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ith two major works on the Auschwitz concentration camp,

\ ’s / French pharmacist Jean-Claude Pressac attempted to refute re-
visionists with their own technical methods. Whereas his first

work remained rather obscure, Pressac’s second book on “The Technique of
Mass Murder” was praised by the mainstream in Europe, who proclaimed

victory over the revisionists. They did not reckon with the revisionists’ re-
buttal...

In Auschwitz: Plain Facts, Pressac’s works are subjected to a detailed and
devastating critique by leading revisionist scholars. Although Pressac de-
serves credit for having made accessible many hitherto unknown docu-
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lated many scientific principles: He made claims that he either could not
prove or which contradict the facts. Many documents he quoted do not
state what he claimed they do. Most importantly, he did not pay any at-
tention to “the technique” of the mass murder at issue, as his books claim.
They neither contain references to technical or scientific literature, nor any
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technical consideration at all. In fact, he reveals such a massive technical = PRESEAC ]
incompetence that his works belong to the category of fiction rather than ; '
factual history. Despite these deficiencies, Pressac is still hailed as the sav- -
1or of the Auschwitz-Holocaust by the mainstream. Auschwitz: Plain Facts Z,
is a must read for all those who want to argue against the lies and half truths =
of established historiography. >
With contribution by Germar Rudolf, Serge Thion, Robert Faurisson, and @)
Carlo Mattogno. Second, revised edition with a new preface. ;
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Who the Heck 1s Jean-Clause Pressac?

Preface to the New Edition of 2016

Pressac was a French pharmacist and hobby historian, an admirer of Hit-
ler who was bothered by the Holocaust, because it sullied Hitler’s reputa-
tion. He therefore became interested in arguments suggesting that the or-
thodox version of the Holocaust narrative is somewhat fishy. He realized
quickly, though, that contesting, revising, or denying the Holocaust is
very dangerous. Hence, he changed his tactics. During the 1980s, he
managed to ingratiate himself with Serge and Beate Klarsfeld as well as
the Auschwitz Museum, and to make them believe that one has to defeat
the evil revisionists or rather Holocaust deniers with their own weapons.
The revisionists want to see solid evidence for the correctness of the or-
thodox narrative? Let them have it! Pressac promised to put a stop to the
deniers’ games, at least regarding Auschwitz, by means of documents and
technical arguments. He gained the support of the Klarsfelds and of the
Auschwitz Museum, and got down to business forcefully: in 1989 the
Klarsfelds published his first ziberwork: Auschwitz: Technique and Oper-
ation of the Gas Chambers, a book of 564 pages in oversize landscape
format full of document and photo reproductions from the archives of the
Auschwitz Museums.

Four years later, Pressac upped the ante after having found further
documents on Auschwitz in an archive in Moscow. While his first work
became known only to connoisseurs of the subject, his second, a much
more handy work in paperback format of just some 200 pages, became a
bestseller: Les Crématoires d’Auschwitz: La Machinerie du meurtre de
masse' — in plain English: The Crematories of Auschwitz: The Machinery
of Mass Murder. Pressac himself mutated overnight to a darling of the
mass media — a knight in shining armor who had slain the revisionist

I J.-C. Pressac, Les Crématoires d’Auschwitz: La Machinerie du meurtre de masse,

CNRS éditions, 1993, viii-156 Seiten plus 48-seitiger Bildteil.
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dragon! His book subsequently also appeared in a German,” Italian,’
Norwegian,* Portuguese’ and an English edition which, however, was
heavily abridged and edited to conform to politically correct expecta-
tions.’

Well, Pressac is dead, but the revisionists are alive and kicking. Pres-
sac died in 2002 at the young age of 59, utterly forgotten by the media
whose favors he had lost when it turned out that Pressac was a dubious
figure who kept revising his views on Auschwitz over the years in a ra-
ther suspicious way.

Yet in spite of it, Pressac’s second book is today still hailed as a mile-
stone of Auschwitz research, and quite a few readers are misled by Pres-
sac’s pseudo-science to believe that this closes the issue, that revisionism
has been refuted.

The present book, however, proves that the exact opposite is true, and
it will remain relevant, as long as Pressac’s unscholarly novel is praised
as historical research.” We have therefore decided to issue this book in a
new edition.

Castle Hill Publishers
March 15, 2016

J.-C. Pressac, Die Krematorien von Auschwitz: Die Technik des Massenmordes, Miin-
chen/Zirich, Piper Verlag, 1994, xviii-211 Seiten.

3 ]J.-C. Pressac, Le macchine dello sterminio: Auschwitz 1941-1945. Feltrinelli, Milano,
1994.

Jean-Claude Pressac, Krematoriene i Auschwitz: Massedrapets maskineri, Aventura,
Oslo 1994.

Jean-Claude Pressac, Os crematorios de Auschwitz: A maquinaria do assassinio em
massa, Ed. Noticias, Lissabon 1999.

6 J.-C. Pressac mit Robert-Jan Van Pelt, “The Machinery of Mass Murder at Ausch-
witz,” Kapitel 8 (S. 183-245) des von Israel Gutman und Michael Berenbaum
herausgegeben Sammelbandes Anatomy of the Auschwitz Death Camp, verotfentlicht
in Verbindung mit dem United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, Indianapolis, In-
diana University Press, 1994, xvi-638 Seiten.

The French National Center for Scientific Research (Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique) issued a new edition of Pressac’s second book in 2007.
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Preface
By Germar Rudolf

1. The End of Jean-Claude Pressac

Between the late 1980s and the mid 1990s, French pharmacist Jean-Claude
Pressac was the darling of Western media with respect to research into the
history of the Auschwitz concentration camp. The media hoped to have
found in him the technically qualified expert who could counter the argu-
ments and the methods of those who wish to revise the history of the
Auschwitz concentration camp complex in particular and the Holocaust in
general. The contributions of Serge Thion and myself give an overview of
this exaggerated praise from the judicial system, the media, and scientists.
My own article makes it clear that these hymns of praise have been prema-
ture and that Pressac’s book does not meet the standards of scientific work.

Even in terms of technical competence, the work Pressac has delivered
1s unsatisfactory in many respects, as Prof. Faurisson and Carlo Mattogno
will show in this book. His friends of the same cast of opinion also seem to
be skeptical of his technical qualifications, since the English version of
Pressac’s last' work was somewhat censored by being subsumed in a col-
lection supported by other pieces, as Prof. Faurisson will show in his short
addendum.

The present book was written to demonstrate to the world that the
works of the one who has been advertised as the Auschwitz specialist were
better considered to be novels than studies that should be taken seriously as
works of historical science. The present book constitutes a corrective re-
view, with the consequence that the historical account on the subject of the
Auschwitz concentration camp complex will be fundamentally revised.
The revision of the historical account on Auschwitz concentration camp,
begun by revisionists and brought before a broader public by Pressac, now
returns to its origins.

' Pressac died in summer 2003, see Jiirgen Graf, “Jean-Claude Pressac and revisionism,”

The Revisionist 1(4) (2003), pp. 426-432; Carlo Mattogno, “My Memories of Jean-
Claude Pressac,” ibid., pp. 432-435.
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2. Should there Be Freedom for Revisionism?

This book, which challenges the traditional historical version on the annihi-
lation of the Jews in the Auschwitz concentration camp complex through
an analysis of Pressac’s latest and last book, claims to be in conformance
with the standards of science and scholarship. After reading it, the reader
will certainly agree with that. But that did not stop the German authorities
from ordering the confiscation and destruction of all copies of this book
and all data and data carriers used for its writing.? As editor of this book, I
avoided prosecution only because by that time I had fled Germany.

If this book is scholarly indeed, then it should be protected by Germa-
ny’s surrogate constitution, the so-called Basic Law, which in Article 5,
Section 3, protects science without restriction, on the condition that the
book does not itself harm similarly protected fundamental rights of others.

The German authorities — and many other Western countries® — justify
the burning of this book® by claiming that works that end in completely or
partly denying or refuting the intentional, industrially organized annihila-
tion of European Jews by the National Socialists — in other words, the Hol-
ocaust — are fundamentally incapable of being scientific, since anyone who
operated according to scientific methods must automatically come to the
conclusion that the generally accepted description of the Holocaust corre-
sponds to historical reality.

Others object that revisionist works should not be afforded the protec-
tion of civil rights even if they fulfill formal criteria of being scholarly and
scientific. The reason given for this is that it is a clearly established fact
that the Holocaust happened and that any assertion to the contrary repre-
sents an offense to the human dignity of Holocaust victims, their descend-
ants and relatives, and to the Jewish people generally. By denying the Hol-

2 The German edition can be found online at vho.org/D/anf. It was ordered seized and de-

stroyed in 1997 by County Court Boblingen, ref. 9(8) Gs 228/97). On April 8, 1999, the
German Agency for the Protection of the Youth put it on its index of literature endanger-
ing the youth: Bundesanzeiger, no. 81, April 30, 1999.

For the current list of countries outlawing Holocaust revisionism see
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Laws_against Holocaust denial. Cum grano salis, the fol-
lowing argument is valid for these countries as well.

That confiscated books are indeed burned by the German authorities was confirmed by
two newspaper reports: Abendzeitung (Munich), March 7/8, 1998: “The remaining cop-
ies will eventually be destroyed in a waste incineration facility.”
(www.germarrudolf.com/persecute/docs/ListPos58 d.pdf); Zur Zeit (Vienna), No.
9/1998 (Febr. 27): “65 years ago this happened publicly, but today it is accomplished
secretly in waste incineration facilities.”
(www.germarrudolf.com/persecute/docs/ListPos59 d.pdf)



GERMAR RUDOLF (ED.) - AUSCHWITZ: PLAIN FACTS 13

ocaust, fundamental rights of others are massively harmed. Since human
dignity must be valued more highly than freedom of science, therefore sci-
ence should be forbidden to adopt such theories, because the mere proposi-
tion that the Holocaust — the purposeful, planned destruction of the Jews by
the Third Reich — did not happen is an implicit claim that Holocaust history
was knowingly fabricated for the purpose of deception and possibly in or-
der to obtain material or political advantages. This would be an affront to
the dignity of anyone who might be implicated thereby, and that cannot be
tolerated.
In what follows I would like to analyze this matter more thoroughly.

3. Unrestricted Research and Revision: Basis of
Science

The basis of the reasoning just stated is that freedom of science should be
thought a lesser good than human dignity. This idea is questionable. Sci-
ence is not merely a plaything of unworldly researchers. On the contrary, it
is not only the highest manifestation of our capacity to perceive and under-
stand, but in the most general sense of the word science, it is the basis of
every human capacity to perceive and to understand that exceeds that of
animals. It is the basis of every human mode of living and doing that is dis-
tinguishable from the modes of living and doings of animals. One could
say that science, in the word’s most comprehensive sense, first made man
human and gave him that dignity that lifts him above the animals. The
freedom of science is thus inextricably involved with human dignity.

Scientific understanding serves human decisionmaking both on the in-
dividual and on the political level; the natural drive to seek knowledge was
implanted in man by nature. In order to make valid decisions, that is, deci-
sions which conform to reality, it is an essential precondition that scientific
knowledge be true. Truth as the only test for scientific validity means: eve-
ry other influence on the process of discovering scientific truth, whether
economic or political, must be excluded. It also must be made certain that
all scientific findings can be published and distributed without hindrance,
because it is only through the unhindered confrontation of scientific opin-
ions in open forums that it can be ensured that the most convincing opin-
ion, being most in conformity with reality, will prevail. In our case that
means that there can be no reason to suppress an opinion in accord with
scientific norms in any way.
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In recent years, freedom of science in the area of contemporary history
has been increasingly constrained, in that scientists who offend against the
ruling zeitgeist through expression of their scientific views have their so-
cial reputations destroyed by political or media inquisitions or are threat-
ened with loss of their professional standing. Sometimes the judicial sys-
tem is called upon in order to add criminal prosecution to professional ruin.
The criminal prosecution of revisionist opinion in Germany was repeatedly
intensified through modifications of Sec. 130 of the German Penal Code
(inciting the masses, introduced in 1960, tightened in 1994 and 2005). It
now punishes not only the denial of genocide committed by the Third
Reich, but also anything positive uttered about that period of German his-
tory.” This increasing prosecution is a striking example of the growing in-
quisitorial drive in Germany’s society.

The late German professor of history Dr. Hellmut Diwald has character-
ized this shielding of discussion on the Holocaust with the penal law as fol-
lows:®

“In the history of the Third Reich there is no complex of questions that is
more hopelessly kept from close examination by German historians than
the horrible fate of the Jews during the war. The Basic Law of Bonn [capi-
tal city of West Germany] does guarantee the freedom of research and sci-
ence. But a series of related decisions and verdicts has shown that one
would be well advised neither to expose oneself to the risk of being a test
case for the freedom to invoke this fundamental right by choosing this sub-
Jject matter nor to expose oneself to the lesser risk of even peripherally vio-
lating the 21st Law modifying the Penal Code of June 15, 1985, and pro-
voking an indictment due to such an offense. This means that the very com-
plex of questions of contemporary historical research has been made ta-
boo, which, together with the continually upheld theme of collective guilt,
burdens the German people like no other event.”

There is a general understanding that the intensified punishment of revi-
sionist viewpoints primarily serves to combat uneducated, unteachable
right-wing extremists. The German philologist Dr. Arno Plack thinks oth-
erwise. In his view, the’

Eva Schmierer, “Erweiterte Strafvorschriften im Kampf gegen Rechtsextremismus”,
Pressemitteilung des Bundesministeriums der Justiz, March 11, 2005, 11:54
http://presseservice.pressrelations.de/standard/result_main.cfm?aktion=jour pm&r=1832
29

¢ Deutschland einig Vaterland, Ullstein, Berlin 1990, p. 71.

T Hitlers langer Schatten, Langen Miiller, Munich 1993, pp. 308ff.
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“‘actual intended groups’ with respect to the punishment of the ‘Auschwitz
lie’ [are ...] the office-holding German historians, who, because of forced
confession (one time!) and threat of punishment impose upon themselves a
Judicious form of restraint with respect to certain decisive questions. [...] A
Jjudicial system that clamps down on [possibly] erroneous opinions that are
not due to any intention to injure is not without effect. It fortifies the wide-
spread tendency to be silent in the face of burning questions, it demands
readiness to give the expected lip service and it stirs up doubt as to [appar-
ently] irrefutable facts even among all those who have learnt, ‘The truth
always prevails.’ [...] Finally, such a judicial system stimulates denuncia-
tion. [...]

By the principles of a liberal community, the best weapon in the battle of
opinions is not prohibition or punishment, but argument, the ‘weapon
word,’ as Lev Kopelev has said. If we are not to lose our belief that democ-
racy is a viable form of society, we cannot accept that it should defend
against [presumably| making Hitler inoffensive with the same compulsory
methods which the dictator himself quite naturally used to suppress contra-
ry opinion. [...] I believe his [Hitler’s] ghost, his repression of mere doubt,
his tendency simply to prohibit what was not acceptable in the ruling sys-

b

tem, yet needs to be overcome in those who overcame him.’

As part of the intensified persecution of Holocaust revisionism, Germany’s
legislators and judges have decided to put revisionist research on the “In-
dex of Forbidden Knowledge.” Indicators for this are the numerous confis-
cations of revisionist books published by the publisher of the present book.
Almost all German editions of the series Holocaust Handbooks, of which
the present book is volume no. 14, have become victims of German gov-
ernment book burning. This means that, in effect, a moratorium on re-
search has been declared. In Germany, the research goal to clarify the
technical and historical background of the supposed mass murder of Jews
has been put into the “Catalog of Forbidden Research Goals.” The only
opinions and conclusions that will be accepted are those that fit the prede-
termined picture.

This official behavior is incompatible with the thousands of years old
principles of Occidental epistemology, which German professor of biology
and plant physiology Dr. Hans Mohr has concisely expressed as follows:®

“‘Freedom of research’ also implies that the purpose of research may be

anything whatever. An ‘Index of Forbidden Knowledge’ or a ‘Catalog of

Taboo Research Objects’ are irreconcilable with self-understanding and

8 Natur und Moral, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt 1987, p. 41.
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the worth of science, because we must unfailingly and in all circumstances
maintain that understanding is better than ignorance.”

It is equally irreconcilable with self-understanding and the worth of science
when the protectors of the zeitgeist may require this or that conclusion or
forbid some other. Every scientist must insist that before all else science
needs to be unbiased and open-ended. No science that is worthy of the
name can exclude any conclusion beforehand.

The late professor of biology Dr. Walter Nagl once said it very concise-

ly:’

“The exact sciences [like other scholarly disciplines] are extremely con-
servative and dogmatic. Any corroboration of a paradigm is welcome,
whereas any innovation or revision will long meet with resistance; the in-
stinct for preservation (including self-preservation!) is stronger than the
search for truth. Therefore, new findings usually gain acceptance only
when sufficient numbers of researchers vouch for them: then the dogmatic
status quo topples, a ’scientific revolution’ occurs, a new paradigm replac-
es the old. [...] The bottom line is that no student, no researcher and no
layman should believe any facts to be ‘conclusively proven,’ even if the
textbooks present them as such.”
Usually it takes a number of researchers attacking the same point in order
for newer theories to prevail over older, no longer adequate theories. In ac-
cordance with thousands of years of scientific experiences it is also true
that no scientific paradigm — whether in the exact or in the social sciences
— can claim to have eternal validity. Rather it is the duty of scientists and
also lay people not simply to accept the obvious, supposedly finally proven
facts, even when they are there in the textbooks, but always to look critical-
ly on them.'® This applies also to research into the Holocaust complex. I
agree with German left-wing historian Prof. Dr. Peter Steinbach, who once
stated:"!
“The Basic Law [German constitutional law] protects scientific research
and basically wants the impartiality of this research. This is especially true
for history, which is, after all, not about defining a central thread and mak-
ing it binding, but about making offers for the discussion. In a pluralistic
society, this must be manifold and controversial.”

% Gentechnologie und Grenzen der Biologie, Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, Darm-

stadt 1987, pp. 126f.
10 1bid., p. 127.
1P, Steinbach, ARD Tagesthemen (First German Public TV news), June 10, 1994
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In particular, in historiography and in the publication of the findings there-
of there is now the phenomenon that German journalist Eckhard Fuhr,
speaking of the treatment of irksome scientists, has characterized as “sys-
tematic mendacity”.'? It is not the scientifically determinable veracity of a
scientist’s assertion that is the criterion for media and politicians, but rather
the question of its political expediency.

Under pressure to conform to the zeitgeist and in fear of the inquisition
conducted by the media and the political and judicial authorities, many sci-
entists feel forced to compromise and to adjust their research findings to
the political expecations. This suppression of the full truth or even the
promotion of a half-truth or even a complete lie due to public pressure is
the most baneful thing that can happen to science. Such conduct not only
destroys respect for science but also inflicts immeasurable harm on our
people and on all mankind.

I agree furthermore with German professor of history Dr. Christian
Meier’s assertion:'?

“But otherwise one can in my view say that what we historians work out in

accordance with the rules is not dangerous. I do not think that truth, if it is

the truth, is dangerous.”
In the writing of history especially, it is half-truths and lies that are danger-
ous for the future peaceful coexistence of peoples.

With respect to our thesis this much is clear: No matter which theories
revisionists start out from and no matter which results they may come up
with, they are free to do their work and must not be restricted in any way as
long as they adhere to scholarly standards. To penalize a certain result of
scientific work would be to kill the freedom to do science and with it sci-
ence itself, which without question violates Article 19, Sec. 2 of Germa-
ny’s Basic Law, which lays down that no fundamental right may be in-
fringed on in an essential way.

Restriction of the freedom of science can therefore never apply to what
hypothesis a scientific work starts out from or what results it comes up
with. Freedom of science can only be restricted with respect to the methods
used to acquire knowledge. For example, research which endangers the
mental or physical health of persons is not covered by human rights.

Since in science there are no final or self-evident truths, then also there
can be no such truths in respect to scientific investigation of the events of

12 Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, Dec. 23,1994, p. 1.
13" In: Berichte und Mitteilungen der Max-Planck-Gesellschaft, Heft 3/1994, p. 231.
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the Third Reich. Even in this subject area it is a fundamental duty of sci-
ence to criticize old results and revise them when necessary.
Revisionism is an essential component of science.

4. On Freedom of Expression

It 1s not difficult to protect the freedom to express an opinion that corre-
sponds with that of the ruling class. The most horrible dictatorships fulfill
that criteria. A nation that honors human rights distinguishes itself in that it
allows the freedom of expression to those whose ideas are not welcome to
the ruling class. The right to freedom of expression is the citizen’s defense
against state interference:'*

“In its historical development down to the present the function of funda-

mental rights consists in providing the citizen defensive rights against the

use of state power (Decision of the German Federal Constitutional Court,

BVerfGE 1, 104,). Standing judicial opinion is that this is its primary and

central effect even today (BVerfGE 50, 337).”

Taken on its own merits, an opinion that contradicts the current historical
description of the Holocaust endangers neither the formal foundations of
any nation, such as human rights, national sovereignty, the division of
power, or the independence of justice, nor the formal legitimacy of those
who hold power, so such an opinion must be tolerated. However, there is
hardly any other area in which many Western nations proceed more repres-
sively against undesired opinions than with respect to the Holocaust."

