+radix, meaning ‘to pull up by the
roots’—hence ‘to root out’ or ‘to totally remove.” Clearly one could ‘root
out’ the Jews, for example, without killing any of them. And again this seems
to be what Hitler actually intended: that he wanted the Jews uprooted (erad-
icated) and driven out (exterminated). These meanings are combined in the
term ausrotten. If this were to happen in Germany, the Jewish presence there
would be destroyed—not the Jews themselves, but their presence and their
economic role in German life. As with vernichten, nothing in this entails the
killing of people.

We get further evidence of this relatively benign meaning of the German
terms from the NYT itself. In March 1933 they reported on a speech by
Rabbi Schulman, in which he decried Hitler’s “economic persecution [that]
aims at the extermination of the Jewish people” (13 Mar, p. 15). The follow-
ing month, we again read of the Nazis’ “deliberately calculated [plan] to
accomplish the economic extermination of the Jews” (6 Apr, p. 10). Such
reports were correct; they drew upon Hitler’s harsh but nonlethal use of the
words ausrotten and vernichten. But already by June of 1933, the NYT be-
gan to drop the economic piece of the picture. Hence we read, simply, that
“Hitler’s program is one of extermination” (29 Jun, p. 4). And in August, the
ominous final message is clear: “600,000 [German Jews] are facing certain
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extermination” (16 Aug, p. 11). Thus we can see the rapid evolution from a
plan of economic dismantling and removal (reality) to a distorted vision im-
plying outright murder (fiction). None of this, of course, was explained to
the reading public.

Yet more evidence comes from the extensive diary of Joseph Goebbels.
Between May 1937 and the end of the war he made 123 entries on Jews and
the Jewish question.”® In describing Nazi policy toward them, the most-com-
monly used words—apart from vernichten and ausrotten—are evakuieren
(to evacuate), abgeschoben/abschieben (to expel or deport), aus... heraus
(to move out), and liquidieren (to liquidate, to get rid of). Notably absent are
graphic and explicit words such as téten (to kill), ermorden (to murder),
erschiessen (to shoot), and vergasen (to gas).

And it is not only the individual words; the entire context of his passages
on the Jews involves nothing but extended discussion of their removal, de-
portation, evacuation and the like. Would Goebbels lie to himself, or use
code words or euphemisms in his own private diary? Obviously not. When
he said “evacuation” or “deportation,” that’s clearly what he meant. Nor did
he mean deportation to any homicidal gas chambers; such things are never
mentioned in his lengthy writings.” Nazi intention was clear: the Jews
would be packed up and shipped out, to the East, to the newly captured areas
of western Russia, and there they would be dumped.

Finally, let’s look at the private talk of Hitler himself. From 1941 through
late 1944, he conducted long evening sessions with friends and party inti-
mates. These discussions—monologues, actually—have been published as
Hitler’s Table Talk (see Hitler 2000). Among a wide range of topics, he
makes some 16 references to Jews and the Jewish question, over a period of
about three years.*® Every one of these passages refers, in the German orig-
inal, to evacuation and removal; not one refers to killing, gassing or mass
murder. For example:

» “If any people has the right to proceed to evacuations, it is we... We
consider it a maximum of brutality to have liberated our country from
600,000 Jews. And yet we have accepted... the evacuation of our own
compatriots!”® (8-11 Aug 1941—six months before the first so-called
extermination camp was opened.)

8 For a full account of all the diary entries see Dalton (2010).

¥ Again, he would have had no reason to avoid mention of gas chambers in his private di-
ary. Yet they are totally absent—as is reference to Auschwitz, Treblinka, and the other
so-called death camps.

Hardly the “obsession” with Jews that has been portrayed.

Hitler is referring to the evacuation of 800,000 Germans from East Prussia during WWI,
having been driven out by the advancing Russians.

80
81
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“The Jew, that destroyer [of culture], we shall drive out (setzen wir
ganz hinaus)” (17 Oct 1941).

“I prophesied to Jewry that, in the event of wat’s proving inevitable,
the Jew would disappear from Europe (aus Europa verschwinden)...
Let nobody tell me that, all the same, we can’t send them to the [Rus-
sian] morass!” (25 Oct 1941).

“This sniveling in which some of the [German] bourgeois are indulg-
ing nowadays, on the pretext that the Jews have to clear out (auswan-
dern miissten) of Germany, is typical of these holier-than-thou’s. Did
they weep when, every year, hundreds of thousands of Germans had
to emigrate... ?” (19 Nov 1941).

“One must act radically. When one pulls out a tooth, one does it with
a single tug, and the pain quickly goes away. The Jew must clear out
of Europe (Der Jude muss aus Europa heraus)... For my part, I re-
strict myself to telling them they must go away (Ich sage nur, er muss
weg)... But if they refuse to go voluntarily, I see no other solution but
extermination (dusrottung).” (25 Jan 1942).

“The Jews must pack up, disappear from Europe (Der Jude muss aus
Europa hinaus)!” (27 Jan 1942).

“[The Jew] bears in mind that, if his victims suddenly became aware
of [the damage he causes to society], all Jews would be exterminated
(erschlagen werden).®* But this time, the Jews will disappear from
Europe (aus Europa verschwinden).” (3 Feb 1942).

“We shall regain our health only by eliminating (eliminieren) the
Jew.” (22 Feb 1942).

“Until Jewry... is exterminated (ausrottet), we shall not have accom-
plished our task.” (30 Aug 1942).

“T have already cleared the Jews out of Vienna (Der Juden habe Ich
aus Wien schon heraus)...” (25 Jun 1943).

Hitler obviously had no reason to hold back his language when speaking
amongst such close colleagues. If he had truly wanted to kill the Jews, he
would have said so—more than once, and in no uncertain terms. Instead we
find not one instance of such talk. Perhaps this is why so few of our tradi-
tional historians cite these monologues of Hitler; such passages are hard to
explain, on the standard view.

The lesson here is clear. Simplistic translations are highly misleading, as
are all the alleged implicit references to mass murder. One must seek out the
original German text, find the words that Hitler, Goebbels, and others actu-
ally used, and put them into proper context. Our traditional historians never
bother to do this; it seems not to serve their larger purposes.

82 Literally, ‘beaten down’ or ‘beaten to death.’
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The Missing Hitler Order

The debate over the meaning of these terms could be resolved if we had a
definitive order from Hitler authorizing the mass murder of the Jews. As it
happens, nothing like this exists. As Rudolf (2003a: 34) explains, “not a sin-
gle bureaucratic document exists dealing with the summary extermination
of Jews, specifically no order signed by Hitler which states the like.” And
again: “to this very day no document has been found, which orders the mass
murder of Jews... In fact, not even a bureaucratic trace of such an order or
directive exists” (Rudolf 2011: 146). Irving (1978: xvii) observes that “there
was not the slightest written evidence” of a Hitler order. Perhaps somewhere
in the massive diary of Goebbels? No. As Irving (1996: 388) again remarks,
“Nowhere do the diary’s 75,000 pages refer to an explicit order by Hitler for
the murder of the Jews.”

Lest we doubt the revisionists, we have this statement by a conventional
historian: “No document survives bearing an extermination order signed by
Hitler, nor any document attesting to the existence of such a written order”
(Burrin 1989/1994: 20). His explanation: “In all likelihood, the orders were
verbal ones.” Charles Sydnor effectively surrendered this point, stating that
the overall structure of Hitler’s Reich “made written instructions to murder
the Jews of Europe unnecessary”®—a convenient explanation. More re-
cently, Kershaw (2008: 96) has offered perhaps the definitive statement on
the issue:

[By the early 1990s] the archives of the former eastern bloc started to
divulge their secrets. Predictably, a written order by Hitler for the ‘Fi-
nal Solution” was not found. The presumption that a single, explicit
written order had ever been given had long been dismissed by most
historians. Nothing now changed that supposition.

And yet... Hitler must have ordered it. How to explain this? Traditionalists
tie themselves up into knots trying to make sense of this situation. Hilberg
is a case in point. Originally, he spoke of two Hitler orders, without supply-
ing any specifics (1961: 177). When it became clear that no such orders ex-
isted, Hilberg retreated to a bizarre view, namely, that the Nazis acted via
some kind of magic telepathy. In 1983 he said:

What began in 1941 was a process of destruction not planned in ad-
vance, not organized centrally by any agency. There was no blueprint
and there was no budget for destructive measures. They were taken
step by step, one step at a time. Thus came about not so much a plan

8 Cited in Zimmerman (2000: 146).
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being carried out, but an incredible meeting of minds, a consensus
mind reading by a far-flung bureaucracy.®

“Incredible” indeed. As Faurisson has said, if it is incredible, why should we
believe it? Truly, it seems unbelievable that such a program as the mass mur-
der of 6 million people could be carried out with no written order, no budget,
no plan—and yet be perfectly executed, to the point of eliminating every
material trace of the crime. Even as late as 2003, Hilberg was still fumbling
around for an explanation:

The process of destruction... did not, however, proceed from a basic
plan. ... The destruction process was a step-by-step operation, and the
administrator could seldom see more than one step ahead. ... In the
final analysis, the destruction of the Jews was not so much a product
of laws and commands as it was a matter of spirit, of shared compre-
hension, of consonance and synchronization. (2003: 50-52)

Kershaw attempts to account for the lack of the critical order by citing Hans
Mommsen. On his view, “the key to the emergence of the Final Solution was
to be found... in improvised bureaucratic initiatives whose dynamic promp-
ted a process of ‘cumulative radicalization’ in the fragmented decision struc-
tures of decision-making in the Third Reich” (2008: 94)—a statement
scarcely more coherent than Hilberg’s.

Most recently, Bartov (2015: 7) laments that “when and how the decision
was made... has haunted scholars for decades.” The problem, of course, is
that “no specific order by Hitler to carry out the ‘final solution’ was ever
found, most probably because he never issued one in the first place.” The
only alternative is that Hitler “preferred oral instructions.” And yet this is
hard to reconcile with the idea that the Holocaust was a “vast undertaking,”
one that involved “hundreds of thousands of officials at all ranks” (8). Could
anyone, even Hitler, actually put into motion a monumental bureaucratic in-
itiative like this, with a mere wink and a nod?

The lack of an explicit order by Hitler has three important implications.
First, as mentioned, this undermines one of the three main pillars of the con-
ventional story. Second, Hitler becomes less culpable in the killings—which
now appear more as renegade actions by underlings rather than part of a
systematic, strategic genocide. And third, because of the absence of system-
atic execution, it seems more likely that fewer actual killings may have oc-
curred, thus strengthening the revisionist case. The targeted murder of 6 mil-
lion people, more than half of these in just two years, could only have
happened with a clear and consistent top-down plan. Lacking this, the death
toll was likely much less.

84 New York Newsday (23 February 1983; Part I1, p. 3).
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Finally, it is worth pointing out that, in one sense, the whole issue of
intention is incidental. Even if Hitler intended outright mass murder, and
even if he issued a written order, intention is not actuality. Intending to kill
six million people is a different matter than having the functional means of
doing so, which is different yet again from having physically carried it out.
It is far from clear that the Nazis had the functional means of killing that
many people in the manners described, or that they in fact were able to do
it—even granting the intention.

Gas Chambers Galore

Nearly every main camp, and many of the smaller ones, had gas chambers—
though this is not as ominous as it sounds. The problem was this: thousands
of people, often poor, living in close quarters under harsh and unsanitary
conditions. Diseases were rampant. Typhoid fever, dysentery, and even ma-
laria all caused great misery. The chief problem, though, was typhus. His-
torically, typhus has had disastrous consequences in Europe. Anywhere peo-
ple massed together under marginal living conditions, the disease took a
huge toll.

This was especially true under conditions of war. As far back as the Pel-
oponnesian War (430 BC), the city of Athens was hit by an epidemic that
killed about one-third of the population.®> Napoléon’s forces, which were
devastated in Russia in 1812, experienced an 80-percent death rate due to
typhus and related diseases. One hundred years later Russia itself was
wracked by epidemic; between 1919 and 1922 it had some 10 million cases
of typhus, with an estimated 3 million deaths. Poland was also affected at
this time, particularly the Jewish population, among whom the disease was
especially prevalent.®

Typhus is easily transmitted by lice. In order to prevent a catastrophic
epidemic in the camps, one which could spread to the local population, it
was necessary to regularly disinfest the people and their belongings. The
most effective lice killer of the day was hydrogen cyanide gas (hydrocyanic

¥ There has been some debate about the exact disease that caused the plague of Athens,
but recent investigation has named typhus as the culprit. See “Scholars point to Pericles’
killer,” Baltimore Sun (30 Jan 1999).

8 See Berg (1988). He argues that the Eastern European Jews in particular seem to have
had a religious aversion to bathing, which obviously compounded the problem. Also,
Crowell (2011: 31) explains that, during the interwar period (circa 1916-1920), many
disinfestation gas chambers were built in Poland, including by the Americans—and at
Auschwitz, no less. (“The American effort included the establishment of several disin-
fection stations, including one at Auschwitz.”) These chambers also used cyanide gas.
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acid, or HCN), concentrated into small gypsum pellets, under the brand
name Zyklon B.

The Nazi government was greatly concerned about the introduction of
typhus into their midst as they advanced to the east. Thus a standard part of
every camp’s routine was (a) to cut off everyone’s hair; (b) shower or bathe
them with soap; and (c) treat clothing, bedding and other items to a lengthy
exposure, in a sealed room or gas chamber, with Zyklon B. These were ab-
solutely necessary actions to save inmates’ lives, protect camp personnel,
and forestall a wider outbreak.

The gas chambers could be as small as a cubicle of a few cubic meters in
size, or large enough to enclose an entire freight train car.’” Often they were
the size of a small room, with tight-fitting doors and windows. Typical ex-
amples can be found even today at the Auschwitz, Majdanek, Dachau and
Stutthof camps. The use of these gas chambers and the toxic Zyklon B was
so widespread that literally millions of people were impacted—for the better.
Berg (1986: 90) cites a 1944 German article: “During the war, the clothing
and equipment of approximately 25 million people have already been fumi-
gated with hydrocyanic acid [Zyklon].” The same article mentions that about
650 Zyklon gas chambers were in use or near completion. There were other
methods of killing lice, namely with hot air or steam; but these were gener-
ally more expensive and less effective.®

Apart from the typhus-oriented Zyklon chambers, there was another kind
of alleged gas chamber, one which operated with carbon monoxide (CO) .
This toxic gas plays a key but little-known role in the Holocaust story. If
proven, it would greatly strengthen the traditionalist view because carbon
monoxide has no ability to eliminate lice or to protect against germs; it is
only lethal to people (or other mammals). As I will show in detail, of all the
alleged gassing deaths of Jews, roughly two-thirds were due to carbon mon-
oxide, and only one-third to Zyklon B. Yet it is the Zyklon that gets all the

§7 See Berg (1988, 2008). As he emphasizes most strenuously, railroad car gassing would
have been a near-ideal way to mass murder Jews. They were already on the trains, and
the delousing tunmels were functional and well established. After a gassing, the train
would have simply had to pull away and travel to a disposal site. As an added benefit,
the natural draft of the moving train—and the open cattle cars that held the bodies—
would obviate any need for time-consuming and dangerous ventilation schemes. It is
hard to believe that the Nazis wouldn’t have adopted this method immediately, if in fact
they were committed to a mass murder scheme—which again suggests there was no such
intention.

88 Tn fact the Germans had developed an all-new high-tech approach to killing lice, based
on microwave radiation—also referred to as VHF or ultra-shortwave. They piloted the
device in Majdanek in 1943, and installed a permanent facility at Auschwitz in June
1944. 1t should be emphasized that it was the concentration camps that benefied from
this advance first, even before German soldiers and civilians. For a good account see
Nowak and Rademacher (2003: 312-323).
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attention—perhaps because of the serious problems associated with murder
by CO.

All six of the so-called death camps operated primarily with gas cham-
bers, according to the standard view. Chelmno is addressed below, and the
others are covered individually in the chapters to follow. The 21 normal con-
centration camps were not sites of mass murder, but seven of these are al-
leged to have had functioning homicidal gas chambers anyway. (Nearly all
had delousing gas chambers.) These seven camps warrant a brief mention,
if only because some people are under the impression that they were part of
the so-called Final Solution.

» Sachsenhausen. Laqueur (2001: 238) writes that a homicidal Zyklon
gas chamber was built there in March 1943, but was used “on special
occasions only.” It was utilized sporadically for some two years, over
which time “several thousand” were killed; percentage of Jews un-
known. And today? Only a floor of a small, 2 meter x 3 meter room.
According to Rudolf (2011: 66-69), the gas chamber building was de-
molished by East German police in 1952. He contends that the Soviets
concocted a story that an ordinary delousing chamber was a homicidal
chamber, and then via their surrogates in East Germany, destroyed the
evidence.®

» Mauthausen (today, Austria). Laqueur claims that a basement
Zyklon gas chamber was built in late 1941 and operated until May
1945. The death toll is said to have been some 3,500 to 4,000 people,
with an unknown percentage Jews. Also, mobile “gas vans” were al-
legedly used to kill people via exhaust gas. These vans supposedly
shuttled between Mauthausen and a satellite camp, Gusen. The gas
vans are problematic in themselves—see discussion below. The gas-
chamber building is still intact today.

» Neunengamme. Only two mass gassings allegedly occurred there, with
a total of 484 victims. Both supposedly used Zyklon. No remaining
physical evidence of gas chamber exists today.

» Natzweiler (today, France). The subcamp Struthof was allegedly the
site of “experimental” gassings which killed 130 people, mostly Jews.

> Stutthof (today, Poland). This camp had a “converted” delousing
chamber that operated in 1944 and is said to have killed over 1,000
people, most of them Jews. Remaining physical evidence: one small
building, 3 meter X 5 meter.

¥ Actually, it was worse than that. It appears that the Soviets in fact fabricated a homicidal
chamber in 1945 after they liberated Sachsenhausen. Evidently worried that the ruse
would someday be exposed, they then destroyed their own chamber, the original delous-
ing chamber(s), and all ancillary evidence. See Friedrich Jansson (2014).
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» Ravensbriick. A Zyklon chamber, said to hold 150 people, was de-
ployed to kill some 2,300 people, mostly women. (Ravensbriick was
designated as a women’s camp.) Remaining physical evidence: a me-
morial plaque.

The seventh camp is Dachau; this one deserves a more extended discussion.
According to Laqueur, the Germans built a chamber there in March 1942
but apparently never bothered to use it: “it is difficult to... say with certainty
whether the Dachau chamber was ever used for its designated purpose.” The
chamber exists today, in the building designated as Barrack X. It is a large
room, about 40 square meters in area, sufficient for gassing some 400 peo-
ple, on the standard view. Tourists are regularly paraded through it as yet
more evidence of “Nazi barbarity.”

In the immediate aftermath of the war, no doubt existed that this was a
homicidal chamber. An early US Army report referred to “a systematic pol-
icy of extermination” at the camp (Perry 2000: 141£.). It also mentioned “fake
shower heads... from which gas was then released.” At Nuremberg, the so-
called Chavez Report changed the story; now the gas emanated from vents
in the floor. In May 1945 it changed again. The New York Times reported on
“a gas chamber at Dachau disguised as a bathhouse.” Along the top of the
room were rows of “perforated pipes” through which the gas was introduced
(9 May, p. 17). Later that year they wrote that “Jews had been ‘ruthlessly
wiped out’ by hanging and firing squad and gas chambers at Dachau” (21
Oct, p. 11).

Questions about the veracity of such reports soon arose. In 1954, Amer-
ican military attorney Stephen Pinter published a short article in a German
periodical, claiming to have visited Dachau and several other western camps
without finding evidence of homicidal gas chambers. A few years later, he
reiterated this view in a short letter to a Catholic magazine:

I'was in Dachau for 17 months after the war, as a US War Department
Attorney, and can state that there was no gas chamber at Dachau.
What was shown to visitors and sightseers there and erroneously de-
scribed as a gas chamber was a crematory. Nor was there a gas cham-
ber in any of the other concentration camps in Germany.”

By all appearances, the American military modified the existing barrack
once they gained control of the facility, to create a “homicidal gas chamber”
from what was, originally, an ordinary shower room. The ceiling seems to
have been substantially lowered. New, heavy-duty, vault-like doors were in-
stalled. And two “Zyklon chutes”—small metal fixtures mounted in the out-
side wall-—seem to have been mortared in place after original construction
of the building. Thus we have some evidence, at least, that the American

% Our Sunday Visitor (14 June 1959, p. 15).
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military committed fraud at Dachau, in order to further the gas-chamber
story and perhaps to justify their own atrocities there and elsewhere.