The right to free expression can only be restricted when its exercise in-
fringes the human rights of others. In the present case, when someone says
the Holocaust did not happen the way we have always heard it did, or says
it did not happen at all, his right to free expression will be de facto denied.
The reason given for this is often that such assertions harm the dignity of
those Jews once persecuted and killed, their descendants today, and the en-
tire racial group of Jews.

Such argument follows the principles of protecting the direct victims of
a crime in order to protect them from slander thereafter. For example, most
would accept that it cannot be allowed for people to slander a woman who

14 K.-H. Seifert, D. Homig (eds.), Grundgesetz fiir die Bundesrepublik Deutschland, No-
mos, Baden Baden 1985, pp. 28f.

15" On the reasons for this behavior, cf. G. Rudolf, “Revisionism: An Ideology of Libera-
tion,” The Revisionist, 3(1) (2005), pp. 3-8.
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has been raped, saying she invented the story of the rape only to sneakily
get retribution from, or take revenge on, the tried and convicted rapist for
some other reason. This applies even when there may be doubt as to the
truth of the woman’s representations in light of her statements and the
court records. The same protection must be allowed to every Jewish fellow
German citizen whose former (possibly only claimed) torturer was duly
convicted. Nevertheless, it is not clear to me why all the relatives of the
victim and all the members of the same religious group should enjoy the
same protection.

In every case, however, he who maintains that the supposed crime did
not take place must be given the opportunity to produce the proof of his as-
sertion. Anything else would be contrary to the order of a nation under the
rule of law. To determine whether the proof is correct, there must be scien-
tific examination of the evidence.

For example, a scientific work that comes to the conclusion that there
never was a Holocaust would not improperly diminish anyone’s dignity,
since the results of scientific work may not be forbidden without coming
into conflict with the fundamental right to freedom of science (Art. 19, Sec.
2, German Basic Law). In a state under the rule of law, such a work must
be permitted to be used as evidence in order that an accused might provide
evidence in defense of his opinion.

The only things that could possibly be outlawed are accusations that
certain persons have lied with sinister motives, provided such accusations
are not backed up with convincing evidence. But even such potential libels
against alleged victims of crimes should be a matter of civil law suits, not
of criminal law.

5. Battle Zone “Common Knowledge”

Section 244 of Germany’s criminal procedural rules permits judges to re-
fuse evidence on the grounds of “common knowledge.” Other countries
have similar provisions. This provision allows judges not to have to prove
over and over again things that have been proven in court many times be-
fore and which are commonly accepted as true. There is nothing objection-
able about this paragraph, which seeks to restrict delaying tactics in judi-
cial procedure. To return to our previous example, a woman who has al-
ready proven several times and in the opinion of the court could still prove
that she actually was raped should not be required to prove it anew before
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the whole world each time someone comes forward who disputes the
event. Of course, this “common knowledge” principle does not exclude
that there are circumstances under which the evidence should be reex-
amined. It is a judicial rule even in Germany that common knowledge does
not endure forever and that there are times when the principle should be
suspended.

For one, common knowledge is undermined when a significant dispute
about the commonly accepted fact occurs in public. For another, every
court is duty-bound to suspend this principle if it receives evidence that is
superior in evidentiary value to evidence formerly submitted. A third prin-
ciple is laid down in Section 245 of the German rules, which determine
that judges must not reject evidence that is already present in the court
room, since in such cases obviously no delaying tactics are being used.'®

However, it is media inquisitions organized by mostly left-leaning gov-
erning elites as well as draconian prosecution of any dissenter, even of any
academic historian, which make it impossible to hold a significant public
debate on Holocaust matters. This would not be so bad if one were at least
permitted to introduced evidence during a penal trial which is either al-
ready present in the court room, or which is superior in evidentiary value to
what had been presented to German courts before.

Unfortunately, every court in Germany rejects any motion to introduce
evidence already present in the court room or to determine merely the fact
as to whether or not new evidence is superior to previously introduced evi-
dence. This happens by arguing that on the grounds of ‘“common
knowledge” it is inadmissible to even ask for the introduction of any evi-
dence intended to refute the officially prescribed version of this particular
historical event.

Of course, common knowledge must never be a reason to reject evi-
dence already present in the court room, and the evidentiary value of evi-
dence offered but yet unknown to the court is something that can certainly
never be common knowledge. However, the German Federal Supreme
Court has approved this practice in open violation of German law, because
— let me paraphrase the court’s decision here: “We always did it that
way.”!” In the meantime, the same court has even ruled that defense law-
yers who dare to offer or ask for evidence supporting revisionist claims

16" Cf. Detlef Burhoff, Handbuch fiir die strafrechtliche Hauptverhandlung, 7th ed., Verlag
fuir die Rechts- und Anwaltspraxis, Recklinghausen 2012, no. 676
(www.burhoff.de/haupt/inhalt/praesentes.htm).

17" German Federal Supreme Court (Bundesgerichtshof), ref. 1 StR 193/93.
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commit a crime themselves and have to be prosecuted for incitement to ha-
tred."®

6. On the Defense of Human Rights

The most radical position of the opponents of Holocaust revisionism is that
which denies all freedom to revisionism whatever, on the grounds that re-
visionism and its theories harm the dignity of Jews. I have some questions
about this:

— Whose human dignity is more diminished, that of the alleged victim
whose claimed suffering is disputed, or that of the convicted defend-
ant who may have been erroneously convicted?

— Whose human dignity is more harmed, that of the alleged victim of
whom some people think his suffering is a lie, or that of the scientist
who is accused of lying and whose career 1s destroyed, his family ru-
ined, and who is finally put into jail?

German courts protect the dignity of every Jew who, in connection with the
Holocaust, has been accused of lying, directly or (supposedly) indirectly,
from any conceivable attack. In the sense of the extended protection for
victims many are prepared to accept this.

When the same courts fend off any mitigating evidence by using this
absolute concept of “common knowledge,” however, they dismiss or pro-
hibit everything that could protect the dignity of the scientist who is ac-
cused of constructing a pseudoscientific structure of lies. Does not the sci-
entist have the same right to the protection of his dignity as any Jewish cit-
izen? Is he not entitled to have his arguments heard and considered in
court?

German courts protect at law the dignity of the actual or supposed vic-
tims of the Holocaust from any conceivable attack. When these courts use
the absolute concept of “common knowledge” to refuse to hear any miti-
gating evidence, however, they dismiss or prohibit everything that could
restore the dignity of the convicted SS man. But does the convicted SS
man have any dignity in the first place that needs to be protected? Many of
our contemporaries ask themselves this question, and the fact that many

18 German Federal Supreme Court, ref. 5 StR 485/01; Sigmund P. Martin, Juristische
Schulung, 11/2002, pp. 11271f.; Neue Juristische Wochenschrift 2002, p. 2115, Neue
Strafrechts-Zeitung 2002, p. 539; see also the German daily newspaper of April 11,
2002.
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would probably answer this question spontaneously with a stark “No”
shows that the principle of equal treatment before the law has long disap-
peared from the understanding of many citizens. But, in fact, the dignity of
the SS man and the dignity of the Jew are equally deserving of protection.

German courts protect the dignity of the supposed Jewish victims from
any conceivable attack. At the same time they dismiss or prohibit anything
that could restore the dignity of those of who are said to have been mem-
bers of a criminal organization, like the SS. They dismiss or prohibit any-
thing that could restore the dignity of the ordinary Wehrmacht soldier, who
is said to have enabled and prolonged the slaughter with his service.

German courts protect the dignity of the members of the entire Jewish
race from any conceivable attack. They dismiss or prohibit anything that
could restore the dignity of the entire German people, who bear the mark
of Cain as the “pepetrator people.”

The German state and its component German judicial system accept
every injury to the dignity of the German people and of each German indi-
vidual, or injure it themselves, and forbid anything that might defend this
dignity. Does not this nation and its judicial system commit a massive
breach of Article 1, Section 1, of its constitutional Basic Law, in which
human dignity is stipulated as inviolable, and the government is expected
to use every power it possesses to defend the dignity of every person?

Does not that country and its component judicial system violate the
equal treatment principle laid down in Article 3, Sections 1 and 3 of the
German Basic Law by defending the dignity of the Jews but neglecting or
even forbidding the defense of the dignity of Germans generally, and of SS
members, Waffen SS members, and Wehrmacht soldiers in particular?

Does not that country and its component judicial system deny to all who
hold an exact scientific worldview the freedom to profess that worldview, a
freedom specified in Article 4, Section 1, of the German Basic Law? We
are compelled to believe in bodies that burn by themselves, in the disap-
pearance of millions of people without any trace, in geysers of blood spurt-
ing from mass graves, in boiling human fat collecting in incineration pits,
in flames meters high spurting from crematory chimneys, in Zyklon B in-
sertion hatches that are not there, in gassing with diesel motors, which is
unsuited for murder, and so on and so forth. The next thing we will be
asked to believe in are witches riding on broomsticks.

Does not that country and its component judicial system deny someone
the opportunity to communicate his opinion of things connected with the
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Holocaust from the standpoint of his worldview derived from the exact sci-
ences, contrary to Article 5, Section, 1 of its Basic Law?

Finally, does not that country and its component judicial system deny to
every researcher, scientist and teacher his right to conduct an non-predeter-
mined, unrestricted search for the truth and to publish his scientific opin-
ion, contrary to Article 5, Section 3, of its Basic Law?

That country and its component judicial system are inflicting an ongo-
ing injury to the majority of its people, in that it refuses the presentation of
possible mitigating evidence, contrary to Articles 1, 3, 4 and 5 of its Basic
Law.

It would seem to be high time to change this practice so that we can
stop asserting that Germany — together with many others western nations —
is grossly violating human rights. A first step should be to stop banning
scientific books and throwing their authors into prison.

Germar Rudolf, Steinenbronn, May 5, 1995
revised in Chicago, March 20, 2005
and again in Red Lion, March 8, 2016
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Pressac and the German Public

By Germar Rudolf

1. The Claim

1.1. The Media

The Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, the most respected newspaper of the
German-speaking world and one of the most respected newspapers world-
wide, published an article by Joseph Hanimann entitled “Ziffernsprache
des Ungeheuerlichen” (Math Language of the Monstrous) on Oct. 14,
1993, on page 37. In this piece Hanimann reported on the book by French
pharmacist Jean-Claude Pressac published at the end of September 1993 by
the publishing arm of the French National Center of Scientific Research
(Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, CNRS) on the crematories
of Auschwitz, that supposedly sheltered the technology for the mass mur-
der of countless persons, mostly Jews.' Hanimann wrote:

“The book is filled with photographic material and construction plans. It

reads like an engineer’s handbook in which technical data, such as incin-

eration capacity and fuel consumption per corpse coldly document the

whole monstrous thing. |...]

The principal benefit of this publication is that the technical details have

been historically analyzed for the first time.”
The amazed layman learns that the claimed worst crime of human history
has been subjected to a technical-criminological investigation for the first
time 50 years after the fact. Almost every vehicular death and ordinary
murder is routinely investigated by technical and criminological experts as
soon as possible after it is reported. Why the 50 years’ delay here? Hani-
mann himself indicates the answer:

I J.-C. Pressac, Les Crématoires d’Auschwitz. La Machinerie du meurtre de masse, CNRS
Editions, Paris 1993.



26 GERMAR RUDOLF (ED.) - AUSCHWITZ: PLAIN FACTS

“The author, who can think the ice-cold logic of technicians and can speak
the hollow speech of the numbers of race-murder, meets the technicians of
the time and the revisionists of today on their own ground. But at the same
time one gets the impression that someone else in the mirror is writing the
book: Pressac’s earlier teacher, the revisionist Faurisson. In that Pressac
expends his entire power of argument to prove what is clearly true, the re-
ality of the gas chambers, his former doubt seems to linger.”
Apparently there are people who dispute the mass murder in Auschwitz on
technical and scientific grounds. These people must be met with scientific-
technical expertise. Yet again the layman must wonder: Were not the
doubters formerly portrayed as crazies whose arguments need not be taken
seriously? Why do we need to argue with them and bring up such a big gun
as a publication put out by the most prestigious scientific institute of
France? Are the objections of the deniers worthy of discussion? Do their
arguments have substance? In that case, why were they withheld from the
German readership of the reputedly most thorough newspaper in Germany?
Why do we hear about them first through a supposed refutation? Why does
the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung conceal from its readers the views of
the deniers, who after all were the real reason for Pressac’s book? Does not
the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung trust its readers to be able to distin-
guish between true and false argumentation? Are the readers of Frankfur-
ter Allgemeine Zeitung not very bright after all, despite of this newspaper’s
own advertisement quip? Or are the editors afraid that the readers might
discover that those who put the newspaper together are not very bright?
Question upon question...

Apparently readers’ criticisms of this one-sided discussion of the sub-
ject had an effect on Joseph Hanimann, because in his discussion of the
German edition of Pressac’s book,” under the title “Teuflische Details”
(Diabolic Details) on Aug. 16, 1994, (p. 8) we find, in addition to what was
essentially a repeat of what he had already written, the following passages:

“The German Germar Rudolf describes Pressac’s proofs as fraudulent;

Faurisson has himself published a ‘Réponse a Jean-Claude Pressac’ (An-

swer to ...). Out of context, he welcomes what he takes to be Pressac’s

‘concessions’ to the revisionist viewpoint: that the number of victims is less

than that formerly given, that no decision for mass murder was taken at the

Wannsee conference, that Zyklon B was used for combating typhus, that the

crematories of Birkenau were originally planned without gas chambers.

2 Die Krematorien von Auschwitz. Die Technik des Massenmordes, Piper, Miinchen 1994,
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The exiguousness of the objections that Faurisson can raise to Pressac
clearly shows his embarrassment.”

Other reviews evaluated Pressac’s new book similarly. For example, in the
German daily newspaper Die Welt on Sept. 27, 1993, in a piece entitled
“Neue Erkenntnisse iiber Auschwitz” (New Insights about Auschwitz),
Greta Maiello wrote:

“The result is a comprehensive and highly professional study.”

A piece entitled “Die Maschinerie des Todes” (The Machinery of Death),
which appeared in the weekly Welt am Sonntag on Oct. 3, 1993, signed by
“ell,” contained the following:

“[This book...] describes even the tiniest technical details as to how peo-
ple were killed in the concentration camps.”

In “Die Gaskammer-Erbauer von Auschwitz” (The Gas Chamber Builders
of Auschwitz), Peter Hillebrand of the tageszeitung in Berlin said on
March 21, 1994, about the German edition of Pressac’s book:

“By means of technical data he [Pressac] can now confirm the existence
and the operation of the gas chambers. [...] In his book, which will appear
soon in German, he describes with gripping, ice-cold technical detail the
work of the fitters, site engineers and architects. It is just this painful de-
scription of technical detail, revealing changes of plans, fudging and bun-
gling [...] which demonstrates the incomprehensible unscrupulousness of
the builders of these killing facilities.”

Following an interview with Pressac in the piece “Die Technik des Mas-
senmordes” (The Technology of Mass Murder) in Focus, no. 17 (pp.
116ff.) on April 25, 1994, Burkhard Miiller-Ullrich added this commen-
tary:
“What has been missing until now has been proof of the technical method
of mass murder. The revisionists — an international group of private histo-
rians, mostly confessed National Socialists, who deny the crime or want to
‘minimize’ it — attack just this point. [...] Pressac’s merit is that with his
book he has undermined the foundation for any objections of the revision-
ists and Auschwitz-deniers, if there ever was any. [...] Even Nolte did not
know about the conclusive, indisputable refutation with which Pressac dis-
posed of the main point of the Auschwitz-deniers, that a mass gassing of
several thousand people in one day in a single camp was technically im-
possible.”

On April 29, 1994, in the daily newspaper Siiddeutsche Zeitung under the
caption “Die Sprache des Unfaftbaren” (Speech of the Incomprehensible)
Harald Eggebrecht stated:
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“[...] since the brutal resurgence of neo-Nazis and their shameless denial
of the annihilation of the Jews in the gas chambers of Auschwitz, propped
up with pseudoscientific theories that the murder machinery was impossi-
ble on so-called technical grounds, it has appeared necessary to prove
Auschwitz all over again. [...] In this document concerned with the careful
analysis of all documents there are only a few lines in which Pressac grabs
hold of the horror. [...] As said before, this book is not a sensation, this is
no argument from the defense against the attack of the unteachable, the
shameless, the cynics and the relativizers a la Ernst Nolte, assuming that
one should take their arguments and theorization seriously as belonging in
a scientific discussion. Whoever does that is well on the way to believing in
an ‘Auschwitz lie’ and acceptance of the Nazi era as an integrateable peri-
od.”
Manfred Kriener, discussing Pressac’s masterwork under the heading “Die
Technik des Massenmordes” (The Technique of Mass Murder) on June 18,
1994, in the regional daily newspaper Stuttgarter Nachrichten, was equally
forthright:
“Pressac has written on technology, but not a technical book. The shadow
of the piles of corpses and the suffering of the victims are always present.
[...] His books have become part of the material that now make Auschwitz
one of the ‘best documented mass killings of all human history.’ [...] The
hope that Pressac, as a former ‘revisionist,” can persuade his former intel-
lectual comrades to the opposite view is surely illusory. Only the wrong-
headed would read such books. [...] Comprehension of the mass murder
and its practical, technical realization — that is Pressac’s main contribu-
tion.”
This much is clear: The print media present the work of Pressac as a tech-
nically-oriented study on a high scientific plane, which, though not strictly
limited to technical matter, was intended to, and is capable of, refuting the
supposedly pseudo-scientific arguments of the supposedly ignorant and
“neo-Nazi” revisionists and Auschwitz deniers.’

1.2. The Judicial System

The criminal justice system in Germany refuses to allow an accused who is
charged with publicly denying the Holocaust in part or wholly to present

3 Hans-Giinther Richardi deviates from this general line in his article, “Untilgbare Spuren

der Vernichtung,” Siiddeutsche Zeitung, Aug. 13-15, 1994, p. 9, in that he describes
Pressac’s book as “documentation,” by which he may mean that he thinks Pressac’s new
book merely served as a reason for someone to write a general study on Auschwitz.
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any evidence in support of his view. The reason they give for this is sec.
244, para. 3, sentence 2 of the Code of Criminal Procedure, which states
that evidence will not be allowed when a thing is commonly known to be
true. Since the Nuremberg trials of 1946, Germany’s judicial system has
operated on the presumption that the Holocaust is as well-known a fact as
that the earth revolves around the sun. The objection on common
knowledge can be defeated by three things: first, by a discussion within
competent scientific circles; second, if the accused presents new evidence
that is superior to all previously submitted evidence; and third, if evidence
relevant to the issue is already present in the court room. For example, a
technical-scientific expert report would be superior to any previous evi-
dence if only witness testimony and documents had been presented before,
because the latter are inferior in evidentiary power to technical evidence.
Recently, two technical expert reports have been commonly presented
by the defense as evidence for the correctness of the views of their clients,
namely, the Leuchter Report' and the Rudolf expert report.” When these
expert reports were presented in a criminal trial, the court refused to accept
them as evidence, saying that these reports were neither capable of raising
“doubts” “among experts” nor did they constitute new evidence superior to
previously submitted evidence. To quote the Upper Land Court of Celle:*
“The evidence submitted is mainly supported by researches of Diplom
Chemist Rudolph'”! and the so-called ‘Leuchter Report’ of the American
Fred A. Leuchter. [...] As to the discussion of the question in technical cir-
cles, we merely point out that the ‘Leuchter Report’ has been criticized,
and that the French pharmacologist and toxicologist Pressac® as well as
the retired Social Counselor Wegner have produced expert reports that
came to an opposite conclusion. Therefore, there are no facts to prove that
the new research presented has led to a discussion among experts due to
new doubts as to the consensus nor that there is any ground for thinking
the evidence presented is superior to evidence already at hand.”

F.A. Leuchter, An Engineering Report on the alleged Execution Gas Chambers at
Auschwitz, Birkenau and Majdanek, Poland, Samisdat Publishers Ltd., Toronto 1988,
195 pp.; more recent: F.A. Leuchter, R. Faurisson, G. Rudolf, The Leuchter Reports:
Critical Edition, 4th ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2015.

5 R. Kammerer, A. Solms (eds.), Das Rudolf Gutachten, Cromwell Press, London 1993;
Engl.: Germar Rudolf, The Rudolf Report, Theses & Dissertations Press, Chicago 2003;
2nd ed. The Barnes Review, Washington DC, 2011.

¢ Upper District Court Celle, decision of Dec. 13, 1993, ref. 3 Ss 88/93, Monatszeitschrift

fiir Deutsches Recht, 46(6) (1994), p. 608.

Incorrect: the spelling is “Rudolf.”

Incorrect: Pressac is neither a pharmacologist nor a toxicologist, merely a pharmacist.
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Social Counselor Wegner, at the time of the quoted court decision a man of
nearly 90 years of age, had made a fool of himself with his article,” which
did not even approach the standards of a competent technical expert report,
since he was not qualified in chemistry, toxicology, or other technical mat-
ters, and because he had never tried to put his writing in the form required
by the rules and customs of these disciplines.'” He is therefore of no rele-
vance in any discussion in technical circles. Pressac, however, was por-
trayed as the single technical specialist who argued against the revisionists
— even though he had never addressed the arguments in my expert report.
Nevertheless, for the court, Pressac’s works constitute a refutation of revi-
sionist arguments, or are at least a match for them. Pressac is the last reed
to which German justice can cling when they raise the objection “common
knowledge” — for the purpose of suppression of evidence.