Today, as the USHMM admits, “there is no credible evidence that the gas
chamber in Barrack X was used to murder human beings.” A sign at the
camp now says, cleverly, “this was the center of potential mass murder.” Of
course—any room, in any building, is a site of “potential mass murder.” A
separate sign admits that the room “was not used for mass murder.” Appro-
priately, leading traditionalists like Hilberg (2003) and Longerich (2010)
avoid all mention of gas chambers there.’!

We can draw three important conclusions from these seven camps. (1)
The alleged total gassing death toll is low~—some 10 or 20 thousand, maxi-
mum. As tragic as these deaths might be, they are inconsequential compared
to overall war losses, or to the ‘six million.” (2) The percentage of Jews is
unknown. (3) There is a striking lack of evidence, suggesting that some or
all of these claims are either exaggerated or outright false. We now know
that, categorically, there was no large-scale mass murder at any of these
camps. Other infamous camps, such as Bergen-Belsen and Buchenwald, are
not today claimed by any traditionalist to have ever had homicidal gas cham-
bers. But many people, even today, have a different impression. During the
Nuremberg trials, both the British and the French claimed to know of mass
gassings at Dachau, Buchenwald, Mauthausen, and Sachsenhausen—all of
which is now acknowledged to be untrue.”

The case of Bergen-Belsen is particularly instructive. This camp was the
source of some of the most horrendous photos of dead bodies—huge piles
of corpses found by the British. But as far as we can tell, the vast majority
of these people were victims of typhus, not murder. Today even a staunch
anti-revisionist like Zimmerman can say, flat-out, “Bergen-Belsen did not
have gas chambers” (2000: 107). And yet many have claimed that prisoners,
especially Jews, were gassed there. Dimont (1962: 383) wrote that Jews
were “herded and stored until shipped to the gas chambers of Treblinka, Bel-
sen, Majdanek...” In 1985, Time magazine referred to Belsen as a “gigantic
death camp”; it was, they said, “one of some 100 camps created to effect...
the extermination of the Jewish people.””* (Wrong.)

The Belsen myth persists even up to the present day. A 2008 story in the
British newspaper Independent referred to Britain’s “gruesome discoveries
at Bergen-Belsen in 1945, where piles of skeletal corpses lay amid the

°1 See Dalton (2011) for several recent photographs and an elaboration.

2 IMT (vol. 19: 434; vol. 37: 148). See also Rudolf (2011: 63-70).

% Time (29 April 1985, p. 21). They also refer to the “4 million” killed at Auschwitz—also
wrong.
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camp’s death ovens and gas chambers...”** “Death ovens” and “gas cham-
bers” at Belsen? It is unbelievable that allegedly responsible journalists
would use such language today. One wonders: Does no one fact-check
Holocaust stories anymore?

Finally, we have the eyewitnesses. Israeli athlete Shaul Ladany claimed,
in a 1972 article, to have been imprisoned in Belsen as a youth. “I actually
went into the gas chamber but was reprieved. God knows why.” Today we
realize that this was a flat-out lie. Jewish survivor Robert Spitz recalled his
stay there in a 1981 book. He described showering there, in a real shower,
in 1945, after which he recalls: “What I didn’t know then was that there were
other showers in the same building where gas came out instead of water”
(1981: 197). Completely untrue and likely a product of the many rumors that
circulated in the camps. As recently as 1993, the Montreal Gazette reported
on survivor Moshe Peer, who, he claimed, had been gassed at Belsen no
fewer than six times—and survived:

As an 11-year-old boy held captive at the Bergen-Belsen concentra-
tion camp during WWII, Moshe Peer was sent to the gas chambers at
least six times. Each time he survived, watching with horror as many
of the women and children gassed with him collapsed and died. To
this day, Peer doesn’t know how he was able to survive. “Maybe chil-
dren resist better, I don’t know.” (5 Aug 1993, p. G7)

Again, totally untrue. People like Ladany, Spitz and Peer give survivors a
bad name. It makes one wonder how much untruth is in other allegedly
firsthand accounts.

On to the heart of the Holocaust: the six “death camps.” I begin with
perhaps the least well-known of the six camps, Chelmno.

Death Camp Chelmno

There are good reasons for Chelmno’s obscurity. As Graf (2003: 286) says,
“Of Chelmno, we know next to nothing.” Mattogno (2011b: 7) concurs:
“Documentation about it is almost nonexistent.” There are few physical re-
mains, no unambiguous photographs,’® and only scant mention by witnesses.
Yet somehow it features in the corpus as the site of up to 10 percent or more
of all death camp fatalities.

9 Independent (5 May 2008).

95 There is a single photo purporting to show victims disembarking at Chelmno; see Beren-
baum (1993: 84). The citation is only “Jewish Historical Institute, Warsaw.” No infor-
mation is given on the photographer, the date, or any specifics of the people or location.
A photo of an alleged Chelmno gas van is shown on Wikipedia (“Chelmno”).
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Unsurprisingly, the death estimates for this camp vary widely. Table 14
gives some idea of the range—all traditionalist sources:

Table 14: Chelmno: Death Estimates

{(Jews only)
Deaths Source
360,000 Gilbert (1981: 329)
350,000 (up to) Laqueur (2001: 231)
320,000 Yad Vashem (2015: Web)
275,000 (approx.) | Krakowski (2009: 225)
250,000 Goldberg (2004)
215,000 Benz (1991: 495)
156,000 (over) USHMM (2015: Web)
152,000 (over) Montague (2012: 188)
150,000 (over) Hilberg (2003: 1320)
150,000 van Pelt (2002: 80)
85,000 (under) Pressac (2000)

Recall that I have adopted a median figure of 250,000, for purposes of as-
sessing the overall Holocaust.

Chelmno wasn’t even a fixed camp per se, but rather more of a processing
station and, separately, a burial ground. Victims arrived by truck at the small
village of Chelmno on the Ner River, 60 km northwest of Lodz, Poland.
There they found a large country manor—variously called a “mansion,”
“palace,” “Schloss,” or “castle,” depending on the source—where they dis-
embarked.”® A map of the Chelmno village, with the location of the ‘palace,’
is shown in Illustration 1 (after Krakowski). Note that it is directly in the
center of the village—a church across the street, residential houses all
around: an odd location for a death camp.

Upon arrival, the Jews were then told they would be shipped further on
to the East, to labor camps. Instead, claim the historians, they were herded
down a ramp into waiting vans—vehicles that were modified to gas them.
Hence the Chelmno murder weapon: gas vans.”’

Once done, the van would head out to the “forest camp,” a plot of land
some 5 km from the village—see Illustration 2 (after Montague). Here the
bodies would be unceremoniously buried in large mass graves. Later, for
obscure reasons, the Germans decided to exhume the bodies and burn
them—details to follow below.

Chelmno was such a mystery that, for decades, virtually no detailed stud-
ies existed. The best one could hope for was a short encyclopedia entry or
references to obscure foreign-language documents. The only revisionist

% This building was demolished by the Germans in April 1943. Only portions of the foun-
dation remain today.
%7 For a detailed revisionist study of these vehicles, see Alvarez (2011).
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treatments were two short pieces by Weckert (2003a, 2003b). Just in the past
few years have we seen lengthy, dedicated works appear. To date we have
three such books: two orthodox accounts, by Krakowski (2009) and Monta-
e revisionist analysis by Mattogno (2011).
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Our best source of information on any camp is wartime documentation,
put unfortunately, as Mattogno emphasizes, this is virtually nonexistent, The
traditionalist Montague (2012: 2) agrees; he laments the “little physical evi-
dence” remaining, the “absence of camp records and other relevant Nazi
documents,” and the fact that “[camp] photographs remain tragically lost to
history.” Current accounts of the camp are based almost entirely on unrelia-
ble witness testimony given in various postwar trials, and on a scattering of
data derived from incomplete excavations.

Let’s try to reconstruct the origins of the camp. As the first in existence,
Chelmno was supposedly the ‘experimental’ death camp, the one that would
establish the process for the others to come. It was in the summer of 1941,
following early successes against the Soviets, that the Germans began to de-
vise their Final Solution for the Jews—mass murder, on the standard view,
or evacuation to the East, according to revisionists. Presumably acting on
(missing) orders from Hitler, Himmler surveyed his technical experts for the
best way to kill masses of people. Based on their experiences to date, they

¥ Area of fcres‘t"\ ;
~ destroyed by fite,
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knew that shooting and ghetto confinement would not work. One of Himm-
ler’s men, Ernst Grawitz, allegedly proposed using “a fast acting, highly vol-
atile gas.””® As Mattogno demonstrates, they had many alternatives, includ-
ing the highly toxic phosgene and diphosgene gasses. Even the vaunted
Zyklon was considered only moderately toxic among those studied. The
least-toxic gas on the list was carbon monoxide. And yet the Nazis inexpli-
cably elected to use carbon monoxide in their prototype death camp.

The Germans had two ready sources of carbon monoxide. One was com-
pressed gas, transported in large metal cylinders. The other was exhaust gas
produced by motor vehicles. Compressed gas was expensive to produce and
awkward to transport, but engines were everywhere. Every car and every
truck automatically produced carbon-monoxide exhaust—for free. The
choice was obvious.

But which type of engine to use? The Germans had three alternatives at
that time. One was a standard gasoline engine, which put out CO gas at con-
centrations between 1 and 6%. This is sufficient to do the job; CO is gener-
ally fatal within 30 minutes at levels above 1%.

A second option, though, was much better: producer- or wood-gas gen-
erators. These devices burned wood or coke/coal in a small stove in order to
create CO gas, which was then used as fuel in the engine. Producer-gas gen-
erators were very efficient at producing high-concentration carbon monox-
ide—typically in the range of 18-35%. At these levels, anyone exposed to
this gas would die very quickly.”

But the Nazis, we are told, passed over these two options, preferring in-
stead their third alternative: a diesel engine. As it happens, and unbeknownst
to nearly all witnesses and historians, diesels produce very little carbon mon-
oxide—only about 0.1% for most of their operating range.'” The average
person could breathe 0.1% CO for one full hour, and experience little more
than a severe headache or mild nausea. Incredibly, then, after choosing the
least-toxic gas, the Germans inexplicably chose the least-effective means of
producing that gas. We may be excused if we are skeptical of this alleged
scheme.'"!

98 (Cited in Mattogno (2011b: 21).

9 Though hazardous, such devices were well-known to the Germans, who mass-produced
them; some 500,000 were in use throughout the Reich. And obviously a producer-gas
homicidal chamber would have been a potential fire hazard—given that high levels of
CO are flammable—but the Germans would have had no problem engineering such a
system, if they desired.

100 Diesels have long been used in mines, submarines, and other confined spaces for pre-
cisely this reason. Granted, as I will explain shortly, they can be “detuned’ to produce
somewhat more of the gas, but this severely impairs the drivability of the engine; and the
same engine that killed the Jews also drove them away, as we are told. And in any case,
why detune a diesel when you have plenty of producer gas generators available?

101 For a detailed examination of the many problems with diesel exhaust as a murder
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The non-toxicity of diesel exhaust is confirmed in the medical literature.
Rudolf (2011: 228) notes that there are only two known instances in which
a diesel was implicated in someone’s death. The first, from 1998, involved
an 83-year-old man who was exposed to diesel exhaust. A subsequent inves-
tigation showed, however, that he died from a soot-induced heart attack, not
CO poisoning.

The second case dates from 2008. Research conducted by Griffin et a/.
(2008) resulted in a report titled “Diesel fumes do kill.” Concerned that “an
extensive [10-year] literature review produced no scientifically reported
cases of fatal CO poisoning attributed to diesel fuel exhaust,” the authors set
out to find—or produce—at least one such case. And they succeeded:
Thanks to their lobbying efforts, a single case of a 52-year-old male with
chronic health problems, who died in the cab of his heavy truck, was recer-
tified as CO intoxication due to motor-vehicle exhaust. Thus, despite the
authors’ clear intentions, this report seems to support the revisionist position.
Given the wide range of possible failure modes that could result in elevated
CO output—mistuned engines, over-rich fuel, blocked air intakes, over-
loaded engines—it is striking that we now have on record only a single in-
stance of death from diesel exhaust.

It must be admitted that, under extreme conditions, it is possible to rig a
diesel to put out more than 0.1% CO content. It has long been known that
certain engines will emit up to 6% CO for very high fuel-air ratios.'” This
requires full throttle—and hence a heavy engine load—and an altered sys-
tem to either inject too much fuel, or allow too little air. But it would take
the equivalent of an overloaded truck with a severely maladjusted engine,
going up a very steep hill, for 20 or 30 minutes, for this to happen. Sitting at
idle, even “revving the engine” (Montague 2012: 206), would not begin to
approach this condition.

Berg (2003: 456) describes a 1957 experiment in which a diesel air intake
was deliberately reduced about as far as possible—to 2.5% of normal size—
in order to test exhaust toxicity on live mammals. But even this only yielded
2 0.22% CO content. Evidence suggests that humans could survive for an
hour or more at this rate. And this study further shows just how hard it is to
produce elevated CO levels from diesel exhaust.

In fact there is one very important case study suggesting that it takes a far
higher CO concentration to bring about death than is commonly assumed.
Flanagan et al. (1978) report on a suicide case with gasoline (not diesel)
engine exhaust, which at idle contains about 5.5% CO. The victim ran a hose
from the exhaust pipe into his closed vehicle, causing the interior CO content
to rise almost linearly from zero to nearly 5% in 20 minutes. He furthermore

weapon, see Berg (2003) or Rudolf (2011: 224-233).
192 See, for example, Holtz and Elliott (1941).
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tape-recorded his suicide, and based on breathing and coughing sounds, doc-
tors were able to track symptoms with rising CO levels. Due to the small
cabin space, the CO reached the “fatal” 1% level within just four minutes.
At 10 minutes it reached 2.5% and the victim was still alive, taking six
breaths per minute. At 13 minutes (3.7%) he was near comatose, but still
alive and still breathing. Not until the 20-minute mark, at nearly 5% CO
content, did the tape go silent. To replicate such an event with a diesel gas
van, in half the time, would be virtually impossible.

Thus we see that there are myriad problems with diesel exhaust as a mur-
der weapon, particularly in a moving vehicle. And yet these seem to cause
no concern to our traditionalists, who continue to insist on the diesel gas van
story. In the authoritative Oxford study, for example, Karen Orth (2010: 370)
writes, “Chelmno and the Reinhard camps [i.e. Belzec, Sobibor, and Tre-
blinka] killed with carbon monoxide gas generated by diesel truck mo-
tors...” When so much time and effort have been invested in one version of
a story, it is difficult to change.'®

But let’s continue our standard account. Having settled on diesel engines,
the Germans then needed to select an appropriate vehicle. According to wit-
nesses, the gassing vans were modified versions of commercial trucks, ones
built in the style of furniture or moving vans. As Montague sees it, there
were four such vehicles in total at Chelmno: two smaller Opel Blitz vans and
two larger Saurer trucks.!® Each had a large “hermetically sealed” cabin in
the rear,'” separated from the driver’s cab. The small vans could hold 25 to
30 people, and the larger 50 to 70. The vehicles were retrofitted with flexible
exhaust pipes that could easily be redirected to a hole in the floor of the rear
cabin. Exhaust gas, on this view, would pour into the cabin, quickly killing
all inside—within 10 minutes, as we are told. The dead bodies could then be
conveniently trucked away for disposal at the forest camp.

The mere fact that the Germans bypassed more-deadly gases, and then
opted to use a diesel engine to kill with CO, is sufficient for a rational inves-
tigator to dismiss the entire gas-van story. But there are other problems with
it. For example, it is physically impossible to pump exhaust gas into a “her-
metically sealed” cabin. Either the engine will stall, or the cabin will be
blown apart. It would have needed a complex system of pressure valves to
let out the air as the exhaust gas came pouring in. But no one has ever de-
scribed such a scheme. If we had an actual gas van at our disposal, we could

193 One exception is the German writer Achim Trunk, though he wrote in the context of the
Reinhardt camps, not the gas vans. See my discussion in Chapter 7.

104 Ag Alvarez (2011) points out, however, this is a contradictory claim; the Opel Blitz used
only gasoline engines.

105 Montague (2012: 201).



THOMAS DALTON - DEBATING THE HOLOCAUST 119

easily answer such questions; unfortunately, not one has survived. (More
problems of ‘vanishing evidence.”)

Furthermore, we have a much more-plausible explanation for the war-
time accounts of such vehicles. Trucks running on producer-gas systems
were in fact called Gaswagen, or ‘gas vans.” Additionally, the Germans had
specially outfitted vans for use with Zyklon to delouse clothing and personal
items; these too were called ‘gas vans.” But when word got around of the
(true) existence of gas vans, combined with the (true) fact that people were
dying and being buried or cremated, and at the same time friends and family
members were being shipped out of ghettos, never to be seen again, we can
imagine how stories of homicidal gassings in vans could emerge.

How do our two traditionalists handle these issues? On the critical ques-
tion of diesel versus gasoline engines, and the subsequent production of
deadly CO gas, both Krakowski and Montague are completely silent. The
word ‘diesel” appears not once in Krakowski’s book. Montague never spec-
ifies the engine type, nor informs the reader of the critical difference. Late
in the book he allots one paragraph to “the question of the type of gasoline
these vehicles used” (p. 208), but then neglects to answer the question. It is
clear that he uses the term ‘gasoline’ as a generic for engine fuel, failing to
make the crucial distinction between ordinary gasoline (petrol) and diesel
fuel.

Perhaps, says the critic, they really were gasoline engines. As I noted
above, the smaller Opel Blitz vans did indeed run on gasoline—in contrast
to the Saurers, which ran only on diesel. But according to the official story,
it was the larger Saurers that formed the basis for the expanded second phase
of gassing in vans; and these definitely could not have been gasoline. And
any use of gasoline engines is contradicted by a string of witnesses and ex-
perts who insist on diesels.

Further Issues

As T stated, Chelmno is largely a mystery camp. How, then, do we know
anything about it? The traditionalist case rests heavily on just two letters:
one by SS chemist Becker (dated 16 May 1942), and the other a memo (dated
5 June 1942) to SS department head Rauff. The former is quite explicit about
the homicidal purpose of the vans—so much so that Weckert (2003a) and
Alvarez (2011) have declared it an outright forgery, both on content and
style. The latter memo speaks in oblique terms about the “subjects” and the
“load,” and how, in just six months, “97,000 have been processed, using
three vans” (97,000 what?). And there are again numerous indications of
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forgery, including Rauff’s signature. Of all the anti-revisionists only Zim-
merman attempts to refute Weckert, in two footnotes (2000: 356-359)—with
questionable success. The average reader has little ability to assess either
case here.

Finally, the gas vans are alleged to have also played a role in the
Einsatzgruppen killings. As we saw in Chapter 4, they are claimed to have
killed some 1.3 million Jews. Most of them were shot, but according to some
accounts, a large portion—up to one quarter—died in mobile gas vans. If so,
then the gas vans were key players in the Holocaust:

In all, approximately 700,000 persons were murdered in the vans—
roughly half on occupied Soviet soil and the remainder at the Chelmno
extermination camp. (Holocaust Encyclopedia, 2001: 231)

If this is true, gas vans with diesel engines must have been a very efficient
means for killing. And yet all the evidence is to the contrary.

Disposing of the Bodies

Killing at Chelmno allegedly began in late 1941 and continued on for some
ten months. For most of this time, the Germans took the bodies to the forest
camp and dumped them into long, narrow mass graves (Illustration 2). After
eight months or so, someone apparently decided that there was too much
incriminating evidence in the ground. Thus the plan changed: The bodies
would be dug up and burned to ash.

According to Montague (2012: 115f.), the Germans initially built four
crude crematoria in the forest camp. These “did not work very well,” and so
two newer, more efficient ones were constructed—evidently displacing the
old ones. These latter two contained “tall chimneys” that “belched smoke.”
This in itself is quite odd: the top-secret Nazi program to destroy the Jewish
people is now betrayed by vast amounts of smoke emanating from an other-
wise nondescript forest location.