1.3. The Historians

Eberhard Jackel, Professor of Contemporary History in Stuttgart, South-
west Germany, is one of the most widely-known European specialists on
the Holocaust. He wrote a review of the German edition of Pressac’s book,
which appeared shortly thereafter, under the heading “Die Maschinerie des
Massenmordes” (The Machinery of Mass Murder), in the German weekly
Die Zeit on March 18, 1994. In the review he said:

“It has angered a few readers that he [Pressac] has described all this with
the unfeeling precision of a heating technician. For every assertion he has
a letter or a quote from the records of the construction office. What is even
more aggravating is that he gives the impression that he is the one who
discovered the evidence. In fact, the method of operation has been known
for a long time, though without the technical details, and moreover it is
questionable whether they were developed in the way he describes. [...] He
has been researching for ten years but he has not become a sound histori-
an. His book is through and through technical, limited to a single mode,
one might say benighted. Nevertheless, it is useful for just that reason. The
usefulness is not so much that there is now a completely irrefutable proof
for the existence of the gas chambers. [...] It is useful that Pressac has re-
futed the anti-Semitic deniers with their own technical arguments. One
waits in suspense to see what they will think of next. But since they are not

% W. Wegner in: U. Backes, E. Jesse, R. Zitelmann (eds.), Die Schatten der Vergangen-

heit, Propylden, Frankfurt/Main 1990, pp. 450ff.
10" See my detailed refutation in G. Rudolf, Auschwitz-Liigen, 2nd ed., Castle Hill Publish-
ers, Uckfield 2012.
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interested in the truth, but only in the seeming justification of their preju-
dices, not even Pressac will convince them. The greatest usefulness of the
book lies in this, that we can now understand the operation in its technical
details.”
Thus the opinion of the Holocaust court historians did not deviate marked-
ly from that of the media. They are of one viewpoint in their evaluation of
Pressac as the technical-scientific wonder weapon against the “evil” revi-
sionists, but there are discrepancies with respect to the evaluation of Pres-
sac’s working methods. Jackel is angry that Pressac pretends that he alone
has discovered the wheel. Indeed, most of the work had already been done
by others, including not only the established historians and hobby-
historians but also by revisionists such as Faurisson — something Jéackel
omitted to mention.
The response from the German official Institute for Contemporary His-
tory when asked to make a comment on my expert report was revealing:''
“The Institute for Contemporary History will make no comment on this ex-
pert report. In our opinion, it is useless to go in detail into the diverse at-
tempts of the revisionist side to dispute the mass gassings in Auschwitz. The
fact of these gassings is obvious and has only recently been reconfirmed by
the records of the construction office of the Waffen SS and police found in
the Moscow archives (see the publication by Jean-Claude Pressac, Les
Crématoires d’Auschwitz. La machinerie du meurtre de masse. — Editions
CNRS, Paris 1993).”
Here again Pressac was brought out as a decisive weapon against the revi-
sionists.

2. The Reality
2.1. The Scientific Basis

Briefly defined, science is any research open to examination by outsiders
and the systematic description of same. Examination by outsiders means
that anyone could undertake the same research through experimentation
based on defined conditions and logical deduction. Also, the source data
that the researcher has relied upon must be publicly available. This means
that conclusions that are based on original documents or on the data of for-
eign scientific research should be identified such that the outsider can re-

' H. Auerbach, Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte, letter of Dec. 21, 1993, to G. Herzogenrath-
Amelung.
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trieve the original documents or the publications of the quoted scientists.
Further, proper scientific procedure requires the inclusion in the research of
at least the most important of the current scientific theories and counter-
theories; there should be a systematic treatment of known works on the
same subject. Also, a scientist should make clear the premises of his re-
search; he should distinguish between facts and opinion and should
acknowledge the limits of his technical competence if this is not clear from
the context of the publication.

Pressac grossly violates many of these principles. R. Faurisson, for ex-
ample, will show below how Pressac’s method of citation cannot be ac-
cepted as scientific. Over and over he constructs sentences with several as-
sertions and then proves the assertions with a document that bears on only
one of them, if at all. Also he frequently mixes his personal, usually un-
founded opinion with statements taken from documents he references
without making clear that he is doing so.

The way Pressac organizes his work also leaves much to be desired,
since he has apparently not taken the trouble to use the documents he has
analyzed to form an overall picture of the Auschwitz camp, which, if he
had done so, might provide a very different picture from the one he pre-
sents. Instead, he sifts through the haystack of documents for this or that
indication of a presumed crime and omits to include possibly exonerating
documents in his investigations.

In Pressac’s work one can find hardly any opposing opinions. Although
he alleges that he will show that the arguments of the revisionists are inva-
lid — and the media, contemporary historians, and judicial officers sing the
same song —, Pressac systematically excludes all facts, sources, views, and
conclusions that put his conception in question. No revisionist work is
named, no revisionist argument is discussed. Since Pressac is invoked be-
cause of the revisionists and against them, this fact alone must be the death
stroke to his work.

Nowhere does Pressac tell us that as a pharmacist he does not have the
requisite technical or historical training nor has he taught himself suffi-
ciently in these areas. With his book and the hubbub, with which the media
responded to it, he created, if only sloppily, the impression that he would
publish definitive results in these technical areas. If he wanted to meet the
requirements adhered to by scientists, he had a duty to make it clear that he
did not possess expert qualifications
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2.2. Technology and Physical Science

One might be tempted to pardon the systematic omission of contrary view-
points if Pressac had been true to the task he set for himself in the title of
his book, which, as we were incessantly reminded by the media, contempo-
rary historians, and judicial officers, was to deliver a technically founded
treatment of the question of the crematories in Auschwitz. Unfortunately,
his work does not contain a reference to any source from a technical publi-
cation. It does not contain the results of a single technical study of his own
or anyone else. Here is an example: With respect to the time it would take
to cremate a corpse in the crematories at Auschwitz, a figure necessary for
the determination of maximum capacity, Pressac’s book does not contain
any calculation or figure based on technical literature. Instead, it contains a
collection of conflicting values in various places throughout the book (1
hr., p. 7; 30-40 min., p. 13; 1 hr. 12 min., p. 15; 15 min., p. 28; 1 hr. 36
min., p. 34; 34-43 min., p. 49; 13 min., p. 72; 29 min., p. 74; 22 min., p.
80)'? For some incomprehensible reason Joseph Hanimann praised J.-C.
Pressac in the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung for his determination of the
capacity of the crematories at Auschwitz...

In this book, C. Mattogno will demonstrate in detail that Pressac fails to
examine critically and mostly even ignores the contradictions on technical
processes that appear in the witness statements and documents — as though
he had not noticed them. Significantly, one notices dry comments from
Pressac that this or that witness has exaggerated and cannot be relied upon,
but there is nothing in his book as to what could be proven to be technical-
ly possible. In this Pressac does not differ from the other historians and
hobby-historians of the credulous Holocaust brotherhood.

2.3. Historiography

Pressac’s book also does not measure up to the requirements made on
works within the discipline of historiography. In that respect it differs little
from the works of others of the same intellectual orientation.

For example, where is the critical evaluation of testimony and docu-
mentation, the alpha and omega of all historiography? As mentioned
above, there is no sign of any critical evaluation of witness testimony. One
looks in vain for any evaluation even of the most important of the 80,000

12" Page numbers of French original.
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documents that Pressac studied. C. Mattogno gives one example of how
necessary critical evaluation is to documents found in the KGB archives.

One cannot necessarily demand of a work that sets out to investigate the
technology of mass murder through study of the crematories of Auschwitz
that it furnish an historical overview of the events in the camps of Ausch-
witz. What one can and must demand, however, is an overview of the
technical and organizational conditions and operations in the camp directly
or indirectly connected with the claimed killing machinery. In this respect
as well, Pressac is blind to technical facts that contradict the picture of a
ghastly, inhumane killing camp: recreation facilities, infirmaries, expen-
sive, ultra-modern sanitary facilities, civilian, non-criminal use of the
crematories, ground water drainage, waste water filtration, biogas reclama-
tion from sewage sludge, industrial labor programs, and so on.

3. The Evaluation

3.1. The Press

When the chief editor of the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung was asked to
explain why they had praised Pressac’s book so uncritically and whether
there was anyone on the editorial staff with a technical or scientific back-
ground who might have recognized the above-mentioned defects of the
book, they declined to answer and referred the inquiry to the responsible
journalist Joseph Hanimann, living in Paris. The latter, when he answered,
stated that it was neither part of his assigned duty nor within his compe-
tence to critically review Pressac’s book, that it was his task to report on
events in France, which included the publishing of Pressac’s book and the
accompanying publicity campaign. In addition, he did not see any reason to
undertake a critical review of Pressac’s book, because to his knowledge no
reputable historian saw any reason to do so."* In German editorial offices
critical journalism does not appear to be called for when court historians
cough. Anxious obedience is a better description of such behavior. Appar-
ently Mr. Hanimann also does not understand that historians are not the
proper respondents for technical or natural scientific questions. One could
not expect an historian to recognize deficiencies in these areas. This sort of
reporting demonstrates the incompetence of the journalists and editors of
the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung on this subject and the fact that our

13" Exchange of letters between Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung/J. Hanimann and G. Ru-
dolf.
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journalists do not do much more than to rewrite uncritically what others of
the same orientation have already written. It is the same with the other re-
viewers, whose similar-sounding phrasing make the rewriting sometimes
patent.

Hanimann’s review of the German edition of Pressac’s book, published
by the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung on Aug. 16, 1994, was a little bit
better. Although his judgment on Pressac’s book was identical with that of
October of the previous year, he at least named two of the leading revision-
ists. By chance, however, he omitted to mention that which he allowed to
Pressac by mentioning his profession (pharmacist): he withheld from the
reader that both revisionists were academics. Whether Hanimann’s belief
that Pressac embarrassed Faurisson is true or not we will leave to the
judgment of our readers. It is strange, however, that Hanimann imputes to
me that I described Pressac’s technical documentation as a forgery. I have
discussed Pressac’s book in a technical paper, in which my judgment is the
same as that expressed here.'"* The word “forgery” does not occur in this
work in connection with Pressac’s documentation. I did mention the for-
gery of the Demjanjuk identity card found in the Moscow archives'” in or-
der to emphasize the necessity of critical evaluation of documents, some-
thing Pressac negligently avoided. However, the Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung did have the fairness to publish a correction by me as a letter to the
editor on Aug. 26, 1994, on p. 8, including a list of the assertions which
were actually made in my expert report.

The Stuttgarter Nachrichten has shown itself more unscrupulous in its
handling of the truth than Hanimann. They embellished their above-
mentioned article with a picture from Pressac’s book of a hot air clothing
disinfestation apparatus in the gypsy camp of Auschwitz-Birkenau'® and
captioned it with these words:

“The Machinery of Mass Murder: The Gas Chambers of Auschwitz.”

14" Germar Rudolf, “Gutachten iiber die Frage der Wissenschaftlichkeit der Biicher Ausch-
witz: Technique and Operation of the Gas Chambers und Les Crématoires d’Auschwitz.
La Machinerie du meurtre der masse von Jean-Claude Pressac,” Jettingen, Jan. 18, 1994,
Engl.: Germar Rudolf, Carlo Mattogno, Auschwitz Lies, 2nd ed. The Barnes Review,
Washington DC, 2011.

Cf. D. Lehner, Du sollst nicht falsch Zeugnis ablegen, Vowinckel, Berg, undated.

J.-C. Pressac, op. cit. (note 2), picture section; also in Pressac, Auschwitz: Technique and
Operations of the Gas Chambers, Beate Klarsfeld Foundation, New York 1989, p. 63,
under the headline “Disinfestation installation of the gypsy camp in sector B.Ile of
Birkenau” and with the original(!) German photo caption “Entwesungsanlage Zigeuner-
lager.”
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“The Machinery of Mass Murder:
The Gas Chambers of Auschwitz”

Falsification of a photograph by mislabeling: the Stuttgart daily newspaper
Stuttgarter Nachrichten (June 18, 1994). This photo actually shows a hot air
disinfestation installation for prisoner’s cloths in the gypsy camp of Birke-
nau. The original caption states “Disinfestation Installation Gypsy Camp”:

éntvefungsaniageligeuner{agee

This suggested to the readers that these hot air disinfestation chambers had
something to do with the killing gas chambers. But this picture appears in
Pressac’s book explicitly and unambiguously labeled as a disinfestation
chamber, thus as harmless equipment for cleaning prisoners’ clothing to
prevent disease and to protect lives. If we are to believe that the responsi-
ble journalist Manfred Kriener made a mistake, we must attribute to him
either illiteracy or partial blindness. My personal opinion is that this is one
of the vilest falsifications and most brazen deceits I have ever encountered.

It is characteristic of the media’s mode of thinking on the revisionists
that, on the one hand, they defame all of them categorically as “Nazis” or
reproach them as apologists for the National Socialist regime. The average
reader is probably influenced by this mostly false imputation, yet it has no
bearing on any technical argument and can only have the effect of divert-
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ing the discussion from the technical area to the political. This politization
of the subject by the media (and also by the court historians and the judi-
cial system) can never contribute to a scientific discussion — it represents
the violation of science.

On the other hand, one constantly comes across media warnings to the
effect that everybody should beware of the danger of revisionist arguments.
On May 19, 1994, the Swiss weekly Weltwoche wrote:

“Hence our warning to all that may come in contact with this propaganda

material that only barely disguises its anti-Semitism: Do not get into a dis-

cussion with a revisionist! Whoever denies the murder of Jews in the gas

chambers of the Nazi regime lies and cannot claim the right to freedom of

opinion, as the Constitutional High Court in Karlsruhe recently decided.”
Here we have it: Because of the potential danger to one’s spiritual con-
tentment due to knowledge of the truth, it is safer to see nothing, hear noth-
ing, say nothing! It is better to warn, threaten, malign, and censor.

I may also point out that a Swiss newspaper refers to a German court
decision as a guideline for Swiss citizens. As if Switzerland were a mere
appendage to Germany.

3.2. Justice

The decision of the Upper District Court of Celle mentioned above refers
explicitly to the works of Werner Wegner and J.-C. Pressac as counter-
expert reports opposed to revisionist works. In fact, an expert report can be
used in a trial as countervailing evidence only when it has been submitted
by one of the parties. It is an error of procedure to deny a motion to submit
evidence on the grounds that there is a paper somewhere that reaches a dif-
ferent conclusion. It is beyond the competence of the court to decide
whether or not the works of Wegner and Pressac are capable of refuting the
arguments of the revisionists. For example, it has never been asserted that
Pressac has refuted my expert report — since my work appeared after Pres-
sac’s books, Pressac could not possibly refute me —, yet since spring 1992 I
have been rejected as an expert witness without any legally permissible
reason given. Whether the responses of the opposing side can refute revi-
sionist arguments is a question for experts in the field to clarify. Above all,
this is an interdisciplinary question whose clarification cannot be accom-
plished by a court of law. It therefore does not belong into a courtroom.

It is a peculiar arrogance to require that there be a public discussion on
revisionist theories as a condition for overcoming the objection of “com-
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mon knowledge,” since anyone who makes revisionist utterances in public
is charged and sentenced without possibility of defense through the invoca-
tion of this very same “common knowledge.” It is the incantation “com-
mon knowledge” which blocks public discussion.

Our judicial system assumes the power to make decisions on scientific
questions, despite gross incompetence, and persecutes scientists of an op-
posite viewpoint with methods that are comparable to those of medieval
witch trials.

3.3. Historians

It is elementary that historians are not qualified to resolve technical issues
or questions of the exact sciences in a competent fashion. It is apparently
less elementary that the foundations of historiography can only be what is
consistent with physical laws, the laws of logic, and with what was techni-
cally possible in the period under investigation. These scientific disciplines
dominate even historiography — even if this is not to the taste of many his-
torians. Technical and physical scientific questions play an overriding role
in the question of the claimed mass murder of Jews during the Third Reich,
because such a gigantic mass murder without trace represents a phenome-
non that needs a technical investigation — quite apart from the critical eval-
uation of so many absurd witness statements that our court historians have
accepted uncritically for decades, as though they were children hanging on
the storyteller’s every word. Even Pressac is critical of this practice:'’

“No, no. One cannot base competent historical writing on witness testimo-

ny alone.”
It is unique that even the supposedly super-competent German Institute for
Contemporary History could do no better in response to my expert report
than to appeal to the common knowledge of the Holocaust, since their
mention of Pressac, who merely interpreted documents and testimony,
completely fails to meet the points made by my technical and natural scien-
tific expert report, and therefore cannot invalidate it. There cannot be much
substance to the arguments or the competence of these “scientists” working
for the Institute for Contemporary History, supposedly among the interna-
tional leaders in the field of Holocaust research.

17 J.-C. Pressac in an interview with Burkhard Miiller-Ullrich, “Die Technik des Mas-
senmordes,” Focus, No. 17, April 25, 1994.
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4. The Freedom of Science

In a decision on Jan. 11, 1994, Germany’s Constitutional High Court stat-
ed:"®

“The protection of the fundamental right to a free science does neither de-

pend on the correctness of its methods or results nor on the soundness of
the argumentation and logical reasoning or the completeness of the points
of view and the evidence lying at the base of a scientific work. Only science
itself can determine what is good or bad science and which results are true
or false. [...] It is not permissible to deny a work to be scientific just be-
cause it has a bias and gaps or because it does not consider opposing
viewpoints adequately. [...] It is removed from the realm of science only if
it fails the claim to be scientific [...] systematically. |...] An indicator of
this can be the systematic neglect of facts, sources, views, and results that
oppose the author’s view.”

In almost all of their works, established historiography ignores the oppos-
ing scientific opinion of the revisionists on the subject of the Holocaust."
This would be understandable if revisionist research were considered so in-
significant and ridiculous that no one need bother with it. However, the
numerous papers in research publications and in the media prove that it is
the theories and methods of the revisionists that determine the questions
and methods of Holocaust research today. In the French philosophical
monthly Les Temps Modernes, edited by Claude Lanzmann, issue for
11/93, under the title “La Catastrophe du Révisionnisme,” Robert Redeker
described the situation as follows:

“Revisionism is not a theory like any other, it is a catastrophe. [...] A ca-

tastrophe is a change of epoch. [...] revisionism marks the end of a myth

[...] it means the end of our myth.”

In the issue for 12/93 he continued these thoughts under the title “Le Ré-

visionnisme invisible”:*!

18 Ref. 1 BVR 434/87, pp. 16f.

19 The only exception worth mentioning until the mid 1990s was Berlin historian Prof. Dr.
Ermnst Nolte’s book Streitpunkte, Propylden, Berlin 1993.

“Le révisionnisme n’est pas une théorie comme les autres, il est une catastrophe. |...]
Une catastrophe est un changement d’époque. [...] Le révisionnisme marque la fin d’'une
mystique [...] il indique le terminus de notre mystique.”

“Loin de signer la défaite des révisionnistes, le livre de M. Pressac Les crématoires
d’Auschwitz. La machinerie du meurtre de masse en consacre le paradoxal triomphe:
les apparents vainqueurs (ceux qui affirment le crime dans son étendue la plus balluci-
nante), sont les défaits, et les apparents perdants (les révisionnistes, confondus avec les
négationnistes) s imposent définitivement. Leur victoire est invisible, mais incontestable.

20

21



40 GERMAR RUDOLF (ED.) - AUSCHWITZ: PLAIN FACTS

“Far from signifying the defeat of the revisionists, Mr. Pressac’s book ‘The
Crematories of Auschwitz. The Technique of Mass Murder’ signifies its
paradoxical triumph: The apparent victors (those who affirm the crime in
its whole horrible extent) are the defeated, and the apparent losers (the re-
visionists and with them the deniers) come out on top. Their victory is in-
visible, but incontestable. [...] The revisionists stand in the center of the
debate, determine the methods, fortify their hegemony.”
Revisionist theories and methods therefore cannot be ignored, but are ob-
viously the principal challenge for the established historiography. There-
fore one must deny that the established Holocaust historiography can claim
to be science, since it disregards the arguments and the publications of the
revisionists. This applies to Pressac’s book especially.

The present book constitutes a systematic documentation of Pressac’s
numerous scientific errors, not to mention his fraudulence. It is a revision-
ist book that is concerned almost exclusively with the opinions of the op-
posing side. It proves all its research and conclusions in detail.

Our judicial system sees the picture reversed: The revisionists, they say,
are not scientific and should be criminally prosecuted because their theo-
ries supposedly offend the Jews. But the court historians, whose method is
provably unscientific, are allowed to play the fool and can potentially of-
fend the German people with their theories, because, by the ruling of the
highest court in Germany the latter are unable to be offended — there is no
“defined group” in that case.

In 1997, the German judicial system decided to haul the authors of the
present book into court and to ban their work, perhaps also because it high-
lighted the fact that with this work the last reed to which the judicial claim
of “common knowledge” clung has been broken.

The public is reminded that only the truth can be a stable foundation on
which peace and understanding between peoples can thrive. Truth can only
be found through free, unhindered scientific discourse and never through a
historical description fixed by penal law.