Apparently, though, the new crematoria worked—but we can only imag-
ine the many difficulties with digging up, transporting, and burning thou-
sands of rotting, disintegrating corpses. Be that as it may, over a period of
about eight weeks the Nazis managed to burn not only the previously buried
bodies but also the new ones generated by the still on-going gassings. In
total, we are told, they burned 250,000 bodies in eight weeks—an average
of 4,460 bodies per day.

To say that this strains credibility is an understatement. Even the large
and “highly efficient” Auschwitz crematoria, under absurdly high assump-
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tions, could not burn more than 2,000 per day; and by more-reasonable as-
sumptions, only some 350 to 400 per day.’® So how could two experimental
crematoria in the middle of a Polish forest handle an average of 2,200 each
per day, every day, for nearly 60 straight days?

But there are yet more problems. The Chelmno crematoria used wood for
fuel. Montague quotes a camp guard’s wife:

Two crematoria were built. ... The bodies were arranged in layers in
these ovens. Between each layer of bodies was a layer of wood. Gas-
oline was poured over the pile of bodies and wood when the corpses
were to be burned in the fire. (p. 116)

The amount of wood required to fully burn a human body is not inconsider-
able. As shown in Appendix A, one needs about 160 kilograms (350 pounds)
of wood per body to fully incinerate it. This is a rough estimate, since the
amount of wood needed per corpse varies with the nurber of bodies to be
burned, condition of the corpses, environmental conditions, and so on. Small
pyres, of less than 10 bodies, have very high wood requirements. Pyres of
individual bodies, as are performed in Hindu cremation ceremonies, require
between 250 and 550 kg of wood, and burn from four to six hours.'” If the
Germans were blﬁﬁng several hundred at once, the efficiency increases to
the point where they\wquld have needed only some 150 or 160 kg per body.
But this is still a substantial amount of fuel.

Thus 250,000 corpses would have required a mind-boggling 40 million
kilograms (44,000 tons) of wood. Putting this in perspective, the Eiffel tower
weighs about 7,300 tons. Thus the Germans would have required nearly six
Eiffel towers’ worth of wood to fully consume those bodies. If locally sup-
plied, the entire area would have been deforested. If trucked in, there would
have been a document trail and witnesses. Yet we have no record of such
huge amounts of wood moving into, or being processed at Chelmno.!%

Dead bodies do not burn to nothing; they leave plenty of ask, and so does
the wood. The combined human and wood ash amounts to about 9 kilograms

106 According to Mattogno’s assumptions. See Table 28 in Chapter 10.

107 In a 2013 article on the climate impact of funeral pyres, it was stated that “the typical pyre
is constructed of 550 kg of wood and a few kilograms of biological and synthetic materi-
als... Once the corpse is placed on the pyre, the burning takes four to six hours” (“A burn-
ing question,” Environment and Energy News, 29 Oct). During the 2015 earthquake in Ne-
pal, so many had died that wood was running short; even in those conditions, “250 kg of
wood [is] needed for each cremation” (“Nepal earthquake: First glimpse of devastation,”
Independent (UK), 27 Apr).

198 Montague (118) mentions that “a crew was formed to cut wood and transport it to the vi-
cinity of the crematoria,” but he provides neither the source of this information nor any
usable details.
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per body.'” For 250,000 bodies, the ash pile would have been monumental:
roughly 2.2 million kg in total, or about 42 tons per day.

What did they do with all this ash? As Montague (118) explains, it was
initially “simply buried in pits four meters deep and eight to ten meters wide.
Later [it] was sprinkled around the area of the forest floor.” This method
would work for a small amount of ash, but it is utterly impracticable for
anything like 40 tons daily.

But even this was not the end of problems for the beleaguered crew at
Chelmno. Even the most-efficient wood-fired crematoria cannot incinerate
hard body material, such as bones or teeth. Therefore the huge piles of ash
had to be sifted through, every day. The hard remnants then had to be further
processed in a “bone grinder.” Montague (117) admits as much: “After the
corpses were burned, small bone fragments remained. These too had to be
disposed of. It was decided to crush the bone fragments into powder. A bone
grinder was required for this purpose.” Incredibly, according to Montague,
the Germans turned to none other than Chaim Rutkowski, head of the Jewish
Council in the Lodz ghetto! As luck would have it, he was fresh out of grind-
ers; the Germans thus had to resort to other means to acquire one.

Confirmation of these fantastic stories should theoretically exist in the
mass graves. On the conventional view, something\\lilge 170,000 bodies were
buried before the exhumations began. We know where the graves are; in
fact, there is a victim memorial there today. Montague Efsgusses the graves
in detail, and supplies a helpful map (Illustration 2). Today we see evidence
of three long (circa 200m), thin (8m) disturbances, one smaller disturbance
of some 60m in length, and about a dozen isolated pits. In total, these could
indeed have held the requisite number of bodies. And if the ash was buried,
as Montague claims, it will still be there today; as I noted before, ash sur-
vives as ash for centuries.

Surely, then, orthodox researchers have conducted detailed examinations
of the graves and ash, confirming the standard view—true? Not quite. As
Mattogno explains (pp. 95-105), there have been four excavations of the
Chelmno mass-grave sites: in 1945, 1951, 1986, and 2003. The first three
were so poorly conducted that nothing conclusive can be determined. The
1986 examination, for example, found “a huge amount of crushed human

109 Ag shown in Appendix A, a corpse reduces down to about 5 percent of the initial mass in
case of complete combustion, leaving behind only incombustible ashes. This is a mini-
mum figure, which could surely not be attained in open air cremations where some
charred remains must be expected. 5 percent is therefore a conservative estimate,

Wood ash is harder to estimate, since it varies by type of wood, dryness of wood, humid-
ity, temperature, and burning configuration and time. Revisionist estimates range from
0.33 percent (Neumaier; complete combustion) to 8 percent (Mattogno 2004c¢; incom-
plete combustion), by mass. For my calculations, I use an intermediate figure of 4 per-
cent.
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bones” at the presumed location of the corpse-burning site, but we are given
no measureable details. Four bags of sample earth were analyzed, of which
only “a few percent” consisted of bone fragments or ash (p. 97). The latest
investigation in 2003 produced, once again, no objective, quantifiable data.
Whatever is in those pits today, it evidently does not support the orthodox
view, or else we surely would have heard about it in great detail. Perhaps
these are the reasons why both Krakowski and Montague completely ignore
the question of excavations.

A Chelmno Death Matrix

Montague provides one additional helpful bit of information. In his Epilogue
he supplies daily deportation figures for the entire operational period. But
we have two concerns with this data. First, as usual, he simply assumes that
all deportees were subsequently killed; on the revisionist thesis, of course,
they were actually deported to locations further east. Second, his numbers
are too low; they reach only 172,000 in total. Thus we must scale them up
in order to attain the desired 250,000.

This allows us R::onstruct a provisional death matrix for the camp. 1
include monthly death statistics as well as monthly burial or burning num-
bers—see Table 15.

Table 15: Death Matrix for Chelmno (in Thousands, except last row)

1941 1942 Total
D |[JIFIMIAIMiIJiJ: A S (OiINiID
Gassing (Gas Vans): 51261 131 5521127 9. 161 45 33 250
Body Disposal:

Buried: 5| 26; 131 55 21 27: 9: 18 172
Exhumed & burned: 86, 86 172
Direct, gas vans to burn: 45! 33 78
Total burnings: 131 119 250

bodies burned/day: 4,367:3,967

As we can see, the peak month for gassings was March 1942, during which
some 55,000 Jews are alleged to have been killed. If true, this would imply
that more than 1,800 were killed per day, on average. And this was achieved
using only three or four gas vans, according to Montague. If the two smaller
held 30 each, and the two larger 60 each, then one full load would kill 180
Jews. It would thus have required 10 full loads each day, every day, for that
month. The Chelmno team was busy indeed.

As a final point of mention, I have chosen to overlook data by Montague
and others suggesting that there was a short second phase of killing at
Chelmno in the summer of 1944. This event is even less well-attested than
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the main phase, and in any case only amounts to some 5,000 to 7,000 per-
sons—inconsequential in the larger picture.
To summarize revisionists’ primary concerns:

1. No documentary evidence of the camp itself. Apart from the two du-
bious letters mentioned above, we have no bureaucratic trail, no draw-
ings, no map, no photographs, no construction papers, no work or-
ders—nothing.

2. No quantifiable excavations. Despite four attempts over 70 years, we
have no analyzable data on the alleged mass graves, nor any evidence
of the vast quantity of ash that would have been produced.

3. The use of carbon monoxide from diesel gas vans. At best this is an
awkward, impractical and illogical method of killing people. Far bet-
ter options existed. It would never have been employed by the evil
geniuses that the Nazis were said to be.

4. Huge wood requirements. About 730 tons per day, and nearly 44,000
tons in total.

5. Huge amounts of ash produced. Some 42 tons per day—which must
have been carefully sifted for bones and teeth, before being made to
vanish.

6. Smoke signals. No way to hide massive amounts of smoke from burn-
ing corpses, for two full months.

Traditionalist Replies

Almost nonexistent. The two recent dedicated works by Montague and Kra-
kowski fail to address any of these important issues. Perhaps for good rea-
son, our general-purpose Holocaust experts have evidently decided to
simply ignore the camp. Longerich (2010) gives just passing mention on
seven or eight scattered pages. The anthology by Bartov (2015) cannot even
muster this much. Those who specialize in confronting revisionism likewise
have little to say. The one person most expected to address this, Zimmerman,
provides barely half a dozen references. Except for the diesel exhaust, not a
word is offered to answer or explain the other revisionist concerns.''®

To the critical diesel-CO problem, Zimmerman devotes all of one foot-
note (pp. 355f.), which covers not only the gas vans but all the other ‘diesel’
camps as well—some 2.5 million deaths in total, on the standard view. The
upshot of his counterargument: (a) they might have been gasoline engines,
and (b) even if not, diesels can still be rigged to put out toxic levels of CO

19 As noted above, Trunk (in Morsch 2011) addresses the diesel question, but only for the
Reinhardt camps. He has nothing to add to the discussion on Chelmno.
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“yithout any problem.” It is, he says, a “trivial process.” This is a vast over-
statement. It may be theoretically possible, under extreme conditions that
could not be long maintained, but it would make no sense to do so when far
better alternatives existed—better even than gasoline engines.

My conclusion: The ‘mystery camp’ remains largely mysterious. The tra-
ditional death toll—some 250,000, by my reckoning—is unsustainable.
Conventional sources on Chelmno never explain how they arrived at their
numbers, and there exists no forensic or material evidence to justify anything
close to this number. The vans, the bodies, the fuel and the ash have all but
vanished, as has-all documentary and photographic evidence. And the al-
leged gassing method is quite frankly absurd.

Furthermore, we can easily understand how stories of homicidal gas vans
came to exist. Real but non-lethal gas vans were in use at this time. Many
Jews did in fact get sent through the Chelmno station, on their way out of
the Lodz ghetto—"never to be seen again.” Doubtless many of them died en
route. Likely some of the bodies were taken to Chelmno to be disposed of.
Perhaps some were buried and others burned on crude pyres or ‘crematoria.’
But the evidence suggests that this number was much smaller than
250,000-—perhaps a few thousand at most. Revisionists apparently have no
specific counterproposal for the number of deaths. Mattogno (2011b) de-
clines to offer a figure. I will take 2,000 as a nominal estimate, until further
projections become available.

As to the gas vans themselves, it’s not clear if the revisionists are abso-
lutely denying their existence, or simply the scale of killing with them.
Surely it was possible that some renegade killing occurred, perhaps even in
a vehicle or two that were rigged to kill with exhaust gas, as crude and inef-
ficient as that would be. It would seem prudent to accept the possibility that
there was at least some occurrence, somewhere, of killings in vans. Again,
this could be another kernel of truth behind the larger fish story.
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ChapteIXQ: The Reinhardt Camps (Part 1):
Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka

“The [Reinhardt] camps were built under prim-
itive conditions. ... Their temporary and primi-
tive character... was due to the fact that no
budget was allocated for their construction;
[camp architects] were forced to improvise and
economize.”

—Tomasz Kranz (2003: 221)

In early 1942 a conference of Nazi leaders was held in a suburb of Berlin
called Wannsee. According to existing German documents and meeting
minutes, the objective of the gathering was to initiate a program of evacua-
tion of the Jews out of the Reich, or at least to corral them into designated
Jewish ghettos where they would be isolated from the general public. There
was no explicit talk of mass killings, even though the meeting was highly
confidential and restricted to ranking Nazi officers. Even so, traditionalism
has it that the Wannsee Conference was a kind of kick-off of the extermina-
tion of the Jews. The Website of the USHMM claims that the purpose of the
meeting was

to discuss and coordinate the implementation of what they called the
“Final Solution of the Jewish Question”... Despite the euphemisms
which appeared in the protocols of the meeting, the aim of the Wann-
see Conference was clear to its participants: to further the coordina-
tion of a policy aimed at the physical annihilation of the European
Jews.

Orthodox historians believe that all discussions, even those at the highest
and most confidential levels, operated under a kind of code language in
which ‘deportation’ or ‘evacuation” meant murder. There is no proof—nor
even a hint—that such a code ever existed, or any explanation of how it
would have been implemented by the “hundreds of thousands” of function-
aries at all levels of government. Yet this is the sole explanation given to
account for the utter lack of incriminating language.
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It was decided at Wannsee to begin evacuations with the Jews of the
‘General Government’ (Generalgouvernement), a large area of central Po-
land that included Warsaw, Krakow, and Lublin. In total, some 2.3 million
Jews lived there. The process of seizing Jewish property and eventually
cleansing the General Government via forced deportations was called Oper-
ation Reinhardt. The focus was to be on three new camps—DBelzec, Sobibor
and Treblinka—that would serve, on the revisionist view, as collection
points and gateways to areas further east: the newly captured Soviet territo-
ries. Thus, revisionism sees these camps exclusively as tfransit camps—as
way stations in the ethnic cleansing of the Reich and Poland.

As a consequence of the Reinhardt organizational structure, the three
camps had many characteristics in common, and thus are frequently exam-
ined together. I will do the same in the following three chapters. Stories
about the camps share many of the same problems and many of the same
contradictions. And all three came to a surprisingly similar end.

Orthodoxy and Estimated Fatalities

Regarding competing views of the Reinhardt events, we are fortunate to have
dedicated texts on both sides of the debate. The orthodox case, even to this
day, is based largely on a single work: Arad’s 1987 book Belzec, Sobibor,
Treblinka. This is the standard academic source for these camps. Addition-
ally, a small number of other books dedicated to each camp supplement
Arad’s basic picture:

Belzec:
> A. Kola: Belzec (2000)

Sobibor:
» T. Blatt: Sobibor: The Forgotten Revolt (1996).
» J. Schelvis: Sobibor: A History of a Nazi Death Camp (2006).

Treblinka:
¥ G. Sereny: Into That Darkness (1974).
» A. Donat: Death Camp Treblinka (1979).
» C. Webb, M. Chocholaty: The Treblinka Death Camp (2014).

Overall the picture is strikingly sparse—only some half-dozen academic
English-language books, in total, over the past four decades, to address the
three camps that are such key elements of the Holocaust. A few relevant
journal articles have appeared as well, and I will cite those as necessary.
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To be clear, I emphasize that these handful of books are only a minuscule
fraction of the total orthodox output. There have been hundreds of other
books that mention these camps or refer to them in some way. There have
also been a comparable number of journal articles and news stories. But all
these others draw heavily upon the sources listed above.

On the revisionist side, we have recent dedicated works on all three
camps:

» C. Mattogno: Belzec (2011).
» J. Graf, T. Kues, and C. Mattogno: Sobibor (2010).
» C. Mattogno and J. Graf: Treblinka (2010).

The above works will serve as my primary sources.

Like Chelmno, the Reinhardt camps are said to have existed purely for
extermination. There were no releases and no transfers; every person sent
there, we are told, died there.!'' And like the Chelmno Saurer vans, their gas
chambers operated strictly on the exhaust of diesel engines (although there
is disagreement regarding the Sobibor camp, as will be discussed later).
Given the many problems with mass murder via diesel exhaust, this story
has immediate concerns—and all the greater, given the far higher death toll.

As before, there is a very wide range of death estimates for all the camps.
Tables 16-18 give some idea of the disparity among orthodox historians.

I remind the reader of the assumed figures that I am using, in order to
sustain the total of 6 million:

» Belzec: 550,000
» Sobibor: 225,000
» Treblinka: 900,000

In each case these are roughly median figures among conventional estimates.
Traditionalists should have no dispute with these numbers.

The wide range of death estimates raises an immediate concern for revi-
sionists. It’s not so much the sheer numerical variation—although this is also
of concern—but more that the estimates have little basis in fact. For exam-
ple, at Belzec early postwar death tolls of 3 million and 1.8 million were
quickly dismissed, and in 1947 a Polish commission set the number at
600,000: “this figure... passed into official historiography and is almost
unanimously accepted even today, although it is based on an absolutely ar-
bitrary method of computation” (Mattogno 2011: 47).

In essence, the commission estimated the number of train transports,
number of cars per train, and number of people per car—and then added it
all up. There was no documentation to support their estimates, and witnesses

" However, this is not true. Mattogno documents several instances of movements out of
the camps.
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directly contradicted their as-
sumptions. Finally, and im-
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Death Estimates (Jews only) for:

Table 16: Belzec

portantly, all numbers were DEATHS |SOURCE
of people deported to Belzec.  <1,000,000 |Tregenza (2000: 242)
It was a pure assumption that 800,555 |O’Neil (1999: 104)
every person sent to Belzec 600,000 Yad Vashem (2015 Web)
died there. Recent excava- 550,000 fvan Pelt (2002: 6)
tions have yielded remains of 434,000 JUSHMM (2015: Web)
< 150,000 |Pressac (2000)

only some tens of thousands
of people—see below. Hence

Table 17: Sobibor

the 600,000 indeed seems to _ DEATHS |SOURCE
be an arbitrary number. 350,000 [Bauer, in Zimmerman (2000: 106)
Only recently has a new 300,000 |Bem and Mazurek (2012: 129)
250,000 [Yad Vashem (2015: Web)

document come to light. Brit-
ish decoders intercepted
many German radio trans-
missions during the war, and
one of these listed a number
of 434,508 for Belzec as of
end of 1942—reproduced in
Mattogno (2011: 127). This
single document is the source
of the USHMM number—
again, assuming that 100 per-
cent of deportees were killed.
In fact it tells us nothing
about actual deaths. Deporta-
tion figures unsupported by
forensic data provide little

200,000

170,000
>167,000
>150,000
<35,000

van Pelt (2002: 80)
Schelvis (2007: 198)
USHMM (2015: Web)
Hilberg (2003: 1320)
Pressac (2000)

Table 18: Treblinka

DEATHS

SOURCE

3,000,000
<1,200,000
1,074,000
974,000
950,000

< 925,000
< 885,000
870,000

< 800,000

The Black Book (1946: 407)
Noakes and Pridham (1995: 1156)
Auerbach (in Donat 1979: 53)
Golczewski (in Benz 1991: 495)
Browning (2010: 137)

USHMM (2015: Web)

Webb and Chocholaty (2014: 193)
Yad Vashem (2015: Web)
Hilberg (2003: 1320)

. , , 780,863 |Snyder (2009)
basis from which to estimate 750,000 [van Pelt (2002: 80)
death statistics. < 250,000 |Pressac (2000)

Totals for Sobibor pre-

sumably followed similar reasoning, but we lack a detailed accounting of
how those numbers evolved. Arad (1987: 390) can only come up with de-
portation statistics for about 100,000 people—Iless than half his total.
Schelvis (2007: 198) supplies figures adding up to 170,000, which is still far
short of most estimates.

Regarding Treblinka, Soviet propagandists trumpeted a 3-million figure
as early as 1944—see discussion in Chapter 8 on excavations. The witness
Samuel Rajzman testified that 2,775,000 people were deported to Treblinka,
and presumed all killed. In December 1945 a Polish judge, Zdzislaw
Lukaszkiewicz, performed a simple set of calculations, arriving, “without
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any exaggeration,” at 781,000 victims.''* In 1946, Rachel Auerbach per-
formed a similar calculation, arriving at 1,074,000—also presumably wiih-
out any exaggeration. Mattogno describes several further such attempts, all
variations on the same theme. All contain critical but unverified assump-
tions, together with the key assumption that every deportee was murdered.
There has been no attempt by traditionalists to determine what was physi-
cally possible, or what the material evidence—or lack thereof—might suggest.