[...] Les révisionnistes se placent au centre du débat, imposent leur méthode, manifes-
tent leur hégémonie.”
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History by Night or in Fog?
By Serge Thion

“Historian by night,” writes the Paris daily newspaper Le Monde in its
presentation' of the new work of an “amateur” who happens to be a phar-
macist by day. While for the last twelve years revisionists have been re-
proached as being merely “amateurish historians,” suddenly this term is
presented as a quality that guarantees the worth of the new thesis being
promoted by the media as the definitive response to the revisionists. I shall
not be so cruel as to recall that this one joins a long list of “definitive re-
sponses” that have figured on various lists, since the big trials of 1980-
1982, and including masterworks such as Filip Miiller’s Eyewitness
Auschwitz: Three Years in the Gas Chambers,? or Claude Lanzmann’s cin-
ematographic production Shoah.?

Jean-Claude Pressac, the author of the book Les crematoires d’Ausch-
witz (The Crematories of Auschwitz),* has already been presented several
times as the ultimate champion, the man who will finally terminate Profes-
sor Robert Faurisson. He showed up during a colloquium at the Sorbonne
in 1982 that was supposed to have already settled the question. His patron
at that time was the Great Moral Conscience of our age, Pierre Vidal-
Naquet, the White Knight in the struggle against revisionism. Because the
discussion dealt mainly with material and technical questions, which were

This paper first appeared in The Journal of Historical Review, 14(4) (1994), pp. 28-39. The

author, born in 1942, is a social scientist specializing on Indo-China. He got in touch with

politics during the French war in Algeria; ever since he was involved in activities of the an-

ti-colonialistic movement. He has written several books and papers on topics relating to Af-

rica, the Middle East, and Asia.

' Le Monde, Sept. 26-27, 1993, p. 7.

2 Filip Miiller, Eyewitness Auschwitz. Three Years in the Gas Chambers, Stein and Day,
New York 1979.

3 As a book: Claude Lanzmann, Shoah, Pantheon Books, New York 1985. See the follow-

ing reviews of Lanzmann’s movie Shoah: R. Faurisson, Journal of Historical Review,

8(1) (1988), pp. 85-92; Theodore O’Keefe, ibid., pp. 92-95.

Jean-Claude Pressac, Les Crematoires ‘Auschwitz: La Machinerie du meurtre de masse

(The Crematories of Auschwitz: Machinery of Mass Murder) CNRS Editions, Paris

1993, 155 (+ viii) pages. See Robert Faurisson’s paper in this volume.
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way beyond Vidal-Naquet’s competence as a specialist of Greek history,
he had palmed Pressac off onto another archenemy of revisionism, Georges
Wellers, a little-known chemist who happened also to be the editor of the
journal of the Jewish documentation center in Paris.

After a long period of hesitation, Wellers published a paper by Pressac
in his holy and irreproachable journal, Le Monde Juif (July-September
1982). In that paper Pressac developed his theory of “little gassings,”
abandoning altogether the canonical version that had ruled until then. He
replaced it with the view that, of course, gassings had taken place, but on a
smaller scale than previously thought, and that all figures must now be re-
vised downwards. The impact of Pressac’s new theory was negligible.
Other means were needed to make use of Pressac in the struggle against
revisionism. The Klarsfeld clan, with its strong community and media ties,
was ready to intervene.

With their help, Pressac produced an enormous hodgepodge.’ In his re-
search in the Auschwitz archives, he was not able to find any definitive
proof that the Nazis had set up a murder factory there. Instead, he found a
number of circumstantial traces that he thought might lead to some kind of
presumption of extermination. It was couched in language reminiscent of a
weak court case.

His 1989 book, Auschwitz: Technique and Operations of the Gas
Chambers, included hundreds of plans, blueprints, photographs and docu-
ments from the Auschwitz camp’s technical departments, which were, of
course, part of the SS administration. In an effort to make this massive and
disorganized dossier more convincing, the Klarsfelds organized its non-
dissemination. Reports of its existence were considered more effective than
its actual distribution in bookstores. Translated into English (no French-
language edition was ever made available), and published in New York, it
was not publicly sold, and was sent to few of those who ordered it. It was
given merely to “responsible community leaders” and “opinion makers.”
Through its impalpable existence, it was supposed to promote the idea that
there now existed, finally, “The Response” to revisionism.

Revisionists quickly managed to get hold of copies of this work, which
neither Vidal-Naquet nor Klarsfeld obviously had ever read closely. Oth-

5 J.-C. Pressac, Auschwitz: Technique and Operations of the Gas Chambers, Beate Klars-

feld Foundation, New York 1989. Reviews and analysis of this book that have appeared
in the Journal of Historical Review: M. Weber, 10(2) (1990), pp. 231-237; C. Mattogno,
ibid., 10(4) (1990), pp. 461-485; R. Faurisson, ibid., 11(1) (1991), pp. 25-66; ibid., 11(2)
(1991), pp. 133-175; A.R. Butz, ibid., 13(3) (1993), pp. 23-37.
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erwise they would have caught a certain number of oddities and inconsist-
encies that would have caused them to doubt that they had picked the right
horse.

Pressac was trotted out again to battle against Fred Leuchter, the Amer-
ican expert of gas chamber construction who had carried out on-site exam-
inations of, and took wall scrapings from, the supposed gas chambers, and
who concluded that massive and repeated gassings would have been physi-
cally impossible.°

Now we are presented for the fourth time with what the press calls the
definitive argument. This time Pressac has another patron, an official histo-
rian by the name of Frangois Bédarida who has been for quite some time
head of the so-called “Institute of the Modern Age.” He once distinguished
himself by taking part, along with some shadowy political figures, in a
phony academic “jury” that decreed, without reading it, that Henri Roques’
thesis on the “confessions” of Kurt Gerstein’ was completely worthless.
Having thus styled himself a master, Bédarida, whose works on English
history are deservedly almost unknown, also wrote a thin booklet, in the
form of a catechism, about the so-called Holocaust. It has been distributed
free of cost to every history teacher in France in order to provide them with
guidelines on how to stuff their pupils’ heads with sanitized notions about
Second World War events. Emboldened by such mass distribution, Bédari-
da felt brave enough to write an article in Le Monde (July 22-23, 1990) in
which he revised the Auschwitz death toll downwards.® It did not occur to
him to explain why this revision was necessary, or the basis for his view
that not four million, but rather 1.1 million people supposedly died in
Auschwitz. Obviously still not entirely confident of himself, he added that
the archives have still not been explored. He would not elaborate to explain
why 45 years have not been enough time. Here’s where Pressac came in.

Along with a few minor satellites, this luminary of historical thought,
Bédarida, served as Pressac’s patron. This patronage was not negligible,
because Pressac’s second book was published by the National Center for
Scientific Research (CNRS). In order to obtain this prestigious label, the
book was submitted to an ad hoc committee of specialists. There must have

¢ See F.A. Leuchter, R. Faurisson, G. Rudolf, The Leuchter Reports: Critical Edition, 4th
ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2015.

Henri Roques, The Confessions of Kurt Gerstein, Institute for Historical Review, Costa
Mesa, CA, 1989.

See R. Faurisson, “How many deaths at Auschwitz?,” The Revisionist 1(1) (2003), pp.
17-23.
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also been an official evaluation of some kind, which we would be delighted
to read.

What does Pressac’s book really say? It presents incontrovertible evi-
dence that the Germans built crematories. Of course, only journalists be-
lieve, or pretend to believe, that the revisionists deny the existence of the
crematories or of the concentration camps. These concentration camp
crematories are well-known and have been documented since 1945. The is-
sue has been whether they disguised secret facilities for carrying out mass
killing.

Pressac, who combed through tens of thousands of documents left be-
hind by the Auschwitz Zentralbauleitung (Central Construction Office),
states categorically that these installations, as planned from the outset,
show no sign of lethal or homicidal intent whatsoever, and that they were
specifically designed and built to contend with the health problems caused
by a rather high mortality rate in the camps, above all after the beginning
of the war. These problems, he shows, were linked with the raging epidem-
ics that could (and did) wreak havoc not only among the camp inmates, but
also among the Germans in the camps as well as the outside population. In
this context, crematories had no ethical import, but were conceived as fa-
cilities to maintain public health, of the inmates as well as others.

Having carried out a detailed study of the correspondence between the
Auschwitz Central Construction Office and the outside private civilian
firms that contracted for specific jobs, Pressac is able to provide us with a
thorough — and quite tedious — history of the different phases in the con-
struction of the various crematories, including the numerous changes in
plans by the chiefs of the SS construction office. Evidently lacking any-
thing like a long-term perspective, these officials depended closely on their
superiors, who envisioned grand projects without bothering much about the
budgetary and procurement problems that those poor subordinates would
have to solve on the spot.

Among these thousands of documents, where there are no secrets,
where the SS “politicians™ scarcely interfere; documents which after the
war were divided among Germany, Poland, and Moscow; documents that
remained intact at the end of the war, the department head having “neglect-
ed” to destroy them: among all these documents, there is not a single one
that states clearly that these facilities were ever used for mass killing. Not
one.

Pressac offers no explanation whatever of this strange fact. To be sure,
following others, he states that the references found in certain documents
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to “special actions” refer in coded form to the existence of that monstrous
crime. But the documents oblige him also to state “special actions” could
and did designate all sorts of “other,” quite banal activities, and that the
term “special” (in German, “Sonder-") was very widely used in the Ger-
man military and non-military administration during that period.

The great value of Pressac’s work would therefore lie in its almost
complete sifting through of the documents dealing with the construction of
the crematories, the presumed site and instrument of the alleged crime. As
in his previous writings, he picks out “traces” of criminal intent. Many of
these, incidentally, he’s had to leave by the wayside. A number of “traces”
he presented in his 1989 book are conspicuously missing from the 1993
work.

He notes, for example, that the SS wanted to install ventilation systems
in the underground morgues of the crematories. He considers that this
shows an intent to use these rooms for criminal purposes. Pressac is so
convinced of this that he doesn’t even bother to consider alternative expla-
nations that would occur to less prejudiced souls, such as, for example, the
need to disinfest, during typhus epidemics, the morgues with Zyklon B
(used throughout the camp for disinfesting clothes, barracks, and so forth).

He thinks he’s found a criminal “trace” in the fact that a wooden fan
was requested in the ventilating system, because wood is more resistant to
corrosion by hydrocyanic acid than metal. Yet, several days later, the engi-
neer in charge had the wooden fan replaced by a metal one!

Pressac also states that the “definitive proof” of the existence of a hom-
icidal gas chamber in Crematorium II is found in a document dated March
1943 (cited on p. 72, doc. 28), which shows that the Auschwitz services
were looking for gas detectors capable of detecting traces of prussic acid
(hydrocyanic acid). But because he has explained earlier that these services
used “tons” of Zyklon B for disinfestation, this “proof” is not particularly
probative.

Eighty thousand documents. That’s the number Pressac cites in his in-
terview with the Nouvel Observateur.’ These 80,000 documents, which he
says he consulted in a matter of some days in Moscow, concern exclusive-
ly, if I’'m not mistaken, the SS Central Construction Office at Auschwitz.
One office among many others, therefore, but the one that would have been
responsible for designing and constructing the infamous “industrial slaugh-
terhouses.” One might be astonished to learn that such installations are en-

9 Nouvel Observateur, Sept. 30-Oct. 6, 1993, p. 94.
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trusted to the same low-level functionaries who dealt with the barracks, the
bakeries, the road works, and so forth. No secret, no particular precautions
were taken, as these same low-level officials didn’t hesitate to subcontract
with private firms, from which no particular discretion was requested. This
is explained, as Pressac abundantly demonstrates, by the fact that these fa-
cilities were not designed or planned for a lethal purpose, but, quite to the
contrary, as means of local public health control.

It’s very clear: of these 80,000 documents, only a fraction of which
concern the crematories, not a single one deals explicitly with an installa-
tion for killing. Otherwise, this document would have long since been
brandished triumphantly to the public. Until Pressac, one could surmise
that there were hidden or inaccessible archives, harboring such a docu-
ment. But Pressac tells us that these archives (concerning the Auschwitz
construction office) are now complete, and that the chief of this office, evi-
dently believing they contained nothing incriminating, took no measure to
destroy them at the end of the war.

In short, it must be acknowledged that among this mass of documents,
which are supposed to clarify this issue, there are only a few that raise any
suspicion. Where logically we should have found 1,000 or 10,000 incrimi-
nating documents — considering, as Pressac concedes, there was no code
language, that no documents were destroyed, and that everything was done
according to superior orders — one finds only a few minor elements, the in-
terpretation of which remains open.

These “traces” might conceivably support the charge if we could recon-
struct a context in which only one interpretation is possible. Or, if several
interpretations were possible, a historian should discuss the various ones
before choosing his answer. This is not Pressac’s practice. He dares not en-
tertain the possibility of alternative interpretations of the documents. For if
he were to give up calling these “the beginnings of proofs” (indeed, in a
France-Inter radio interview he protested only feebly when a hasty jour-
nalist treated his “beginnings of proofs” as well-established proofs), Pres-
sac would have to concede that all his work had been in vain. He would
have to concede that he had rigorously demonstrated that German officials
and engineers conceived and planned, in a rather disorderly way, cremato-
ry facilities that, as a matter of fact, did not work very well. No. This no
one has ever doubted. He would have to admit that he had spent ten years
of his life pushing on an open door, a door whose plan, conception, and
stages of construction he describes in meticulous detail. What is truly in-



GERMAR RUDOLF (ED.) - AUSCHWITZ: PLAIN FACTS 47

teresting here is precisely that he found nothing obvious, in spite of ex-
haustive research.

What does Pressac do to salvage what he can of the extermination the-
sis? Injections. The basic text of his book, that is, the product of his own
research, is a careful chronicle of the planning and construction of the
crematories. He refers here to the archives. The reference notes provide
sources: they follow each other with abbreviations to archives (abbreviated
as ACM, ARO, AEK, and so forth), according to the key given on page
VIII. However, if one turns to check the reference notes that are grouped
together on pages 97-109 — and disregarding the rare bibliographic refer-
ences or the occasional bits of factual information (“Pohl was Oberzahl-
meister” — Pohl was chief paymaster) — one finds that the series of archival
references is interrupted here by non-archival references, either to the offi-
cial Polish Kalendarium' (or Auschwitz Chronicle — more about this later)
or to the supposed postwar “memoirs” of Auschwitz commandant Hoss.
These non-archival references, we find, are the sources cited by Pressac for
the passages in the main text dealing with homicidal gassings.

For example, on page 34 he abandons the archives to write about a
“first gassing,”"" and, in the same paragraph, he writes of the cremation “in
one or two weeks of intensive work” of 550 to 850 corpses, leading to the
deterioration of a furnace. There exists no obvious or necessary link be-
tween the first “fact,” based on the Kalendarium and Hé6ss, and the second
— a furnace’s deterioration — the factuality of which is established from ar-
chival documents. This link is merely a supposition that is dishonestly pre-
sented here as a fact.

This rigorous scholar then tells us that “it is estimated today that very
few homicidal gassings took place in this crematorium, but they have been
exaggerated because they impressed direct or indirect witnesses.” We
know that Pressac is a poor writer, but just what is an “indirect witness”?
And what does it mean to “exaggerate” a gassing? We need to decode here,
I think. What Pressac means to say in this tortured sentence, I suppose, is
more or less this: sure, there has been a lot of talk about gassings in Crema-
torium I, in the Auschwitz I (main) camp. Genocidal gassings are supposed
to have begun there. However, because the revisionists have pointed out so

10" Danuta Czech, Kalendarium der Ereignisse im Konzentrationslager Auschwitz-Birkenau
1939-1945 Rowohlt, Reinbek 1989; English-language edition: Danuta Czech, Auschwitz
Chronicle, 1939-1945, 1.B. Tauris, London 1991. Danuta Czech was head of the scien-
tific research department of the Auschwitz State Museum in Poland.

1" “De nos jours [...] durée anormale de ce gazage.”



48 GERMAR RUDOLF (ED.) - AUSCHWITZ: PLAIN FACTS

many inconsistencies, Pressac (“it is estimated”) has chosen to give ground
(“they have been exaggerated”), attempting to explain inconsistencies by
claiming that witnesses were “impressed,” even if they were not actually
present, but who nonetheless are regarded as “indirect” witnesses. Not a
single source, not a single document is cited by Pressac to justify this
climb-down.

Pressac knows full well that the “classical” view cannot be defended,
but in order to salvage something of it he must make concessions, without
being able to justify them either. “It is estimated today...,” and presto! —
the trick is done. What follows is of the same nature. He writes (p. 35):

“As gassing forced the total isolation of the area of the crematorium [not a

single witness has ever made such a statement, but this point is a result of

revisionist criticism], and since it was impossible to carry them [gassings]
out while construction was in progress [same comment], it was decided at

the end of April to transfer this sort of activity to Birkenau [ Auschwitz II

camp].”

There is a pure invention, a supposition asserted as a fact by Pressac so that
he can land on his feet and rejoin Establishment history.

The amusing paradox in all this is that Pressac respects the Establish-
ment history only with regard to gassings. As for the rest, he joyously
tramples dogmas underfoot. The famous “Wannsee Conference” of Janu-
ary 20, 1942, which so many thoroughly dedicated historians have desig-
nated as the time and place of the decision to exterminate, is swept aside in
a mere six lines (p. 35). Pressac does what revisionists do: he reads the text
of the Wannsee Conference protocol, which speaks of the evacuation of the
Jews to the East, and says nothing of industrial-scale liquidation. He con-
firms that not a single specific instruction was sent to the Auschwitz Cen-
tral Construction Office as a result of this high-level conference. The fog
surrounding the supposed genocide decision becomes thicker and thicker.

On page 39 we come to the two little farmhouses near Birkenau that are
supposed to have been the next sites of gassing extermination.'? In the
middle of the information culled from the archives, one finds a new injec-
tion from the Kalendarium. On page 41 Pressac reports that Himmler in-
formed Hoss “of the choice of his camp as the center for the massive anni-
hilation of the Jews.” As Pressac himself tells us, Hoss’ account contains
enormous implausibilities and cannot be trusted at all (footnote 132). It’s a
rotten branch, but it’s the only one left for Pressac to cling to, because he’s

12 “Courant mai [...] sans plus de précision.”
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done no research whatsoever in the realm of policy. That’s a job for histo-
rians, and thus one far beyond the abilities of our pharmacist. At the same
time, though, there is a need to suppose that someone, at some time, made
the decision to initiate this vast homicidal enterprise, which was then car-
ried out by low-level functionaries. Himmler might have made the deci-
sion, but because Pressac can’t find anything to support that supposition,
he relies on Hoss’ admittedly dubious account. Better something than noth-
ing.

When Pressac comments on the work of the inmates’ Sonderkommando
teams “dragging the bodies from the gas chambers” (p. 43), the source he
cites (note 141) is once again the Kalendarium. Third injection.

Later, on page 47, Pressac tells us that large quantities of Zyklon B
were deemed necessary to combat the typhus epidemic that raged in the
camp, and that they had been requested from higher authorities on account
of a “special action” — which obviously was to disinfest buildings. (One SS
man was even poisoned, as the previous page confirms.) Further on this
same page, Pressac adds that Central Construction Office officials gave
consideration to building a new crematorium ‘“because of the situation cre-
ated by the ’special actions’” — an obvious reference to the measures taken
in an effort to halt the epidemics. How Pressac manages to conclude from
this information that Auschwitz had been chosen “as the site of [the] mas-
sive annihilation of the Jews” remains a profound intellectual mystery.

Here was an administration that struggled to contain an epidemic that
may have killed 20,000 people (according to Pressac),” which had learned
from higher authorities that the camp would again be considerably expand-
ed (to accommodate tens of thousands of new deportees from the East, who
were considered particularly “lousy”), and which was trying to gather the
weapons to combat typhus: tons of Zyklon B and crematories. (Recall that
at the Bergen-Belsen camp the British were unable to contain the epidemic
that was raging there when they arrived. Some of the most “incriminating”
photographs of horrific scenes from the camps were taken at Bergen-
Belsen when it was under British administration.)

Pressac then launches his own personal theory (p. 47), which only
makes sense if he is attempting to conform to an already established expla-
nation pattern:

“This stupefying cremation facility [nevertheless obviously in strict accord

with the needs dictated by the situation there] could not but attract the at-

tention of the SS officials in Berlin [obviously, since they authorized the
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expenditures] who afterward associated it with the ‘final solution’ of the
Jewish problem.”
This assertion has no basis in the documents found in the archives.

Ever eager to protect his rear, Pressac believes that these “special ac-
tions” (a term that covered anything and everything in the military-
administrative jargon of the period) were used as a pretext to obtain author-
ization from Berlin to construct Crematorium (Krema) III, which he deter-
mines actually had a “public health function.” In using this “special action”
term, then, the sneaky SS men of Auschwitz sought to make Berlin believe
that their crematory requirements were linked to the extermination of the
Jews, whereas in reality they concerned only the real, normal needs of the
camp. This is a good example of Pressac’s acrobatic abilities.