Camp Structure and Maps

Belzec was the first of the camps to become operational, in March 1942. At
75,000 square meters (18 acres) it was the smallest of the three—half the
size of Treblinka, and one-quarter that of Sobibor. Sobibor allegedly began
gassings shortly after Belzec, in April 1942. Treblinka opened a few months
later, in July.

The design and operation of the three camps shared several common fea-
tures, according to the traditionalists:

» All were square or rectangular in layout.

» All opened with three gas chambers, and expanded later on—Belzec
and Sobibor to six, Treblinka to thirteen.

» All were on railroad lines.

» All had at least two distinct zones: an entry or reception zone, and an
“extermination area.” These were connected by a narrow pathway
called “the tube.”

» As noted, all allegedly murdered their victims with carbon monoxide
in the form of diesel-engine exhaust.

¥ All initially buried their victims, but then later (at different dates) ex-
humed the bodies and burned them on crude steel-grate pyres made
from old railroad rails.

The following are layout plans of the three camps, as assumed by Arad—
see Illustrations 3-5. For death camps, they were surprisingly well outfitted.

12 T nkaszkiewicz calculated one train transport to Treblinka per day, for 135 days (from
August to December 1942), and then one per week for the next four months—151 trans-
ports in total. Each is assumed to have had 50 cars, each car 100 deportees. Thus: 151 x
5,000 = 755,000. Finally he adds in 26,000 more people for August 1943. See Mattogno
and Graf (2010: 96-98).
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A striking fact: None of the three camps had a crematorium. Unfortunate,
since this would have made the task of burning the bodies much cleaner and
much more efficient. Surely a crematorium would have been standard equip-
ment for any true extermination camp. Surely the Nazis would have learned
their lesson from their ‘experimental death camp’ Chelmno. Camps without
crematoria suggest that they were never really designed for mass killing in
the first place, but rather for the purpose of temporary holding—just what

\ Belzec Station-
C:} Luoblin
2 [
==
88 living
quatters
500 meters
from camp
CAMPII I
P 18
Extermipation -
CAMP 1 r
Administration and
“\ Reception Area
\\\\
W
W
A%
f\Y
W
W
g
8
]
g
g
3
g
=
f— Main road el Barbed wire
wEmmEs Minor road m Watchrower
é} {} Woods e Railway

llustration 3: Belzec: barber, clinic, and dentist (‘4°), kitchen and laundry
(110°), garage (‘7’), tailor and shoemaker (‘8’). Taken from Arad (1990d: 296)




THOMAS DALTON - DEBATING THE HOLOCAUST 133

one would expect for a transit camp. And pit burials and open-air burning
on crude pyres are clearly small-scale makeshift procedures—just what one
would expect for sporadic disposal of a small number of dead bodies.

The tube of each camp plays a prominent role in witness stories. This
dreaded pathway was described by many as the means by which family and
friends disappeared forever. On the standard view, victims arrived in the
entry zone, were forced to undress, given haircuts, and sent naked down the

£ -

= <l 1
2 L
H Bl sl |28
lllu % |I'E
~ &

E}@Eg 3/ |Bl

e
e
°
®
@

Watchtower
Minefield

-

.

.
(=)

2 °
£ $ k]
e Railroad

lllustration 4: Sobibor: dentist, clothing store, laundry, showers and barber-
shop, bakery, tailor shop, carpenter, smith, painter’s shop, shoemaker, sta-
ble and barns, ironing room, garden, chapel. Taken from Arad (1990d: 294)




134 THOMAS DALTON * DEBATING THE HOLOCAUST

frowong D Ej et {} ot ]

‘ 14 .

E] 101 2

D o D1 3 O 15 {} {} {3
0 Administration and staff living atea

=70 of

Bl ppret |
=
Q
O
4>
Lo
4o

)

3

Lot 3 da i
The ghetto | 20 i
T T 7 1

biiitel 1

A 22 ] "
E " Roli-call square I

4 T P L W | "

Wi i v &

| J m % & 1
i 1]
Station . ] %’» ‘

square 25

oo
ekl

1 Deportation squared ::
= 1 [=1] f &4
' gl
o $ o .
24 29 s 35
| Reception area
23 34 34
s 21m
od

Extermination area 34 $

Bajfe 20

34

s
—— e 1,

o

Main road D Watchtower
z=zwz=: Minor road wo—mmms Railway
Q & Woods it Batbed wire
O Welk o Barth wall

Hilustration 5: Treblinka: gas station (‘5°), garage (‘6’), bakery (‘11’}, stables,
chicken coop, pig pen (“16’), kitchen (“18’), locksmith and blacksmith (‘20°),
and even a zoo (“15’). Taken from Arad (1990d: 298)




THOMAS DALTON * DEBATING THE HOLOCAUST 135

tube to their deaths in the gas chambers. It was a fiendishly efficient produc-
tion line of death.

In fact, this whole procedure has another, entirely benign explanation. It
corresponds exactly to an ideal delousing facility. The incoming, possibly
infested inmates would arrive at the camp in the ‘dirty’ zone. They would be
registered or at least screened, sorted by gender, have their hair cut—a hy-
gienic measure, to eliminate lice in the hair—disrobed, and then passed na-
ked through a gateway or tube into a shower area. Their clothes would be
deloused, either in gas chambers with real Zyklon gas, or with steam or hot
air, and then returned to the owners in the ‘clean’ zone. Once clean, they
would have had absolutely no contact with the dirty zone. After short-term
holding, clean inmates would be transferred on to the next designated loca-
tion or camp.

We can imagine how this must have appeared to the typical frightened,
fatigued, possibly sick inmate. Friends and family are separated from him.
They are taken away, sent down the tube, perhaps never to be seen again—
vanished, gone, ‘exterminated.” In the chaos of mass movement of people,
the Nazis presumably had little concern about keeping families, especially
Jewish families, together. The main objective was to ship them east, most to
forced-labor camps. And the last thing the Germans wanted in their labor
camps was a local typhus epidemic.

Graf and Mattogno (2012: 182) describe the situation quite well:

[S]ince the selected inmates who were transferred elsewhere [via the
tube] did actually disappear from the camp, those who remained be-
hind became convinced that their departed comrades had been mur-
dered. This conviction was strengthened by the fact that before leav-
ing the camp, the selected inmates went through showers and
delousing... This procedure left the remaining inmates with one pow-
erful impression: their fellow prisoners had been sent to where the gas
chambers were; they had not returned; consequently, they had been
gassed.

This whole process of chaotic disinfestation was familiar to the Eastern Eu-
ropean Jews for decades prior to World War II. It seems to have naturally
led to concerns about being killed. One notable instance, from 1893, was
recorded by a Jewish woman, Mary Antin; she gives an account of a proce-
dure in Germany that is strikingly similar to the tales told by camp survi-
vors.' It is perhaps unsurprising, then, that a comparable event, occurring
amidst the chaos of war, could elicit a similar response in the 1940s.

113 “Tp, a great and lonely field, opposite a solitary house within a large yard, our train pulled
up at last, and the conductor commanded the passengers to make haste and get out. [...]
[The conductor] hurried us into the one large room that made up the house, and then into
the yard. Here a great many men and women, dressed in white, received us, the women
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On top of this, there were the very real deaths from disease, sickness, and
exhaustion. Some were dead on arrival at the camp. Others died on site. To
be sure, some were executed. All these dead bodies had to be processed in a
rapid and sanitary manner. At first, mass burials would have been the most
convenient method, but the increasing body count, and threats to ground wa-
ter—corpses can quickly contaminate a camp well—demanded a cremation
effort. So it would have made sense, at some point, to stop burials and initiate
open-air burnings—provided the overall body count was small enough to be
manageable. Revisionists accept all these events, but propose a vastly
smaller number of bodies, as I will explain.

The Death Matrices

Tables 19-21 are proposed death matrices for each of the three camps. For
Belzec and Treblinka, I have used Arad’s (1987) transport data with appro-
priate adjustments to achieve the necessary totals. For Sobibor, I have drawn
from a variety of standard sources. Again, I do not claim that these are ab-
solutely correct. I only claim that something like these figures must be true,
on the orthodox view, if the ‘6 million’ is to be maintained.

Some immediate points can be drawn from these matrices. First, for
Belzec: According to Laqueur (2001: 179) the Belzec chambers had the
combined capacity to kill 15,000 people per day. This can be calculated as

attending the women and girls of the passengers, and the men the others. This was an-
other scene of bewildering confusion, parents losing their children, and little ones cry-
ing; baggage being thrown together in one corner of the yard, heedless of contents,
which suffered in consequence; those white-clad Germans shouting commands, always
accompanied with ‘Quick! Quick!’—the confused passengers obeying all orders like
meek children, only questioning now and then what was to be done with them. And no
wonder if in some minds stories arose of people being captured by robbers, murderers,
and the like. Here we had been taken to a lonely place where only that house was to be
seen; our things were taken away, our friends separated from us; a man came to inspect
us, as if to ascertain our full value; strange-looking people driving us about like dumb
animals, helpless and unresisting; children we could not see crying in a way that sug-
gested terrible things; ourselves driven into a little room where a great kettle was boiling
on a little stove; our clothes taken off, our bodies rubbed with a slippery substance that
could be any bad thing; a shower of warm water let down on us without warning; again
driven together to another little room where we sit, wrapped in woolen blankets till
large, coarse bags are brought in, their contents turned out, and we see only a cloud of
steam, and hear a woman’s voice to dress ourselves, —’Quick! Quick!’—or else we’ll
miss——something we cannot hear. We are forced to pick out our clothes from among the
others, with the steam blinding us; we choke, cough, entreat the women to give us time;
they persist, ‘Quick! Quick! Or you’ll miss the train!” Oh, so we really won’t be mur-
dered! They are only making us ready for the continuing of our journey, cleaning us of
all suspicions of dangerous illness. Thank God!” From the book The Promised Land
(1985). Originally published as From Plotzk to Boston (1912).
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follows. The floor area of each chamber is estimated, based not on drawings,
documents, or photographs but simply on witness statements—arriving at a
figure of 20 square meters. Next it is assumed that a fully packed chamber
could hold up to 10 people per square meter—that is, about one person for
every square foot''*—and hence 200 people per chamber. In its latter phase,
the camp had six chambers. Six chambers could thus gas up to 1,200 people
at a time. Each gassing, Laqueur says, took 20 to 30 minutes. Allowing 30
minutes to load, and one hour to unpack the dead bodies, we can figure a
two-hour cycle. Therefore, working nonstop round the clock, Laqueur as-
sumes it is possible to perform 12 or more gassing cycles per day. Truly a
fearsome capability.