I shall not dwell on the issue of open pit incinerations, which provide
Pressac with an opportunity (p. 58) to severely criticize Hoss’ account, ex-
cept to point out that he invents a figure of 50,000 corpses, burned in two
months, based on a calculation of alleged killings that is derived, without
actually quoting it, from the Kalendarium. Pressac pays no attention to the
100,000 cubic meters of wood (at a minimum) that would have been re-
quired, and of which there seems to be no trace in the archives.

Pressac has himself confessed that he first got involved with Auschwitz
because he wanted to write a novel, several scenes of which would be set
there. We know that many people have had a similar itch. This compelling
urge re-emerges from time to time, for instance on page 65, when he simp-
ly conjures up, out of the blue, relations between the director and the engi-
neers of the Topf company (which built the furnaces for the crematories).
The three following pages — in which Pressac, the suburban pharmacist,
impersonates the terrible SS as they look for ways to rationally organize
gassings — are probably also taken from a novel we’ll never read. The wel-
come details are not derived from the archives, but rather from a testimony
dear to Pressac, that of a person named Tauber (footnote 203).

When he evokes the first alleged gassing in Crematorium (Krema) II —
supposedly the real industrial killing plant — and which was probably fin-
ished in March 1943, Pressac does not cite archival sources, but rather the
secondary source Kalendarium and Tauber’s testimony (pp. 73-74). The
second alleged gassing is also based on the Kalendarium.

There is no point in going on. Pressac’s injection technique is now quite
clear. The reader must keep his eye riveted to the footnotes in order to de-
tect the changes in the story line. All this would be quite acceptable if the
sources used were of comparable value. But for some time now historians
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have learned to refer to Danuta Czech’s official Kalendarium only with the
utmost caution. Of this work, Pressac himself writes (note 107, p. 101):

“Danuta Czech has produced a work that is vulnerable to criticism be-

cause, without explanation, it retains some testimonies while dropping oth-

ers, and because it favors testimonies above documents. This peculiar his-
torical orientation persists in the latest, third, edition, now published in

Polish [...] which makes no room for the Central Construction Office doc-

uments of the Central Archives in Moscow. This greatly lessens the veracity

of this fundamental work, which unfortunately was composed with a vision

a little too skewed in the strained political atmosphere of the 1960’s [in Po-

land]. ”

What Pressac is really trying to say here, God only knows. For many peo-
ple, though, this is a work that comes straight from the Polish govern-
ment’s Auschwitz State Museum, and thus from the exploitation of
Auschwitz by Russian and Polish Stalinism as an instrument to encourage
anti-fascist sentiments in the West during the Cold War. We know well the
real value of the “testimonies” that were mass produced at that time. If
Pressac were really confident of sources of this kind, it would be logical
for him to use them. But he shows the greatest mistrust. Nevertheless, his
account of homicidal gassings comes exclusively from such sources, the
value of which he himself acknowledges to be severely limited. These sto-
ries have already been published a thousand times. It was their internal
weakness that moved Paul Rassinier to criticize them, and launch the
movement now known as Holocaust revisionism.'?> In continuing to use
them, with only slight cosmetic adjustments, Pressac seems to make a fool
of himself.

But the most extraordinary thing about Pressac’s book is the pretense
that it dispenses entirely with testimony to make its case. That is what
Pressac claims to journalists. They swallow this lie because they more easi-
ly trust commentary than the text itself. By burying in the depth of his
footnotes his use of the most hackneyed products of the Polish Stalinist
dossier, Pressac thus appears to respond to the revisionists on their own
ground, that of verifiable fact, as long as one accepts that the physical laws
of nature are as valid today as in 1944-1945.

In chronicling Pressac’s inconsistencies, I have refrained from referring
to Pressac’s earlier writings, comparing them with his most recent book.

13" Engl. see P. Rassinier, Debunking the Genocide Myth, The Noontide Press, Torrance,
CA, 1978; The Holocaust Story and the Lies of Ulysses, 2nd ed., Institute for Historical
Review, New Port Beach 1990.
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But others might be less indulgent and could be naughty enough to point
out variations, reversals, and other shifts of position that such a reading
would obviously disclose.

I shall also spare the reader a crucial facet of the discussion of basic
facts, the capacity of the crematories in terms of their actual output (an ap-
propriate term when speaking of an industrial facility). To be sure, Pressac
clearly realizes that there is a difference between the outputs claimed by
Topf company salesmen and the reality of operation, hampered by break-
downs and design and manufacture flaws. But Pressac goes no further to
establish the actual figures, and when he provides an estimate of 1,000
cremations per day for Kremas II and III, one sees clearly that he takes his
readers for chumps. In the most modern crematory facilities, the limit is
four bodies a day per furnace. In the largest Auschwitz Crematorium,
Krema II (at Birkenau), with its 15 furnaces, one might envision tripling or
even quadrupling the rate. In that case a peak figure of 300 bodies per day
could be attained (but at the risk of wearing out everything very quickly).
Pressac carefully avoids venturing into this technical area. Elsewhere, he
says that the “ideal” figures provided by the SS to Berlin are propaganda
lies, but that they are nevertheless to be trusted (p. 80). In his latest book,
Pressac carefully refrains from citing the figures for coal provisioning of
the crematories, which appeared in his 1989 work.” In the light of those
figures, it is all the more difficult to believe that two or three kilograms of
coal would have been enough to burn a single corpse. If he had found in
Moscow additional invoices to make his estimates less improbable, he cer-
tainly would have let us know about them.

In the main body of his later book, this macabre accounting is only
marginally important. It becomes important only in Appendix Two, “The
Number of Deaths at KL Auschwitz-Birkenau™ (pp. 144-148), where Pres-
sac uses his estimates of cremation capabilities to revise downwards the
numbers given in the “testimonies” found in the Kalendarium, to simply
decree that there were fewer trains, and that they carried fewer persons. He
writes as if the arrival of the trains was pre-determined by the efficiency of
the crematories. This is obviously absurd.

Other discrepancies occur in his calculations that I will pass over here.
Regarding the deportation of Jews from Hungary (about which Rassinier
had already noticed the impossibilities of the estimates of official Polish
sources), Pressac rejects out of hand the estimates of Georges Wellers, tell-
ing us in passing that the Israeli Yad Vashem center holds documents
showing that 50,000 Jewish women from Hungary were transported on-
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wards from Auschwitz to Stutthof, near Gdansk/Danzig. (Because these
Jews had not been registered upon their arrival at Auschwitz, they are nor-
mally considered to have been “gassed.”) Pressac believes that there is a
need for further research. With regard to the number of Polish Jews who
were deported, he mentions “the uncertainties of this question, due to an
absence of documents.”

To return to the question of the Jews deported from Hungary, Pressac
places himself in untenable positions. For example, he accepts the stories
about cremation pits, which have been completely disproved by the aerial
reconnaissance photographs of Auschwitz taken by Allied aircraft at pre-
cisely that period. He does so because it is necessary to increase the theo-
retical cremation capacity in order to account for a theoretical total of
438,000 Hungarian Jews arriving at Auschwitz from Hungary. (This would
have been twice the total population of Auschwitz at that time.) His ab-
stract calculation (p. 148) is that the SS could have annihilated 300,000
persons in 70 days. But this raises a question: where could these 300,000
persons, dead or alive, have been herded or stockpiled during the two
months it would have been necessary to burn them all? And why do we
find no sign of them in the aerial reconnaissance photos?

Pressac arrives at a figure of 630,000 people who were supposedly
gassed at Auschwitz. In the German edition of his book, he reduced this
number further down to 470,000 to 550,000." Suddenly the million vic-
tims of Auschwitz are no million anymore. Several years ago, the Poles
lowered their official figures of Auschwitz “gassing” victims. Raul Hilberg
in the United States, Fran¢ois Bédarida in France, and Yehuda Bauer in Is-
racl have each lowered their figures. Pressac lowers them still further.
Now, just how and why were these figures lowered? Has some new infor-
mation come to light? Not at all. The calculations are being fudged in other
ways. Pressac, who is certainly foxy but also a bit naive, shows how to do
the trick.

Because most of the figures of deportees are merely guesswork esti-
mates, they are subject to change. Wellers “loaded” the rail convoys with
5,000 deportees each. Hilberg disagrees, finding that 5,000 persons per rail
convoy is too many. So he simply says to hell with it, and decides on
2,000. If one calculates on the basis of 120 train convoys, this makes a big
difference (240,000 compared with 600,000). Along comes Pressac, who is
not happy with either of these — not on the basis of rail convoy capacity,

14 J.-C. Pressac, Die Krematorien von Auschwitz. Die Technik des Massenmordes, Piper,
Munich 1994, p. 202.
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but rather crematory capacity. Accordingly, he lowers (pp. 146f.) the figure
of rail convoy capacity to 1,000-1,500. Should he have ever realized that
his estimates of crematory capacities were illusory, and that cremation pits
would have been visible from the air, he would have had to lower them
again. None of these calculators have gone to look in the archives. They’ve
done it off the cuff. Thus, if the figures change, it’s not because the docu-
ments demand it, but rather on the basis of the prevailing fashion and these
calculators’ hunches.

The Reception of Pressac

As has consistently been the case throughout the 15 years that this gas
chamber controversy has been public, the most interesting aspect has been
the behavior of the press. Its role in molding public opinion is crucial. An-
yone who wants a clear understanding of the historical background and
context of the so-called Holocaust must do a great deal of research precise-
ly because the problems have not yet been fully clarified. In this, the jour-
nalists, and the experts whom they quote, are thus in a position to separate
truth from falsehood and, for the public at large, to differentiate between
the Good and the Evil. In two books," I have attempted to chronicle this
media agitation, of which the large-scale worldwide publicity for Pressac’s
book is the latest chapter.

It must be said that the Pressac media campaign has been carried out in
fine style. Pressac, who had been rather quietly working in the shadows, so
to speak, was launched into public awareness as if a public relations expert
had masterminded the operation. L’ Express, a leading French news maga-
zine, was first to open fire, with a cover photo by famous French photogra-
pher Raymond Depardon and a big headline:'®

“Auschwitz: The Truth.”

The classic Orwellian translation of this headline would be: “Auschwitz:
The Lie.”

Soon followed the Nouvel Observateur'” with a weekend at Auschwitz
with Pressac, along with the heavy artillery of the “leading specialists.”

15" Verite historique ou verite politique?, La Vieille Taupe, Paris 1980, 352 pages, and Une
allumette sur la banquise, Le Temps irreparable, Paris 1993, 330 pages.

16 [.’Express, Sept. 23-29, 1993. (Eleven pages of text and photos.)

17" Nouvel Observateur, Sept. 30-Oct. 6, 1993, pp. 88-90, 92, 95-97. By Claude Weill, in-
cluding interviews with J.-C. Pressac, Pierre Vidal-Naquet, Raul Hilberg and Claude
Lanzmann. Eight pages are devoted to this trip, which calls to mind those Mediterranean
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Libération, a Paris daily, joined in with two pages and more photographs
and documents.'® Le Monde, another Paris daily, then appeared with a half-
page article from the pen of Laurent Greilsamer, who has followed the
Faurisson affair in the courts for a long time.'” Then came a barrage of tel-
evision and radio publicity. La Ville-du-Bois, the little town south of Paris
where Pressac sold his drugs, hadn’t known such uproar since the Hundred
Years War in the 14" century.

“A work that will serve as a reference for historians of the whole
world,” said L Express. Thanks to the Soviet archives “the first synthesis
of knowledge of one of the most important events of the 20th century has
been accomplished,” L Express went on to remark. This commentary was
provided by someone named Conan and another chap called Peschanski, a
research fellow who owes obedience to Bédarida.”® The distinguished
commentators affirm that both the decision for and the execution of the
“Judeocide” (a new term that has yet to gain wide acceptance) were
shrouded in “absolute secrecy,” of which we might say that it still hasn’t
been pierced.

But why did the archives lie dormant? “Because an important current of
Jewish memory refused any rational approach to the Final Solution, which
was deemed an ‘unspeakable’ and ‘unthinkable’ event.” One would prefer,
of course, a more straightforward denunciation, naming names and citing
references, but at L 'Express prudence prevails. The idyllic situation at the
archives was disturbed by the “literature of denial,” which set about pick-
ing out the errors “logically numerous in witness testimonies or in the
postwar Soviet texts that made Auschwitz a theme of ideological propa-
ganda.” The fine sleuths at L ’Express haven’t noticed that every single as-
sertion by Pressac regarding homicidal gas chambers is based directly on

cruises in which noted archaeologists act as tour guides. The allusion is quite explicit (p.
92): “Pressac runs through the ruins like an English archaeologist on the site of Ephe-
sus.” The image is revealing: the English were in fact the first, in 1863, to dig at Ephe-
sus. It thus evokes a 19th century context, the beginnings of scientific archeology, the
discovery or rediscovery of the great lost civilizations. Pressac, seen as an eccentric gen-
tleman from an adventure novel, is about to reveal an unknown world for us. Everything
we’ve known until now is made null and void by the triumphal “running” of the discov-
erer, resurrecting the past, and almost re-creating it.

18 Libération, Sept. 24, 1993, pp. 28-29.

19" September 26-27, 1993, p. 7.

20" Denis Peschanski is a research fellow with the Contemporary History Institute of the
CNRS (Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique). Pressac’s Les Crematoires
d’Auschwitz was published under the guidance of Bédarida by the CNRS press. The car-
dinal principle of the world of Parisian literary criticism is well known: “No one is better
served then by oneself — but it shouldn’t show.”
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these very Soviet and Polish texts. But then one can’t demand too much of
journalists. It is Pressac who is supposed to have personally discovered that
“the technological history of the Final Solution still remains to be written.”
It is impossible for a well-bred journalist, as they prefer them at L’ Express,
to recognize that the father of this brilliant “discovery” (in France) is none
other than Professor Robert Faurisson. After all, it wouldn’t do to
acknowledge that from that discovery on, every advance in this area owes
something to him.?'

In his 1989 book — published in New York by the Klarsfelds — Pressac
boasted that, on the basis of his work in the archives in Poland and Germa-
ny (50,000 documents), he was solving the riddle in its entirety. Now, he
says, the 80,000 documents from the Soviets will tell us more. However,
the 1989 work — of 564 large-size pages — was far more comprehensive,
and dealt with many more subjects. Had the journalists done their home-
work, they would have recognized that Pressac’s 1993 book is much more
limited in scope, and is much more circumspect, indeed diffident, in its as-
sertions than the 1989 work.

After having explained the book’s stupefying discovery — that the ad-
ministration administered, that the Central Construction Office made plans
and requested estimates and invoices — the subtle analysts of L ’Express as-
sert that Pressac “found proof of the organization of the killing.” There’s
the trick. Pressac swims in a sea of ambiguities. He does not positively
state that he has found “proofs,” but rather traces, or clues, which are al-
most as good as proof. Journalists can’t afford to indulge in such subtlety,
and Pressac makes no protest against their distortions. As in a child’s
game, he seems to say: “I didn’t say it. He did.” Pressac is always able,
faced with real criticism, to take refuge in this infantile position. These
“proofs,” he writes (p. 82), are “precise indications” that “betray the rules
of secrecy.” This secret is so secret that it may not exist, Pressac himself
having explained that there was no coding in the documents.

In the list of clues magically transformed into proof, the most ridiculous
is not in his book but in what he told the press:*

“In a real morgue, there is a need to use disinfectants, like chlorinated wa-

ter or cresol, but not a product for killing lice.”

The pharmacist who sells drugs to his everyday customers obviously has
no idea of the scale of the problems arising from a full-scale typhus epi-

2l The most basic principles of the history of ideas, as taught at Sorbonne University, have
to be destroyed. Thus is the intellectual honor of Bédarida’s followers.
22 Nouvel Observateur, Sept. 30-Oct. 6, 1993, p. 84.
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demic. The crematories were built to deal with a situation in which 250 to
300 corpses, swarming with disease-bearing lice, were delivered every
day.” Can one imagine heaping them up in the morgues without further
ado? Sending in a team to wash them in chlorinated water, while in all the
other facilities, including the barracks, Zyklon B was used to kill lice?

If these morgues had not been treated in an efficient way, they would
have been great reservoirs of infection — biological bombs. Pressac, with
his bottle of chlorinated water, is a public menace. He should lose his li-
cense as a pharmacist for daring to say such things. Why such an idiotic
remark? To persuade the reader to believe that the morgues would have
been the only place in the camp where the use of Zyklon would not have
been normal. Because the SS knew about chlorinated water,** they had no
need to disinfest the morgues with Zyklon. The logic here is ridiculous.
But this reasoning has a hidden corollary: If the SS had used Zyklon in the
morgues to protect the crematory personnel (themselves included), they
could have done it only once in long periods. Without ventilation, the le-
thal gas would have stagnated. Consequently, they needed a ventilation
system for these semi-underground rooms. This would explain why they
requested the installation of such a system there.

Pressac rightly provides considerable detail about this. But because he
has already concluded in advance — and without the least support from the
130,000 documents available to him — that the very existence of a ventila-
tion system is a “clue” providing evidence of a homicidal plan, he must
discard in advance any possible alternative interpretation. That is why the
two L’Express journalists dutifully accepted, like holy water, this role of
chlorinated water. Holy water for journalistic holy writ.*®

Similarly, the journalists have no problem forgetting about the January
1942 Wannsee Conference. They swallow Pressac’s currently fashionable
view as avidly as they swallowed, five or ten years ago, other authors who
said just the opposite. Nothing else was to be expected. Journalists now
easily accept the notion that, by late May or early June 1942, an anony-
mous “political will,” of unidentified origin, “found [by some kind of
chance] in the technical innovations [although, says Pressac, the furnace
technique is quite elementary and somewhat archaic] implemented at

23 Information from the Auschwitz camp death registry volumes (Sterbebiicher), for the pe-
riod of the epidemics. See: J.-C. Pressac, op. cit. (note 4), p. 145.

24 Where, among the 130,000 documents, are the invoices for chlorinated water?

25 One has heard about the famous powder chambers of Mr. Kahn. Now we get a chlorine
water guarantee from Pressac.
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Auschwitz (thanks to engineer Priifer) the means for an industrial-scale ex-
termination.” To put it in a nutshell, thanks to this obscure little engineer, a
salesman of cremation furnaces who receives a percentage cut from sales
he makes for Topf company, the highest-level officials of Nazi Germany
(who? Himmler himself?) would have said to themselves: “What a wind-
fall! Hurray for Priifer! Now we can really kill Jews!” Without wishing to
seem overly critical, it is difficult to believe that a “genocide” of that al-
leged magnitude could have been decided in such a manner. For journalists
turned historians, though, this latest revelation is as much revealed truth as
the old one, and an act of faith costs nothing.

In the same way, these journalists have no trouble accepting without a
murmur the numerical hocus-pocus that Pressac presents as “calculations.”
Without knowing why, we come down from 5.5 million deaths at Ausch-
witz (the Soviet figure in 1945) to 800,000. The L ’Express journalists even
predict that these figures, as well as estimates of deaths in the other camps
and in the ghettos will be similarly revised downward in the future. It ap-
pears to be a general trend, and readers should be ready for it. (Do they al-
ready have new figures in mind?) But, basically, none of this is very im-
portant, they add in closing, because “the nature of the Final Solution re-
mains unchanged.” Personally, I take the view that only religious dogmas
never change. (And sometimes even they change.)

L’Express also published an article by Bédarida, sponsor of Pressac’s
work. The bédarida is a little known species of squid. It swims in the cul-
tural soup and propels itself rapidly toward all directors’ chairs, to which it
adheres with strong suckers. Always on the defensive, it emits jets of ink to
cloud its surroundings. Author of a thin but definitive booklet on “the Nazi
Extermination Policy,” Bédarida courageously acknowledged that he did
not have “all the necessary knowledge” on this subject. He sees in Pressac
a case of biological mutation (he “transformed himself into a historian™),
and believes that this pharmacist has become “an incontestable, if not
unique, expert.” Contested he i1s, however, and not only by revisionists.
Unique, perhaps, if one considers only Establishment history, produced by
all sorts of bédarida squids, and the effects of the anti-revisionist laws.
When he adds that Pressac has subjected the documents to a “pitiless cri-
tique,” he looks like a fool to the astute reader. He regards as “terrifying” a
work devoted to the study of construction plans, ventilation problems,
overheating and other matters that are the daily concern of every civil en-
gineer. This characterization seems to me to show, among the squid, a ten-
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dency toward bombast. When he adds the words “an irrefutable terrifying
work,” he is hallucinating. There are answers. Bad luck for the squids.

How is it possible, asks the sucker,”® that no one had looked into these
questions before this? He could have told the plain truth: that it’s because
nobody knew how to respond to Professor Faurisson. (For years it was
fashionable to say that he didn’t even deserve a response.) No, Bédarida
prefers to claim that in those days people instead emphasized the “perpetra-
tors and the victims.” And how to justify this late date — 15 years after
Faurisson raised the matter? Bédarida’s explanation — the opening of the
Moscow archives — is pure eyewash. Pressac’s wretched hodgepodge that
supposedly “settled everything” was published in 1989 — before the open-
ing of the Moscow archives. The only new thing culled from the 80,000
documents found in Moscow is the story of an apparatus produced by the
Siemens company to kill lice with short waves. It seems that some experi-
mental use was made of this machine at Auschwitz near the end of the
war.”” This was new for Pressac and for most of us. Should this machine be
added to the long list of mythical industrial-scale installations, including
the Jewish soap factories, the electrified swimming pools, the vacuum and
steam chambers, the heated iron plates, the trains of quicklime cars, and so
forth, which, although described in numerous and precise testimonies, have
sunk into oblivion from whence they could be revived only through the
immense talent of a Claude Lanzmann? Because it does not seem that this
Siemens machine could kill people, it’s been ignored. This is the big novel-
ty from Moscow, suppressed for 45 years by the KGB!

In 1979 I rhetorically asked “how” before “why.”?* In 1993 the squid is
still looking for “how and why.” It’s not historical research work that has
made real progress in those years, but rather that a number of obstacles
meant to prevent such research have been removed. The road is still not
clear, but one day it certainly will be.

Journalist Claude Weill must have access to secret information because
in the Nouvel Observateur he writes “that the existence of the gas cham-
bers and the reality of the Jewish extermination policy have been over-
whelmingly demonstrated. The evidence is available to anyone who can
read and who is willing to open his eyes.” I pray Mr. Weill to open my

26 Presently glued to the chair of Secretary General of the International Committee of His-
torical Sciences.

27 J.-C. Pressac, Les Crematoires d’Auschwitz (1993), pp. 83 ff.

28 In “Le Comment du Pourquoi,” 1979, which was included as the first part of Verite his-
torique ou verite politique?, op. cit (note 15).
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eyes, to make this evidence public so that Mr. Pressac’s labors would be-
come quite useless and thereby permitting him to concentrate on his work
as a druggist.

Weill tells his own little story. He visits Auschwitz where he follows
Pressac around, listening to his technical arguments. But after a while, he
breaks down. These discussions are odious, and he asks Pressac to get to
the point. The learned pharmacist responds: those who refuse to do schol-
arly and technical work “are making Faurisson’s bed for him.” This throws
the journalist for a loop. Overwhelmed, he sadly faces the fact that history
will win in the end, that the good times are over, and that “the Shoah will
not escape the historians’ cruel scrutiny.” I didn’t know that historians
have a cruel look. Cruel for whom? This sentence says a lot, I think. But
then the journalist can be pretty cruel himself: he cites figures of total
deaths at Auschwitz provided by several earlier authorities, and crudely
calls them “lies.” The Pope, Willy Brandt, and many other important visi-
tors to Auschwitz have bowed down before the memorial plaque there
bearing these “lies.” Considering how these official figures were arrived at,
there’s no reason why the latest figures supplied by Pressac won’t one day
also be called “lies.”

In concluding his article, Weill expresses some skepticism. He finds
some of Pressac’s conclusions “hasty,” the throwing overboard of the
Wannsee Conference “not entirely convincing,” the lowering of the num-
ber of victims “a bit imprudent.” Pressac “has not closed the debate.”

Not being fully convinced, this journalist needs to cover himself. So the
Grand Masters of the Official Truth are permitted to speak. The first is
Pierre Vidal-Naquet, who introduced Pressac to the Establishment. The
first thing he shows us is that, as usual, he can’t read: Vidal-Naquet be-
lieves that the “point” made by Pressac about the precise date of the “first
gassings” is derived from the Moscow archives. This is clearly wrong.*’
This “point™ is actually the result of an argument typical of Pressac: he sees
in the archives records that the buildings were not usually completed by the
dates given by “authorities” (based on “memory”). Pressac then searches
for the dates on which construction of the crematories were completed,

2% In an unforgettable article, published in 1980, Vidal-Naquet explained that because
Faurisson had written something (supposedly) faux (false), he was a faussaire (falsifyer).
This may be found in Vidal-Naquet’s book, Assassins of Memory: Essays on the Denial
of the Holocaust (Columbia University Press, 1992). I dismantled this stupid pun and the
poor arguments of Vidal-Naquet in Une Allumette sur la banquise (Le Temps irrepara-
ble, 1993). Assassins of Memory was reviewed by Mark Weber, Journal of Historical
Review, 13(6) (1993), pp. 36-39 (www.ihr.org/jhr/v13/v13n6p36 Weber.html).
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then refers back to the Kalendarium (which is also largely based on
“memory,” and which even Pressac himself calls dubious) to determine
what gassings took place that day. Evidently the Moscow archives make no
mention of any homicidal gassings. As for Pressac’s calculations, Vidal-
Naquet finds them a bit hasty, too much based on assumption, it’s “not so
simple,” “probably.” The man who earned the Legion d’Honneur by dint of
his anti-revisionist efforts prefers Hilberg’s figures, which he calls “rather
solid.” Vidal-Naquet hesitates more than usual. He seems to be having sec-
ond thoughts about his wisdom in launching Pressac, who has become the
satellite of others and who threatens to crash land.

Then comes Raul Hilberg. After being grilled on the stand during the
first Ziindel trial at Toronto, in 1985, this professor of political science has
learned to be more cautious.’® He laments that Pressac isn’t really a histori-
an, that his is not the “the last word on the subject.” He complains that
“important research is still necessary,” that “considerable research is still
needed,” that “the German sources should be studied further,” and that
there is still a lot of work to do. One wonders what this fellow’s been up to
since he began his study of this subject in 1948.

But Hilberg says something very embarrassing: an extermination order
by Hitler has already been missing; now an extermination order by Himm-
ler is likewise nowhere to be found. Hoss and Himmler did not even meet
“during the crucial period.” What now? Is it Hoss who decided everything
by himself? Or was he in the dark as well? An extermination order by Hoss
to his subordinates cannot be found either. Another mystery. Perhaps we
should ask Vidal-Naquet.

But the best, as usual, comes from Claude Lanzmann. He’s a raw fun-
damentalist, dazed, totally inaccessible to the least reasoning, but with an
animal’s intuition. He showed this intuition in making the movie Shoah, in
which he abandoned all (or nearly all) reference to the documents. He
knows the documents. He doesn’t know what they really mean, but he has
a photographic memory and rightly says that all the documents cited by
Pressac were already known. Lanzmann defends his work as a movie mak-
er in almost Celinian terms: art should create emotions, nothing else. (“I
prefer the tears of the Treblinka barber to Pressac’s document on the gas
detectors”). Lanzmann is very modern; he likes to hit below the belt, cry-
ing to avoid thinking, toying with the macabre. Pressac’s material “drives

30" Although the media routinely calls Hilberg a “historian,” that is not his profession. He,
too, is another “amateur.”
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out emotion, suffering, death,” he says. Lanzmann tramples on Vidal-
Naquet, who licked his boots for years:
“The sad thing is that a historian, his being doubtless threatened by the
truth, the force, the evidence of the testimonies, does not hesitate to en-
dorse this perversity [Pressac’s book]. A historian abdicates before a
pharmacist [...]"”
Lanzmann smelled a rat in Pressac. He understands much better than the
media and academic crowd, which rushed to embrace Pressac in the hope
of finishing off revisionism, that
“Faurisson is the only one this convert wants to talk to. To be listened to by
him [Faurisson], he [Pressac]| must speak his language, make his thought
processes his own, accept his method, produce the crucial evidence, the ul-
tima ratio, that will convince his former master. [...] In order to refute the
revisionists’ arguments, one must give them legitimacy, and they thus be-
came the central point of reference. The revisionists occupy the whole ter-
rain.”
The poor man is right. He must feel quite lonely with his useless reels. He
had to first delay, and then completely reorganize his movie because of
Faurisson’s work. In fact the terrain is not occupied by the revisionists —
who are persecuted everywhere — but by the remnants of an imploded be-
lief. Lanzmann, late in life, has become the epic poet, the cantor, of this be-
lief. It’s not just the revisionists’ questions that caused the implosion. Time
destroys myths: fugit irreparabile tempus, irreparable time flies. Because
modern times require modern myths. Lanzmann is turning into dust. Soon
nothing more will be left of him than a shroud worn out by the wind. Each
year Jack Lang’' will lay down flowers at the spot where it was found.
The Libération article is quite cautious. The journalist who wrote it —
Philippe Rochette — sticks to Vidal-Naquet’s 1979 phrase:**
“It [gas chamber killing] was technically possible because it occurred.”

The author of that phrase has been having regrets.”® The Libération jour-
nalist effortlessly swallows the fantastic element of Pressac’s book: the

31" For 10 year minister for culture in France’s socialist government.

32 This phrase appears in the 1979 declaration co-authored by Pierre Vidal-Naquet and Le-
on Poliakov, which was signed by 34 scholars. It is quoted in the foreword to Assassins
of Memory (p. xiv), and in L.A. Rollins, “The Holocaust As Sacred Cow,” The Journal
of Historical Review, 4(1) (1983), pp. 29-41, here p. 35; Robert Faurisson, “Revisionism
On Trial: Developments in France, 1979-1983,,” ibid., 6(2) (1985), pp. 133-181, here pp.
166f.; and M. Weber, op. cit. (note 29), p. 38.
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technicians, the foremen of the private firms who took part in the construc-
tion of the crematories, “saw.” It is an interesting use of the word. “They
saw.” These two words say it all: the entire story and its refutation. But it’s
pure speculation. Nothing in the documents indicates that “they saw” any-
thing implied by this lapidary formulation. In his interview with Libéra-
tion, Pressac is less than hinting broadly when he says calmly:

“I was close to Faurisson, who trained me rather well in deniers’ theory in

the late 70s.”

And, further on, he returns to one of the most amusing arguments in his
book: the only members of the Central Construction Office who were ever
tried, Dejaco and Ertl, in Austria in 1972, were acquitted because (he says)
the Austrian judges couldn’t read a blueprint or a technical description.
Nevertheless, the court had access to documents from the Moscow ar-
chives. The Austrians, therefore, were cretins who awaited, without know-
ing it, the light emanating from Pressac’s pharmacy. But it seems that Pres-
sac himself did not inquire into the trial of Priifer, the Topf company engi-
neer who designed the cremation furnaces, which took place before a Sovi-
et court in April 1948. The transcripts of the Priifer interrogations must cer-
tainly be somewhere in the Russian archives. The Soviets of 1948, doubt-
less as stupid as the Austrians in 1972, did not believe that Priifer was the
prime mover of extermination (as Pressac argues). Well then, whose turn is
it to go to the Moscow archives now?

I have kept the article in Le Monde for dessert.** Its author, Laurent
Greilsamer, has long followed the judicial saga of Professor Faurisson, to-
ward whom he has always shown the same hatred. That’s why it’s amusing
to note that he praises Pressac exactly for what he found so blameworthy in
Faurisson: for being an amateur historian, for starting with an examination
of the weapon used in the crime, for being a pioneer, for being curious
about everything, and for deliberately turning his back on the survivor tes-
timonies to interest himself in the ruins and the documents. “Elementary,”
he says. This “elementary” weighs several tons of court papers! But there
1s more. Pressac’s conclusions, writes Greilsamer, “revise, in the noble
meaning of the term, that which the community of historians believed was
established.” How beautifully inspired is this revision “in the noble mean-

33 Regarding this phrase, Vidal-Naquet wrote, for example, in the review L 'Histoire (June
1992, p. 51): “We were certainly wrong, at least in the form, even if the basis of our in-
terrogation was justified.” In fact, there never was any interrogation.

3% Le Monde, Sept. 26-27, 1993, p. 7.
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ing of the term”! No camouflage, no coded language, everyone under-
stands, we are in full clarity.

Why then, this journalist wonders with hypocritical anguish, hadn’t an-
yone said these things earlier? “Fear of provoking a scandal,” he writes.
Pressac adds:

“Because people weren’t mature enough. The subject was too sensitive and

the Berlin Wall hadn’t yet come down. Don’t forget that the history of

Auschwitz was written in Poland by the Communists and that, even in

France, the Gayssot law forbids free expression.”

Revisions therefore had to be administered “in homeopathic doses.” We
have seen that Dr. Pressac, however, has used the opposite technique: a
large dose of revision, coupled with intravenous injections of the Polish
Kalendarium to sedate memory sufferings caused by amputation of illu-
sions. The journalist is not sufficiently alert to ask what Pressac would
write if there were no Gayssot law.

Pressac is happy to talk to Le Monde. An amateur, he can easily dismiss
the intellectual establishment:

“The researchers have kept quiet in order to hold onto their precious posi-

tions. There has been cowardice in the universities, and the revisionists

have taken advantage of this for denial. Personally, I am doing the basic
work. Anyone with common sense could do it.”
I love it. He is more careful with the false “eyewitness” testimonies:

“We shouldn’t say they lied. We must take into account a factor of personal

emotionalism.”
This is outrageous. Pressac knew full well that there have been deliberate,
organized, profitable lies, which have nothing to do with “factors of per-
sonal emotionalism” (which may exist, surely, as in every testimony of
whatever nature).

Lanzmann is right. Without Faurisson, there would be no Pressac. Pres-
sac 1s 90 percent Faurisson, with the rest coming from easily identifiable

35 Gayssot was a Communist member of the French parliament. The “Fabius-Gayssot* law
of July 1990 forbids “contesting the crimes against humanity” as defined by the Nurem-
berg Tribunal, and specifies heavy fines and jail terms for violators. The law was passed
as a trade-off between the Communists and the Socialists, to obtain continued support
from the Communists in parliament for the Rocard government. I don’t know whether
this critical review violates the Gayssot law, but it’s clear that Pressac’s book (and thus
all the press accounts of it as well) infringes the law seriously. (For more about this law,
and the legal assault in France against Holocaust revisionists, see Mark Weber, “French
court orders heavy penalties against Faurisson for Holocaust views,” Journal of Histori-
cal Review, 13(2) (1993), pp. 26-28.)



GERMAR RUDOLF (ED.) - AUSCHWITZ: PLAIN FACTS 65

and discredited sources. The media simply falls into line. One wonders
who’s more hypocritical: Pressac, who half saws away, in his notes from
Hoss and the Kalendarium, the branch on which he’s sitting, or the journal-
ists, who accept with joy and recognition from Pressac everything they re-
jected when it came from Faurisson?

There is, perhaps, a way out of this tangle. It is indicated in a remark by
Bédarida (in L’Express). He says that Pressac was first attracted to revi-
sionism but later refused to follow this group “on the road of denial.” On
the other hand, the Italian writer Umberto Eco said to Le Monde that revi-
sionism is all right, that it’s natural; it is possible to calmly discuss the
documents, but one mustn’t fall into “denial,” which, he says, consists of
denying that anything bad was done to the Jews during the Second World
War.

I wonder if a new line is being drawn here. It makes a distinction be-
tween, on the one hand, revisionism, once again beautiful and good, exem-
plified by Pressac and his patrons and followers, who are obliged to adopt
the revisionist method because it is the normal method of historical re-
search, and, on the other hand, “denial,” banished to the outer limits of ta-
boo, including those who doubt the gas chambers, as well as (non-existent)
deniers of the concentration camps, the rail deportations, and so forth. The
consequence of this new view would be that revisionism, recognized at
last, would demonstrate (in the style of Pressac, that is, with the help of
“bavures” = blunders, bloopers) the existence of homicidal gas chambers,
but in a way that they would lose their diabolical character. The death fig-
ures could be dropped much lower without infringing the nature of the
Shoah. Faurisson and his associates would lose the use of their rational ar-
mament, captured by their enemies, and would be banished to the void by
the Gayssot law. This might offer the best opportunity for the restored
squids to pursue and enhance their brilliant careers.
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Reply to Jean-Claude Pressac
on the Problem of the Gas Chambers

By Robert Faurisson

Note to the Reader

Jean-Claude Pressac’s book Les Crématoires d’Auschwitz. La Machinerie
du meurtre de masse (The Crematories of Auschwitz. The Machinery of
Mass Murder), to which the present work is a reply, unquestionably falls
foul of the Fabius-Gayssot Act as formulated in the French penal code, and
especially as it has been applied by the judges of the 17" chamber of the
Paris criminal court and those of the 11" chamber of the court of appeal,
along with their colleagues in Caen, Fontainebleau, Amiens, Nice and
elsewhere. Although not bound to do so by statute, they have punished the
expression of the slightest suggestions, reservations, or leanings denoting
the possible existence of a revisionist heresy with respect to the dogmas
decreed in 1945-1946 by the judges at Nuremberg.

In Pressac’s brief introduction alone (p. 1-2) there are four grounds for
conviction.

Dr. Faurisson states or lets it be understood that at the Nuremberg trial
the judges failed to obtain “unambiguous technical information on the ma-
chinery of mass murder”; that their understanding of the facts was “hardly
sufficient”; that their reconstruction of the history of the genocide and the
homicidal gas chambers was not “free of oral or written testimonies, which
are always fallible,” and that, to take only one example, the date they had
ascribed to the “launching of the industrial phase of the ‘Final Solution’”
was so far off the mark that today it ought to be set one year later. A hun-
dred other grounds for conviction could be picked out from the two hun-
dred or so pages of his book. The statements he has made to the media can

First published as Réponse a Jean-Claude Pressac sur le probleme des chambres a gaz, dif-
fusion RHR, BP 122, 92704 Colombes Cedex, 1994, 96 pp.
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only aggravate his case (cf. especially the article by Laurent Greilsamer in
Le Monde, September 26/27, 1993).

If Pressac completely escapes prosecution under the Fabius-Gayssot
Act or any other law, the same should go for those who respond to him on
the same ground. On the other hand, if the latter are prosecuted, then Pres-
sac should also be brought before the 17" chamber of the Paris criminal
court, together with the officials of the CNRS (Centre National de la Re-
cherche Scientifique) who have published his book, independently of any
extinctive prescription governing procedure.

Foreword

Just who are the revisionists? And what do they say?

There has been talk of them since the late 1970s. Yet, to all intents and
purposes, they are never seen or heard, and their arguments, if they have
any, are always presented by their adversaries, if at all. Their writings can-
not be read. The law forbids it. They are convicted, physically attacked,
imprisoned. Why?

A special law has been made against them: the Fabius-Gayssot Act.
Another law against them is being drafted: the Méhaignerie-Pasqua-
Goldenberg Act.

At the same time, they are said to be dead, dead and buried!

In his recent work, Les Crématoires d’Auschwitz. La Machinerie du
meurtre de masse, the pharmacist Jean-Claude Pressac gives a response to
the leader of the revisionists in France, which is to say, Professor Robert
Faurisson, whom he never mentions but to whom he refers indirectly — a
response that is at once new, scientific and definitive. At any rate, such is
the claim of a deafening media campaign that has just developed through-
out the Western world.

J.-C. Pressac presents himself as a careful researcher striving for perfec-
tion. Before the media, he affects the coolness and calm of the man of sci-
ence coming to grips with the “problem of the gas chambers” of Ausch-
witz. As for his book, it is teeming with technical data — at least, so it ap-
pears.

Robert Faurisson had to reply to such a book. He knows its author, who
approached him in the early 1980s and confided in him concerning his
doubts about the existence of gas chambers at Auschwitz. J.-C. Pressac
went so far as to offer his services for research. His offer was taken up on a
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trial basis. Then he was dismissed by the professor for his inaptitude for
scientific study, his difficulty in expressing himself, “his confused mental
state, his panicky fears, his horror of clarity and of forthright stances.”’

No newspaper has contacted Robert Faurisson to ask him his opinion of
a book that, according to the journalists’ own announcements, wipes out,
apparently, so many years’ worth of research. Could it be that the journal-
ists know or suspect that there is actually nothing new in the substance of
J.-C. Pressac’s book, that it is scientific in appearance only and that, at bot-
tom, yet another author has yet again demonstrated the soundness of the
revisionist position without wishing to do so?

In late 1978 and early 1979, the time when Le Monde published the
views of Professor Robert Faurisson on the “rumor of Auschwitz” or the
“problem of the gas chambers” (the latter expression was coined by Olga
Wormser-Migot, a historian of Jewish origin), a powerful media counter-
offensive wanted the public to understand that revisionism had been nipped
in the bud. In June 1982, an international symposium at the Sorbonne, an-
nounced in the press with fanfare, was, apparently, to confirm the death of
historical revisionism. A number of other such gatherings held in the fol-
lowing years, in France and abroad (particularly the one at Oxford in 1988,
organized on a grand scale by the late press magnate Robert Maxwell),
spread the news of sensational documents or arguments capable of burying
the phenomenon of revisionism for good. In 1986 the “affair of the Nantes
doctoral thesis” burst open in France, then all over a certain part of the
world. Henri Roques, the author of the thesis, found himself pilloried: he
was stripped of his doctorate and we, the public, were assured that his text
would vanish into the oblivion of history. In 1990 there was another media
mobilization, this time with the purpose of laying to rest the University of
Lyon researcher Bernard Notin. Some highly publicized trials in Lyon, Is-
rael, Germany, Austria, and Canada took up where the supposed victories
over revisionists, each one always more definitive than the rest, had left
off; moreover, the fact that their voices were nowhere to be heard doubtless
proved that the revisionists were dead, really dead. Anti-revisionist writ-
ings were brought out with great fanfare at frequent intervals: such had
been the case, in 1980, with Filip Miiller’s Trois ans dans une chambre a
gaz d’Auschwitz; in 1980,> with Georges Wellers’s, Les Chambres a gaz

1
2

Cf. Revue d’histoire révisionniste no. 3, November 1990/January 1991, p. 130.
Pygmalion, Paris 1980; Engl.: Evewitness Auschwitz. Three Years in the Gas Chambers,
Stein and Day, New York 1979
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ont existé,’ and, in 1984, with the book by Eugen Kogon, Hermann Lang-
bein, Adalbert Riickerl and twenty-one other authors, Les Chambres a gaz,
secret d’état.* Every year there were new Holocaust museums, exhibitions,
films like Holocaust or Shoah, documentaries and spectacles to show the
defeat inflicted on the revisionists.