If we look at the daily gassings actually claimed, however, we see a strik-
ing contrast. Peak fatalities occurred in August 1942, with a total 145,000
deaths or about 4,800 per day. So the ‘capacity’ of 15,000 per day was never
approached, even in the busiest month. A more typical month allegedly
gassed about 50,000 people, or some 1,650 per day—around 10 percent of
‘capacity.’

This fact makes a mockery of the claim that the Germans needed to dou-
ble their number of chambers, from three to six, in July 1942. The original
three could have handled the whole killing load easily, with no more than 4
or 5 gassing cycles per day.'”® Thus we see a common problem with tradi-
tionalist accounts of gas chambers: they frequently cite huge capacity figures
as a kind of evidence of the monstrous evil of the camps, when, even on their
own accounts, such figures were rarely if ever attained. Even with the hor-
rendous fatalities claimed, the Nazis built about 10 times as much gassing
capacity at Belzec as they actually needed. That was poor planning on their
part, to be sure.

114 Here’s an exercise to try: Draw a square on the floor, 1 meter x 1 meter (about 3 feet 3
inches on a side). Find ten typical people, including several children, and ask them to all
stand together in that square. This gives some idea of the conditions in a fully packed
chamber. Certainly this is theoretically possible, especially under contrived circum-
stances, such as five thin women each with an infant. But it would be extremely difficult
to achieve with a random mix of people on a long-term basis.

Then consider the findings of the Diisseldorf court in the 1964 Treblinka trial. They ac-
cepted as realistic figures of 350 people in a 16-square-meter chamber—or 22 people per
Square meter.

As a final test, see whether you can fit 28 people into that same square. This numbet,
amazingly enough, is seriously promoted by some supporters of the orthodox view. See
Provan (1991) or Muehlenkamp (2006).

115 The original three chambers were 32 square meters each, or about 100 square meters to-
tal. Thus one full gassing could handle 1,000 people. Four or five gassings—that is,
4,000 to 5,000 persons per day—could have easily handled the necessary capacity. Inci-
dentally, the 15,000 daily capacity was a figure also cited by the SS officer Kurt Gerstein
(see Arad 1987: 101)—except he claims to actually have witnessed this. Gerstein’s state-
ment has a number of problems, as we will see.
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The Sobibor gassings were, relatively speaking, small potatoes. After the
busy first three months, total gassings were never more than a few hundred
per day, on average. The camp was also unusual in that only a small percent-
age of the total fatalities were buried before cremations commenced. ‘Only’
some 85,000 bodies were allegedly buried, after which all remaining victims
went directly from gas chambers to pyres.

In this camp we see an even greater mismatch in ‘capacity’ versus ‘ac-
tual.” Sobibor’s original three (smallish) chambers could handle about 5,800
per day, and yet those busy first months averaged about 830 actuals per
day—around 14 percent of capacity. So what did the Germans do? They
doubled the number of chambers: to six, in October 1942. And they did this
even as their arrivals were cut in half. Thus, by early 1943, the camp was
utilizing a mere 3 percent of its capacity. This, of course, makes no sense at
all. Clearly something is wrong with the standard account.

But consider now Treblinka. In many ways, this camp had the worst
problems of them all. The camp began operation in July 1942, in a big way:
some 175,000 Jews gassed that first month alone, on the traditional view.
The first four months saw an astonishing 660,000 gassings—an average of
nearly 5,500 per day, for a solid 120 days. This was the deadliest extended
pace ever achieved, at any camp, throughout the entire war.

How does Treblinka’s gassing capacity stack up? The camp was origi-
nally built with three small (16 sq m) chambers, sufficient to gas some 5,800
per day, the same as Sobibor. As it happens, this is nearly a perfect match to
the ‘actuals.” But once again, something strange happens. The camp adds ten
new double-size chambers, even as the number of arrivals drops precipi-
tously. By early 1943, camp capacity was up to 38,000 per day, but arrivals
had fallen to under 1,000 per day. Now they were running, once again, under
3 percent of capacity.

But the absurdity really comes to the fore when we look at the whole
picture. Recall that the three Reinhardt camps were allegedly operating un-
der a common plan and common leadership. Surely there was careful coor-
dination of all camp activities. And yet the three camps, taken in total, had a
truly incredible gassing capacity. From October 1942 on, the combined ca-
pacity was something like 65,000 people per day. Or 1.9 million per month.
Or 23 million per year. Using only diesel exhaust. And all this not counting
Auschwitz! The ridiculousness of such a system speaks for itself. And yet
our orthodox historians seriously expect us to believe that the Nazis de-
signed, built, and operated precisely such a system.

At the rates claimed, all three Reinhardt camps were rapidly accumulat-
ing bodies. Inexplicably, no one in the Nazi hierarchy seemed to have a plan
regarding how to handle the growing mountain of corpses. Initially the
camps did the only thing they could: dig pits and bury them—the same tactic
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used at Chelmno. But that camp figured out, already by August 1942, that
burials were bad policy; hence they commenced burning. Clearly, this lesson
would have immediately been relayed to the Reinhardt camps. In August
1942 the message should have gone out: Stop burying your bodies, just burn
them. And yet Sobibor continued burying their corpses for two more months.
Belzec, four more months. And Treblinka soldiered on for a full eight more
months, burying hundreds of thousands of bodies in the process. All this is
inexplicable, if the Germans were the master organizers that we are told.

With this overview in place, we are now well-situated to look in more
detail at the specifics of camp operation—namely, the actual gassing pro-
cess, and the ultimate disposal of bodies. These are the subjects of the two
chapters to follow.
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Chapter 7: The Reinhardt Camps (Part 2):
The Diesel Story

Electrocution, Steam, Diesels, Chlorine. ..

The current orthodox view is almost unanimous that Jews were killed at the
Reinhardt camps in carbon monoxide gas chambers, supplied by diesel en-
gines. But this was not always the story. Early on a whole variety of means
were mentioned, most of them absolutely fanciful and beyond belief. Over
time the more bizarre means faded away, leaving diesel exhaust as the offi-
cial story.

During the years 1942-1946, the dominant account of murder at Belzec
was of mass killings by electrocution on large “metal plates” submerged in
water. In some versions the killings took place in “electrically charged vats.”
These reports are examined by Mattogno (2011: 11-22); today they are all
completely discredited.

At Treblinka, early contemporary reports came in the middle of the
camp’s operational life, and reported not diesel exhaust but rather steam.
The most important of these reports was published 15 November 1942 by
the Jewish resistance movement of the Warsaw ghetto. It refers to chambers
into which “water-steam” is piped: “The hot steam comes in to the chambers
through pipes installed there... While this machinery of death is in action,
the doors and valves are hermetically closed” (in Mattogno and Graf 2010:
54). Apparently the steam acted quickly: “15 minutes later the execution is
complete” (p. 56).!'° The New York Times reported this same account in mid-
1943.''7 And a 1944 report by Rabbi Silberschein refers to gas chambers that

16 Of course, this is the same report that said “2,000,000 murdered Jews, or the greater part
of Polish Jewry, are already buried in the area of Treblinka...” (p. 57). We must bear in
mind that the revisionists reject al such accounts of mass murder, not only the diesel ex-
haust stories. Furthermore, we note that even such an authoritative figure as Arad has se-
riousty misrepresented this 15 November 1942 account. His discussion on pages 354f.
totally omits any mention of steam, preferring instead to talk simply of the “gas cham-
bers”—as if it is understood what kind of gas it was. And of course, no mention of the
“2,000,000” victims already as of November 1942, when the official tally shows only
500,000 at that point.

178 August 1943 (p. 11).
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operated “under the influence of the water vapor” (p. 61). All this with little
questioning about the dubiousness of steam as a weapon of mass murder. As
Reitlinger admitted, in his understated way, “It is difficult to see how people
could be exterminated with steam” (1968: 149).

But it is not difficult to see that this was in fact a part of the delousing
process. Real steam chambers were used for a time to kill lice on linen and
clothing. But these were small cubicles, far too small for mass murder. And
of course, hot showers for humans also “steam,” though not fatally. So one
can imagine that word of Nazi steam chambers, combined with actual hot
showers and people disappearing after being cleaned, could lead to talk of
murder by steam.

From 1944 through the end of 1945, various other conflicting witness
accounts emerged about Treblinka, citing a variety of killing methods:
steam, evacuation of air, chlorine gas, “Cyklon gas,” as well as engine ex-
haust. The decisive switch to exhaust gas—not yet diesel—came from a
1944 report by Jankiel Wiernik. He allegedly spent an entire year in Tre-
blinka, which was an unbelievably long time for a death camp. Wiernik
spoke simply of “a motor taken from a dismantled Soviet tank.” During the
gassing procedure “the motor turned on and connected with the inflow pipes,
and, within 25 minutes at the most, all lay stretched out dead...”"'®

Likewise at Belzec, the shift to engine exhaust came, in this case, from
just two witnesses. In fact virtually the entire Belzec gassing story rests on
just these two witnesses:

Two sources provide detailed accounts of the gassings in Belzec: the
testimony of Rudolf Reder, the only prisoner who escaped from
Belzec and survived, and that of Kurt Gerstein, an SS officer who vis-
ited the camp... (Holocaust Encyclopedia, 2001: 232).

Gerstein claimed to have visited both Belzec and Treblinka in August 1942.
Reder was one of a handful of Jewish escapees (the others died), and the
only to testify at length in front of the Polish Central Commission for Inves-
tigation of German Crimes in 1946."" Unfortunately for traditionalists, both
witnesses have now been largely discredited—as 1 will explain shortly.

118 Citation from Mattogno and Graf (2010 71). This is the same Wiernik who spoke of 500
persons in a 25-square-meter chamber, an impossible 20 people per square meter. And
1,200 people in a 50-square-meter chamber, an even more impossible 24 per square me-
ter. And of airtight chambers in which people had to “suffer for hours” when the motor
didn’t work—when they surely would have suffocate