The book by J.-C. Pressac merely takes its place in that recurring series
of theatrical stagings.

But one must give him credit: unintentionally, J.-C. Pressac has at a
stroke lifted the prohibitions that weighed on free historical research. His
book constitutes, in effect, a challenge to the Fabius-Gayssot Act, a law of
which he states that it “prohibits free expression” in historical matters, but
which he, for his part, violates at will.” And so the way is open...

In May 1992 the Revue d’Histoire Révisionniste (RHR) was compelled
to suspend publication after its sixth issue, and book publishing has never
been its vocation. Therefore it cannot publish this Réponse a Jean-Claude
Pressac either as a series of articles or a book. But it has assumed the task
of distributing it. For two years, Robert Faurisson was the scientific advisor
of our review, to which he personally gave numerous contributions in the
form of articles or studies bearing his signature. Despite the measures tak-
en against us by Interior Minister Pierre Joxe (order of July 2, 1990), and
despite the rigours of the Fabius-Gayssot Act instituting the offence of his-
torical revisionism (“disputing the existence of crimes against humanity”
such as those punished by the Nuremberg tribunal), the RHR had thus pro-
vided a forum for the outlaw.

Fifteen years ago, Faurisson publicly took the initiative — and he was
the first to do so — of placing the “problem of the gas chambers” on a mate-
rial and scientific plane. For a long time his daring appeared sacrilegious.
At present, the revisionists’ opponents are compelled to come forth on the
field where Faurisson hoped to see them engage. It is normal that someone
should be able to rebut the recent work of J.-C. Pressac, which styles itself
as essentially technical, with a response that is essentially technical. As
will be seen, Professor Faurisson — whose specialty is officially known as
“criticism of texts and documents (literature, history, media)” — has done
just that.

Georges Wellers, Les Chambres a gaz ont existé, Gallimard, Paris 1981.

Editions de Minuit, Paris 1984. Engl.: Eugen Kogon, Hermann Langbein, Adalbert
Riickerl et al. (eds.), Nazi Mass Murder, Yale, New Haven 1993.

> Le Monde, September 26/27, 1993.
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Thanks to Faurisson’s analysis, this Réponse a Jean-Claude Pressac
constitutes a discourse on the method to follow in examining a historical
problem, and illustrates how, with the help of the media, false science —
represented here by the pharmacist J.-C. Pressac — can create false sem-
blances. It allows us, at the end of 1993, to take stock of the concessions
that the official historiography has had to make to historical revisionism,;
finally, it helps the factual truth reassert itself against the aberrations of a
war propaganda that has gone on for far too long. As long as people lend
credence to these aberrations, they will not be able to see that the true war
crime, the true “crime against humanity,” is war itself and the train of true
horrors that it brings.

The editors of the Revue d’Histoire Révisionniste
December 24, 1993

1. Introduction

Jean-Claude Pressac’s recent work bears the title Les Crématoires
d’Auschwitz and the subheading La Machinerie du meurtre de masse (the
crematories of Auschwitz; the machinery of mass murder), (CNRS é&di-
tions, August 1993, viii-156 pages and a 48 page photographic section).
The book’s title keeps its promise, but its subheading does not. In it there is
a striking contrast between the plethora of evidence and documents attest-
ing, on the one hand, to the existence of the crematories at Auschwitz —
which no one disputes — and, on the other hand, the absence of evidence
and documents attesting to the existence of homicidal gas chambers there,
a greatly disputed point.

1.1. Neither a Photograph nor a Drawing

From an author who asserts that the Nazi gas chambers existed one is enti-
tled to demand a physical representation of those extraordinary chemical
slaughterhouses. However, Pressac’s book contains neither a photograph,
nor a drawing, nor a sketch, nor a depiction of a scale model of any homi-
cidal gas chamber. In the 48 pages of photographic plates there are 60
“documents,” but none of them bears any relation to homicidal gas cham-
bers, not even, as will be seen below, the only “document” (no. 28, on the
ten gas detectors) presented — abusively — as evidence. The author has not
even dared to reproduce a photograph of the “gas chamber” of Crematory
I, the one that all those who go to Auschwitz visit. Nor has he shown the
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interior and exterior of the very telling remains of the alleged gas chamber
of Crematory II at Birkenau. The scale model imprudently displayed by the
Poles in Block 4 of the Auschwitz Museum is not shown either. The reason
for so many omissions is easy to guess: the least attempt at a physical rep-
resentation of one of those alleged homicidal gas chambers of Auschwitz
would immediately make obvious the physical and chemical impossibility
of any gassing with hydrogen cyanide in the structures in question.®

1.2. Nothing of a Novelty

This book, quite modest in content, has nothing new about it. It is essen-
tially a shortened version of the tedious compendium that Pressac pub-
lished in English in 1989 under the misleading title Auschwitz: Technique
and Operation of the Gas Chambers,” which I have reviewed in two arti-
cles entitled “Auschwitz: Technique and Operation of the Gas Chambers
(1989) ou Bricolage et ‘gazouillages’ a Auschwitz et Birkenau selon J.-C.
Pressac (1989)”* and “Improvised Gas Chambers and Casual Gassings at
Auschwitz and Birkenau According to J.-C. Pressac (1989).”° At the risk
of sounding presumptuous, I note today that my critique of 1990 has led
Pressac to shorten his discussion of the gas chambers, reducing it to a few
poor, extremely confused pages, and, first of all, to choose in French a far
less ambitious title than that of his work in English.

1.3. Auschwitz: 800,000 Dead Instead of Nine Million

The sole important novelty of this book in French lies in Pressac’s figure
for the number of dead at Auschwitz. In the film by Alain Resnais, Nuit et
Brouillard (“Night and Fog”), that figure was nine million (“Nine million
dead haunt this landscape,” states a voice at the end of the film). At the Nu-
remberg trial, a document having “the value of genuine evidence” (doc.

6 With respect to the photographic documentation, and in particular for photographs of the

Polish scale model, the reader is referred to the 25 page section that I added to Wilhelm

Stiglich’s Le Mythe d’Auschwitz. Etude critique, traduit et adapté de ’allemand (The

Auschwitz Myth. A Critical Study, translated and adapted from the German), La Vieille

Taupe, 1986, p. 485-510, under the heading “Illustrations. Le mythe d’ Auschwitz en im-

ages.”

Jean-Claude Pressac, Auschwitz: Technique and Operation of the Gas Chambers, New

York, The Beate Klarsfeld Foundation, 1989, 564 p., 45 cm x 30 cm., hereafter cited as

A.T.O.

8 Revue d’histoire révisionniste, no. 3 (November 1990/January 1991), p. 65-154, publica-
tion hereafter cited as RHR (online at www.vho.org/F/j/RHR).

9 The Journal of Historical Review, Spring 1991, p. 25-66; Summer 1991, p. 133-175.
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URSS-008) set the figure at four million. Until April 1990, it was that same
figure that was inscribed in nineteen different languages on nineteen large
slabs at the Birkenau memorial. In that month the authorities of the
Auschwitz Museum discreetly removed those inscriptions to put in their
place the figure of one and a half million. In France, historian Francois Bé-
darida estimated 950,000." Now here is Pressac opting for the figure of
775,000, rounded up to 800,000, the number of Jews gassed being estimat-
ed at 630,000 (p. 148)."" The true figure is probably 150,000 dead from
1939 to 1945, both Jews and non-Jews, with the great majority of the
deaths being due to natural causes, especially epidemics of typhus and ty-
phoid fever.

1.4. Pressac no Longer Believes in “Wannsee,” but he still
Believes in Hitler

One other novelty is that Pressac no longer believes that the Germans de-
cided on the physical extermination of the Jews on January 20, 1942, at a
gathering at Wannsee presided over by Reinhard Heydrich (cf. below). It
appears that he no longer believes very much in the existence of a policy to
exterminate the Jews either (which is called “genocide”). In any case, he
never implicates Adolf Hitler.'> The Fiihrer’s name appears in the book on-
ly four times: first, with respect to Hitler’s “architectural projects,” “which
were to glorify the German renewal and help bring down unemployment”
(p. 6), then with respect to one of his secretaries, Martin Bormann (p. 10),
and his diatribes against the Jews (p. 65), and finally on the subject of “the
[economic] recovery brought on by Hitler’s accession to the Chancellor-
ship” (p. 137).

19" e Monde, July 22/23, 1990, p. 7.

' T have been informed by a reliable source, which I cannot disclose, that Pressac intends,
when he can, to reduce the total of deaths at Auschwitz to 700,000, if and when the dis-
position of the public seems ready for this new reduction. In 1989, speaking only of the
gassed, he put their number at “between one million and 1.5 million people” (4.7.0., p.
553).

Editor’s remark: This paper was written before the German edition of Pressac’s book
appeared in 1994. In that edition, Pressac revised the general Auschwitz death toll
downwards to between 630,000 and 710,000 (p. 202).

Pressac has such a fondness for Adolf Hitler that he keeps a bust of him in his house, at
the top of a stairway leading to a room in the attic. He has made the room soundproof in
order to listen to military music there in comfort (for confirmation, see Pierre Guillaume,
Droit et histoire, La Vieille Taupe, 1986, p. 124).
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1.5. The Theory of “Casual Gassings”

The Pressacian theory on Auschwitz is a most bizarre one: it involves
“casual gassings,” “makeshift jobs,” “slips” and “bunglings.” Certainly,
Pressac uses the term “casual gassings” (gazouillages) only in private con-
versation, but that jocular expression well sums up the theory in question.
According to Pressac, the Germans improvised both the crime and the
crime weapon. They casually gassed here and there, now and then, in vary-
ing proportions, rather than gassing methodically and continuously, and
carried on thus until they had killed millions. To begin with, still according
to Pressac, at Auschwitz, the Germans HAD NOT EVEN BUILT ANY
HOMICIDAL GAS CHAMBERS. He admits that Crematories II and III at
Birkenau, for example, finished in 1943, had not been designed in August
1942 for killing but only for incinerating corpses.”” He acknowledges that
the crematory buildings contained innocuous cold rooms (which he calls
morgues) for storing corpses awaiting cremation but, he adds, it was these
morgues that the Germans, in obscure circumstances and at an uncertain
date, decided to transform into homicidal gas chambers. The Germans in-

99 ¢

volved were, at the most, some SS captains, lieutenants and non-
commissioned officers along with a few civilian engineers and technicians
whose specialties were cremation, isolation and ventilation, and not, as one
might have expected, eminent political figures and chemists, physicians
and toxicologists. The chief of operations was a former builder who had
become a specialist in the making of cremation furnaces in a company in
Erfurt, Topf und S6hne (p. 10). This evil genius was called Kurt Priifer.
After the war the Americans arrested him, interrogated him, then, consider-
ing that he had never built anything other than crematory furnaces, let him
go. Priifer returned to Erfurt, which was in the Soviet occupation zone.
Woe befell him there: he was arrested by the KGB, interrogated and, in
April 1948, sentenced to twenty-five years’ forced labor.'* Four years later
he died in prison.

According to Pressac, Priifer and his aids worked so poorly that the
transformation of the morgues into gas chambers was something approach-
ing a makeshift job. As they had fitted them, for example, air flowed in
from near the ceiling and out from near the floor, which, as Pressac himself

13 Editor’s note: As concerns Crematories IV and V, Pressac does not tell us what, at the
origin, the respective purposes of their rooms were, rooms that, according to his theory,
were subsequently transformed into execution gas chambers.

14" Pressac, who considers the Soviets and the KGB as being rather cleverer than the Amer-
icans, writes that Priifer “was sentenced to only 25 years forced labor” (p. 137).
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agrees, is normal for a morgue used for storing corpses; however, hydrogen
cyanide gas, the main factor of Zyklon B, is less dense than air; therefore,
he writes, the ventilation system ought to have been designed the other way
round, so as to lead the gas out from above after the gassing of the victims.
Indeed, the use of hydrogen cyanide gas in such a room would be “techni-
cally insane” (p. 71). However, instead of changing around the system, the
ventilation specialists kept it as it was. They were happy enough with veri-
fying “the ventilation power” (ibid.). They did much ventilating in these
gas chambers. The author dazzles us with his considerations on the direc-
tion of winds and draughts, and on the power of the ventilators. Not with-
out reason, some facetious revisionists have found fault with him for trans-
forming the gas chambers into air chambers and for putting a bit too much
wind in his words.

Pressac lets it be understood that the slap-dash work of these little Ger-
man technicians could not leave any really visible traces or evidence of
their criminal activity; he also warns us that, instead of good, solid evi-
dence of the existence of execution gas chambers, we can only hope to dis-
cover slight clues, beginnings of or bits of evidence, some helpful details
pointing to what in his idiom he calls criminal “slips” or “bungles.” Of
course, it takes a most particular wisdom to detect these tiny traces of a
crime without precedent in history and this wisdom, it goes without saying,
can only be that of Pressac, pharmacist by day and historian by night.

1.6. Pressac’s Promises and Reality

In his introduction, he promises us a “rigorous history” of Auschwitz, from
which we shall get “a near-perfect understanding of the criminal engineer-
ing” carried out there, and a “historical reconstruction finally free of the
oral or written testimonies which are always liable to error and, in addition,
are shrinking in number with the passage of time” (p. 1-2).

We shall see that this is nothing but bluster and that the body of the
book is, quite to the contrary, replete with confusions, incoherencies and
approximations; recourse to witnesses is a constant practice whenever the
author deals with alleged killings by gas. Even on the matter of the crema-
tory furnaces his words are desultory and often obscure.

In judging such a work, the very simplest of criteria should be applied:
if the author offers a photograph or a drawing of a Nazi gas chamber, we
shall hear him out; otherwise we shall not. Pressac, who is a good photog-
rapher, a good draughtsman and probably a good model builder, has care-
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fully avoided the test of truth that would have consisted in proposing a
graphic or material representation of one of those prodigious chemical
slaughterhouses. Consequently, one really ought not to dwell on this prod-
uct of a muddled brain. For my part, however, I shall nonetheless do so in
order to let the reader gauge the catastrophe that this book constitutes for
the partisans of the exterminationist theory.

Proceeding in five steps, I shall bring up, one after the other, the obvi-
ous facts that the author has not been able to ignore, the realities he has
passed over in silence, the devices he has borrowed from other “Holo-
caust” historians, deceits of his own creation and, finally, his novelistic
ramblings.

To close, I shall restate the proposal of the American Fred Leuchter and
suggest to our adversaries that they set up an international commission of
experts that should examine on site, at Auschwitz and Birkenau, the weap-
on used in of one of the most atrocious crimes allegedly known to history;
in this way the structures and facilities where hundreds of thousands of
Jews (millions, it used to be said)"> were killed with hydrogen cyanide gas
would be put to forensic investigation.

For historians who like to think that they have at last undertaken a sci-
entific study of Auschwitz, there is no longer any reason to refuse such an
investigation.

2. The Obvious Facts that Pressac Could Not Ignore

Because of fundamental discoveries due to the revisionists, there exist cer-
tain embarrassing obvious facts that the exterminationists can no longer
conceal. Pressac follows the trend.

2.1. “Wannsee” Is No Longer “Wannsee”

For decades, the historians of the alleged “Holocaust” of the Jews repeated
that on January 20, 1942, at Berlin-Wannsee, the Germans had decided to
exterminate the European Jews. It took until 1984 for the exterminationists,

15 Cf., for example, the statement “Auschwitz, where more than five million men, women
and children perished, of whom 90% were Jews” (“Manifestation du souvenir a Paris
devant le Mémorial du martyr juif inconnu” [Remembrance ceremony in Paris at the
Memorial to the Unknown Jewish Martyr], Le Monde, April 20, 1978). According to this
statement in Le Monde, therefore, over four and a half million Jews perished in the
Auschwitz and Birkenau camps alone!
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gathered in a congress at Stuttgart, to abandon this argument in the utmost
discretion.'®
Then the world had to wait until 1992 for Yehuda Bauer to declare pub-
licly that the argument in question was “silly.”!” Conforming to the new of-
ficial truth, Pressac writes:
“On the 20" of January the gathering known as ‘the Wannsee Conference’
took place in Berlin. If an action of ‘removal’ of the Jews towards the East
was foreseen, with mention being made of a ‘natural’ elimination [of some
Jews] through labor, no one then spoke of industrial liquidation. In the
days and weeks that followed, the Bauleitung at Auschwitz received no call,
telegram or letter demanding the study of an installation adapted to that
purpose.” (p. 35)
In his “chronological summary,” he confirms: “January 20 [1942] — Wann-
see Conference in Berlin on the removal of Jews towards the East” (p.
114). He indeed writes “removal” and not “extermination.”

2.2. Not Much Could Be Secret about Auschwitz

We used to be told that the location of Auschwitz had been chosen for its
remoteness and possibilities of secrecy. In reality, Pressac is obliged to
acknowledge that the camp was established in an outlying district of the
town of Auschwitz, itself situated within an international railway network
linking to Berlin, Vienna and Warsaw (p. 9). We may add that, every day,
train passengers rode close by the camp.

Today there is no longer any dispute of the fact that the Auschwitz
camp swarmed with civilian laborers, of German, Polish or other nationali-
ties, busy at all sorts of tasks, including the building and maintenance of
the crematories; except during typhus epidemics, most of these laborers re-
turned home at the end of every working day. This reality is, in itself, in-
compatible with the necessity to shroud in the greatest secrecy the exist-
ence and operation of chemical slaughterhouses devouring victims by the
hundreds of thousands (by the millions, it used to be said). These civilians
wore a green armband (p. 62):

“For the building of the crematories of Birkenau, the services of twelve ci-

vilian concerns were engaged |...]. Each building project [...] employed

16" Eberhard Jickel, Jiirgen Rohwer, Der Mord an den Juden im Zweiten Weltkrieg, DVA,
1985, p. 67

17" The Canadian Jewish News, January 30, 1992; cf. also “Wannsee: ‘Une histoire in-
epte,” RHR no. 6, May 1992, p. 157-158.
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between a hundred and a hundred and fifty persons, of whom two thirds
were detainees and one third were civilians, under the direction of foremen
from the firms involved.” (p. 56)
The author does not explain the anomaly that ought to have appeared be-
fore his eyes both in this abundance of foreign civilians at the scene of the
crime and in the fact that operations supposed to constitute the biggest se-
cret in the Reich were run by foremen of civilian firms from outside the
camp.

2.3. The Archives Have Survived in Very Great Number

It used to be blithely asserted that in January 1945 the Germans had de-
stroyed nearly all the camp’s archives. Pressac admits that the extant items
from the Auschwitz archives run into the tens of thousands, if not hundreds
of thousands, at Auschwitz itself or in Moscow. Those of the central con-
struction office (Zentral-Bauleitung) are intact. As they were, in Pressac’s
view, the most compromising of all, these documents’ destruction should
have been a clear priority. Why were they not destroyed? The common
sense answer is that, as they did not contain a single trace of any gigantic
crime, precisely because that crime had not occurred, there was no reason
to destroy such archives. Our author, for his part, offers another explana-
tion as to why the SS men did not destroy these documents: they were un-
aware of the “explosive” nature of their contents (p. 1). With him, this is
customary: as soon as he comes upon a phenomenon that he does not un-
derstand or care to explain, he tends to ascribe it to the foolishness or igno-
rance of the SS.

2.4. 1972, the Two Chief Architects Had to Be Acquitted

For my part, I have always pointed to the acquittal, by a Vienna court in
1972, of Walter Dejaco and Fritz Ertl, the two chief architects of the
Auschwitz crematories. The Soviet and Polish Communists had lent the
court the documents in their possession. The conclusion that one will nor-
mally reach is that those documents provided no proof of any crime what-
ever; all of them necessarily appeared to have the most ordinary reasons to
exist when looked at from a technical point of view, i.e. that of architects,
engineers and other experts. Pharmacist Pressac, for his part, concludes
that all of those specialists were incapable:
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“[...] no one — neither among the judges nor the alleged experts — was ca-
pable at the time of using the excellent historical material provided by the
Poles and the Soviets.” (p. 96)

Access to the papers and documents from the Dejaco-Ertl trial, in the pos-
session of the Austrian judiciary, is denied to revisionists. Why are they
not published?

2.5. Typhus Epidemics Combated through the Use of Zyklon B

Typhus — which had always been endemic in the populations of Eastern
Europe — brought its ravages to bear at Auschwitz. In the western part of
the Soviet Union, the Germans had noted “one hundred and fifty thousand
cases of typhus in summer 1941” (p. 32). On this subject Pressac, com-
pelled to mention certain truths that have long been stated by the revision-
ists, writes,
“The SS physicians knew that the Auschwitz region was marshy. They had
already been confronted with the problem of untreated water, which led to
typhoid fever caused by the Eberth bacillus. Towards the end of May 1942
numerous cases of typhoid appeared among the inmates, thus in early June
the consumption of tap water was prohibited to the SS and the employees of
the seventeen civilian firms operating in the camp. To compensate, mineral
water was provided free and in abundance. Looking to summer, the physi-
cians anticipated as nearly inevitable cases of malaria, borne by the mos-
quitoes of the marshes. To face this danger, an SS hygiene institute had to
be set up at Raisko, and that was done in October. But the typhus took them
by surprise. They thought that the prophylactic measures (quarantining,
head shaving) and hygienic measures (treatment of body hair, showering)
applied to detainees upon arrival would, by eradicating the vector, the
louse, keep the scourge out of the camp. That was the case as concerned
the inmates, but the affliction came from those who had not been submitted
to such treatment, the civilians, who were daily in close company with the
detainees.'¥) Soon, the latter were infected and, since the hygienic condi-
tions in the KL were lamentable, the death count soared. From May to De-

'8 For its part, the Polish Resistance strove to propagate typhus and typhoid fever; we owe
this revelation to the Revue d’histoire révisionniste no. 1, (May 1990, p. 115-128): “Le
rapport Mitkiewicz du 7 septembre 1943 ou I’arme du typhus” (The Mitkiewicz Report
of September 7, 1943, or the weapon of typhus; engl. vgl.: G. Rudolf, “Aspects of Bio-
logical Warfare During World War I1,” The Revisionist, 2(1) (2004), pp. 88-90.). This
report notes that in the period from January to April 1943 there were “several hundred
cases” of “spreading of the typhoid fever microbe and typhus-bearing lice” (p. 127). The
French resistance used identical procedures (ibid., p. 116, n. 1).
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cember 1940, the monthly death toll is estimated at 220; from January to
July 1941 it trebled; from August to December 1941 it reached a thousand;
in July 1942 it surpassed 4,000. The sanitary situation became uncontrol-
lable. It was necessary to keep the typhus from spreading to the surround-
ing area. The whole camp had to be isolated and no one must leave. On Ju-
ly 10 [1942] a partial quarantine was ordered.” (p. 43)

He adds:

“But as the ravages of the typhus epidemic continued unabated and the sit-

uation became catastrophic, the total isolation of the camp was decreed on

July 23 [1942].” (p. 46)
The epidemic went on to cause as many as 250 to 300 deaths per day
among the inmates, the civilians and the SS (p. 50). Pressac fails to men-
tion that the head physician, Dr. Popiersch, himself died of typhus.'® In the
period from September 7 to 11, 1942, the first epidemic reached its peak,
with 375 deaths in one day (cf. the table on page 145). A second epidemic,
then a third broke out in the first half of 1943 (p. 82).

Disinfection, particularly by means of Zyklon B, constituted a vital ne-
cessity:

“In the week of July 5" to 11" [1942], the building housing the SS guards,

which was swarming with vermin, was gassed [with Zyklon B].” (p. 16)

At Birkenau, the Zentral-Sauna

“was a well functioning sanitary complex, it was to be equipped with four
rooms for delousing by hot air (document 23), three industrial autoclaves
(document 24), a room for head shaving, a room for medical examinations
and fifty showers. With this facility the SS intended ‘definitively’ to forestall
any resurgence of typhus at Birkenau. The detainees were to be shaved, ex-
amined, disinfected and showered while their effects were deloused. Unfor-
tunately, the installation was not operational until late January 1944.” (p.

69)

19" Cf. Comité international d’ Auschwitz, Anthologie (blue), French Version, vol. I, 2nd
part, (Warsaw, 1969), p. 196. Among many other German victims of typhus at Ausch-
witz we may mention Dr. Siegfried Schwella (Dr. Popiersch’s successor), the wife of
Gerhard Palitzsch, camp Rapportfiihrer, and the wife of Joachim Caesar, head of agri-
cultural works. Other Germans whose names are known contracted typhus without dying
from it, amongst them Dr. Johann-Paul Kremer, Dr. Heinrich Schwarz, Dr. Kurt Uhlen-
brock and Dr. Josef Mengele. Amongst the most famous detainees who died of typhus
were Dr. Marian Ciepilowski, who cared for the Soviet prisoners, Professor Zygmunt
Lempicki and the dentist Danielle Casanova, whom legend long held to have been killed
by the Germans. The Germans, in the east, lived in constant fear of typhus; Adolf Hitler
himself was vaccinated against it on February 7 and 14, 1943, at Rastenburg (on this, cf.
the memoirs of his physician, Dr. Theo Morell, in David Irving, The Secret Diaries of
Hitler’s Doctor, New York, McMillan 1983, p. 109).
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Document 23 and, especially, documents 24 and 40 illustrate the degree to
which the Germans were concerned with hygiene, particularly in that part
of the camp at one time occupied by Gypsies. Documents 42 and 43 show
interior and exterior views of the battery of nineteen disinfection gas
chambers using Zyklon B (this building was never to be completed).
Auschwitz was equipped with
“the most recent delousing technique developed in Germany. It was a sta-
tionary delousing unit using ultra-short waves (decimeter or centimeter
waves).” (pp. 82f.)
As early as 1946 Marc Klein, professor at the University of Strasbourg’s
medicine faculty and a former Auschwitz inmate, mentioned this “micro-
wave delousing” and the impressive number of measures taken by the
German physicians in their attempts to care for detainees living in the con-
ditions of very close quarters inherent to a forced labor camp.*

2.6. Cremation: a Hygienic Measure

Pressac writes:
“To prevent typhus and other uncontrollable epidemics from spreading, the
bodies of war dead, along with the microbes that they carried, had to be
reduced to ashes. Priifer [as far as Auschwitz was concerned] was there for
that.” (p. 32)
Initially the Germans had buried corpses but Auschwitz was situated in a
marshy zone. At times the water table there rose almost to ground level. It
became necessary to unearth these bodies and burn them.
“[...] the substances produced by the corpses’ putrefaction began to infect
the ground water, which, in the course of its rise, risked being thoroughly
infected. There was nothing for it but to unearth the corpses and incinerate
them in open air before winter.” (p. 57)
The better part of the book is devoted to the history of the crematories, i.¢.,
to the history, first, of the buildings called crematories, then to that, in par-
ticular, of those crematories’ furnaces. The account is tedious, desultory,
barely comprehensible. It holds that the furnaces were subject to frequent
breakdowns (p. 22, 81, note 108, etc.), a fact that must diminish, in due
proportion, the delirious capacities that the exterminationists, including
Pressac, generously attribute to them (300,000 cremations in 70 days [p.
148], or more than 4,285 per day!).

20 “Observations et réflexions sur les camps de concentration nazis,” Etudes germaniques
no. 3, 1946, p. 18.
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2.7. Crematories Planned without Homicidal Gas Chambers

Here we come to the most important concession that the author has had to
make to the revisionists: the four crematories of Birkenau, designed in Au-
gust 1942, that is, at a really late stage of what the official historians call
the policy of extermination of the Jews, were “planned then without gas
chambers” (p. 53). Moreover, the precise date at which these crematories,
finished between March 31 and June 25, 1943, were “planned with” gas
chambers is not to be seen.

His concession is significant: in 1982, at a time when historians af-
firmed that all the crematories had been planned and built with gas cham-
bers, our author, in a moment of boldness, had dared to write that Cremato-
ries IV and V were designed without gas chambers. Then, in 1989, making
amends, he wrote that the two crematories had been designed with gas
chambers. Today he reverts to his position of 1982: those crematories were
designed without gas chambers. He said nothing in 1982 with respect to
Crematories II and III; then, in 1989 and today (1993) he rules that they
had been planned without gas chambers. Concerning Crematory I, which
predated all the others, one cannot quite determine whether, for Pressac, at
some moment in his variations on the subject, the Germans planned it with
or without a gas chamber. The same uncertainty reigns with respect to the
mysterious Bunkers 1 and 2.'

2.8. Other Obvious Facts that He Could Not Fail to Mention

If we limit our observations to the collection of photographs, there appear
other obvious facts that the author could not hide. Far from working in se-
cret, as becomes criminals, the staff of the central construction office at
Auschwitz obligingly let themselves be photographed (doc. 12). Pressac
could have added photographs showing these engineers, architects and
technicians working in their offices where they proudly exhibited the plans
of their crematories. Still in the same collection are depicted an installation
for heating widely separated parts of the camp (doc. 44), inmates at work
in stables (docs. 45 and 46), munitions plants or synthetic fuel factories
manned by inmates (docs. 47 and 48), enormous potato storehouses (doc.
49) — whose presence is somewhat surprising in a complex called, by the
Allies, an “extermination camp” — a water treatment facility located near

21 For references to these diverse changes of position, see RHR no. 3, p. 74-79; cf. also my
Réponse a Pierre Vidal-Naquet, La Vieille Taupe, 1982, 2nd edition, p. 67-83.
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the crematories (doc. 50), detainees working at one of the pig farms (doc.
51), greenhouses and fields of crops (doc. 52).

For the moment, regarding the obvious things that the author could not
fail to mention, it will be noted how strongly everything seen so far argues
against the case for an extermination at Auschwitz. It has taken the huge
pressure exerted by revisionist work to have these facts acknowledged.

3. Realities that Pressac Never Mentions

The author passes over in silence a considerable number of realities show-
ing that Auschwitz and Birkenau cannot have been “extermination camps”
(an expression invented by the Allies) but rather a complex of concentra-
tion, labor and transit camps. He has also stayed silent on a large number
of documents of the highest importance. I shall keep to a few examples.

3.1. Neither a Photograph Nor a Plan of Crematory I

Here we have a book devoted to the “crematories of Auschwitz” which,
paradoxically, in the sixty photographs and documents that it offers does
not contain a single photograph or plan of Crematory I and its “gas cham-
ber”! However, it is this first crematory, with its purported homicidal gas
chamber, that, let us repeat, is shown to all the visitors as the very proof of
the crime. Pressac reproduces the photograph of a furnace at Dachau (doc.
7) or at Buchenwald (doc. 60) but he does not show the furnaces of
Auschwitz I!

He proceeds in this way purposely, for he knows that this crematory,
with its “gas chamber,” is nothing but a hoax. He could hardly remind his
readers that I discovered that fact in 1976, on site, and a few years later set
forth the proof of it in the book that I wrote in collaboration with Serge
Thion.?? Nor could Pressac apprise his readers that I had been the first in
the world to discover — after much difficulty — the plans of all the cremato-
ries of Auschwitz and Birkenau in the archives of the Auschwitz Museum,
to publish some of them, and thus to show the physical and chemical im-
possibilities of any homicidal gassing in those buildings.

22 Serge Thion, Vérité historique ou vérité politique?, La Vieille Taupe, 1980, pp. 316f.
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3.2. No Photograph of the “Gas Chamber” of Crematory II

Nor, for that matter, does he dare show us a photograph of the ruins of
what he dares to call the gas chamber of Crematory II at Birkenau and
which was, in reality, a morgue set partly beneath ground level (Leichen-
keller). The concrete roof, now caved in, was quite clearly devoid of
any opening provided for the pouring in of anything whatsoever. The
only two holes to be seen in it today are the result of drillings made after
the war: the twisted and bent reinforcement bars in the concrete attest to
this. Consequently, the Pressacian theory that the SS men poured Zyklon B
pellets into that “gas chamber” through four openings provided for that
purpose is untenable for reasons of plain physical facts that anyone can go
and see for himself today on the spot.

3.3. Not a Word about the Forensic Studies

The author does not breathe a word of the forensic studies by the American
Fred Leuchter” and the German Germar Rudolf,** or the technical analysis
by the Austrian Walter Liiftl,”> all of which have come to the conclusion
that there were no homicidal gas chambers at Auschwitz and Birkenau.*
Above all, he passes over in silence the Krakow forensic study. Intend-
ing to counter the report made by F. Leuchter, the Auschwitz Museum au-
thorities commissioned a forensic study by the criminological institute of
Krakow; the result was such that the study’s findings, dated September 24,
1990, have been kept hidden.”” What right has Pressac to ignore these sci-
entific factors of the Auschwitz dossier? If the studies in question do not
meet with his approval, he should tell us so in his book, and propose one
that does. Moreover, it is high time that we demanded of those who criti-
cize the revisionists that they, in their turn, provide a forensic study of the

23 Most recently see: F.A. Leuchter, Robert Faurisson, Germar Rudolf, The Leuchter Re-
ports: Critical Edition, 4th ed., Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield 2015. Editor’s remark.

24 Germar Rudolf, The Rudolf Report, 2nd ed., The Barnes Review, Washcington DC
2011. Editor’s remark.

25 Walter Liiftl, “Holocaust: Belief and Facts” in Journal of Historical Review 12(4) (Win-

ter 1992-93) pp. 391-420. Editor’s remark.

F. Leuchter, based near Boston, specialist of American penitentiaries’ gas chambers; G.

Rudolf, at that time a doctoral candidate at the Max Planck Institute of Stuttgart; W.

Luftl, president of the Austrian Federal Chamber of Civil Engineers, Vienna.

For the text of this counter-study, which the revisionists have managed to obtain, see

“Crise au Musée d’Etat d’ Auschwitz / La Contre-expertise de Cracovie” (Crisis at the

Auschwitz-Museum: The Counter-study of Krakow), RHR no. 4, February 1991, p. 101-

104. Engl.: “An official Polish report on the Auschwitz ‘gas chambers,’” Journal of His-

torical Review, 11(2) (1991), pp. 207-216.

26

27
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crime weapon supposedly used at Auschwitz and Birkenau. A scientific
examination of buildings (or ruins of buildings) only half a century old is
very easily done. Why such stubbornness in refusing that study or exami-
nation, while at the same time claiming, like the revisionists, to be ap-
proaching the history of Auschwitz scientifically?

3.4. Not One Complete Photograph from The Auschwitz Album

The most valuable document on the realities of Auschwitz is a collection of
189 photographs, usually called The Auschwitz Album. It gives the lie to
the wild imaginings voiced on the fate of the Jews arriving at Auschwitz-
Birkenau in 1944. It is so embarrassing for the exterminationists that they
waited thirty-six years after its discovery in 1945 before finally publishing
all its contents in 1981. Until then, only some of the A/bum’s photographs
had been offered, now and then, in various works. And still, in 1981, the
full publication had to be accompanied by a lengthy, quasi-novelistic text
by Serge Klarsfeld on the collection’s “miraculous” discovery. Two years
later the same Klarsfeld entrusted Pressac with the task of producing an
“established, complete version” with one of the largest French publishing
houses, the éditions du Seuil. **

Apart from the image of the Jewish woman on the cover (cut out from
one of the items in the collection), Pressac does not reproduce a single pho-
tograph from the precious A/bum!

3.5. Not a Word about the Aerial Reconnaissance Photos

Pressac reproduces none of the aerial reconnaissance photographs of
Auschwitz and Birkenau published in 1979 by the Americans Dino A. Bru-
gioni and Robert G. Poirier.?’ It is true that these photographs deliver the
proof that no crowds ever gathered next to the crematories, that the chim-
neys did not emit plumes of smoke (cf., in Les Crématoires d’Auschwitz,
“two squat chimneys spitting flames,” p. 91) and that the “incineration
ditches” are a figment of the imagination.

28 For comparison, one may first consult the American edition, which is relatively honest
(Hellman, Peter (ed.), The Auschwitz Album, New York, Random House, 1981, xxxiii-
167 p.), then the Pressacian edition, which is remarkably dishonest (L ’Album
d’Auschwitz, French edition, compiled and completed by Anne Freyer and Jean-Claude
Pressac, éditions du Seuil, 1983, 224 p.); cf. RHR no. 3, Annex 3: “Les Tricheries de
Pressac dans L ’Album d’Auschwitz,” pp. 149-152.

The Holocaust Revisited: A Retrospective Analysis of the Auschwitz-Birkenau Extermi-
nation Complex, Washington, CIA, February 1979, 19 pp.

29
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3.6. Not a Word about the Morgue Corpse Register
(Leichenhallenbuch)

It took until 1989 for the Auschwitz Museum to resign itself to unveiling
the existence of the death registry of Auschwitz 1, the Leichenhallenbuch
(morgue book, not to be confused with the general camp death registries,
the Sterbebiicher).

In the new edition (1989) of her calendar of events at Auschwitz-
Birkenau (Kalendarium der Ereignisse im Konzentrationslager Auschwitz-
Birkenau 1939—-1945), Danuta Czech informs us of something that she cu-
riously “forgot” to mention in the first edition, issued in six parts:** the ex-
istence of the highly important registry of the names of persons whose
corpses were placed in the morgue (Leichenhalle = corpse hall) of Crema-
tory I between October 7, 1941, and August 31, 1943 (Kalendarium, 1989,
p. 10 and passim). Even if some of those dead may, in the early days of the
camp’s existence, have been buried and not cremated, in this we indeed
have a document that should give an idea of the real number, not simply a
theoretical number, of cremations carried out.

Many other documents concerning the cremation of the dead are ig-
nored by Pressac: for instance, the death notices specifying that there had
been a cremation, telegrams or telexes announcing a death, certificates of
the dispatching of funerary urns, the reports stating the total number of
corpses incinerated or of those stored in the morgues.>'

The myth holding that those slated for gassing were simply not regis-
tered could not rightly discharge Pressac from having to provide us with
the information in question in a book entitled Les Crématoires
d’Auschwitz.

3.7. Other Documents Passed over in Silence

Other documents are passed over in silence, for example those concerning
requests for allocations of wood, coal and coke and the delivery to the
crematories of any kind of fuel, not to mention the documents that prove
that the furnaces could not operate 24 hours a day.

30 Hefte von Auschwitz no. 2 in 1959, no. 3 in 1960, no. 4 in 1961, no. 6 in 1962, nos. 7 and
8 in 1964, no. 10 in 1967.

31 Cf. for example, for Buchenwald, the death notice (Totenmeldung) reproduced by
Reimund Schnabel, Macht ohne Moral, Frankfurt, Rodenberg-Verlag, 1957, p. 346.

32 Cf. the instructions for use reproduced in J.-C. Pressac, 4.T.0., p. 136.
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3.8. Other Silences

I shall not go over again here what, in my report on his previous work,” I
detailed under the titles “Trois petits secrets de J.-C. Pressac” (Three little
secrets of J.-C. Pressac)®® and “Omissions délibérées” (Deliberate Omis-
sions).>* A whole chapter could be written on the variations of the Pressac
thesis in the last eleven years, which include some 180° turnabouts in his
considerations on Auschwitz. Pressac casts a veil over these episodes, and,
in particular, on his own attempt to incinerate the body of a rabbit in a hole
in his back garden to see whether any credence should be lent to the ac-
counts of the Germans’ burning thousands of corpses in “incineration
ditches.” The experiment proved unsuccessful, despite repeated efforts.
The author had concluded that it was impossible, what with the relative
lack of oxygen, to incinerate corpses in the bottom of a ditch, especially at
Auschwitz where, as I have already noted, the water table rose almost to
ground level. As we shall see below, this does not stop him from asserting
in his book that at Auschwitz the Germans sometimes burned their victims
in “incineration pits”; they even threw them alive “into the burning ditch-
es” (p. 91)!

Not content to pass over in silence so many realities and so many doc-
uments of such great importance, Pressac has used other means to hide the
truth about Auschwitz: he has employed expedients that are standard for
the area under discussion, along with some of his own making.

4. Expedients Pressac Borrowed from Other Historians

Whether one considers the obvious facts that Pressac has not been able to
ignore or the realities that he never mentions, all leads to the conclusion
that no trace is to be found at Auschwitz and Birkenau either of genocide

3 RHR no. 3, p. 134-135.

34 Ibid., p. 137-140. 1t is significant that Pressac does not breathe a word of the abundant
revisionist bibliography. He does not cite the fundamental work of American professor
Arthur Robert Butz, The Hoax of the Twentieth Century, which has been republished a
number of times since 1976 by the Institute for Historical Review (now available from
Castle Hill Publishers; editor’s remark). He does not mention the opus magnum of Ca-
nadian barrister Barbara Kulaszka, Did Six Million Really Die? Report of the Evidence in
the Canadian “False News” Trial of Ernst Ziindel — 1988, (with a preface by Robert
Faurisson; Toronto, Samisdat Publishers, 1992, 564 pages, 28 x 21 ¢cm.). He pretends to
be unaware of the erudite studies by the Italian Carlo Mattogno, the Spaniard Enrique
Aynat, and the Americans Mark Weber and Paul Grubach, who have reduced to nothing
his 1989 book in English, Auschwitz: Technique and Operation of the Gas Chambers.
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or of homicidal gas chambers. For someone who is set on defending the
exterminationist case nevertheless, only one solution remains: subterfuge.
And our improvised historian adopts just that: he follows the example of
some illustrious predecessors in using the expedients customary of Léon
Poliakov, Georges Wellers, Pierre Vidal-Naquet, Raul Hilberg and Chris-
topher Browning or, for that matter, a certain French law court.” There are
at least four such expedients: the unsubstantiated assertion, the recourse to
unverified testimony, the deciphering of an alleged code and, finally, the
grouping together not of evidence, but of a mixed bundle of scraps of evi-
dence, of traces of “slips” and “bungles” that the SS are said to have inad-
vertently left behind.

4.1. Unsubstantiated Assertion

In his 1989 book, Pressac had brought up at least five times “Himmler’s
order of November 26, 1944, to destroy the Birkenau Krematorien II and
I11,” “together with the order to stop the gassings,” “thus making the end of
the gassings official.” *® In my review of it I wrote:*’

“Our autodidact merely repeats here, without verifying them, the state-

ments of some eminent Jewish authors (with variations on the dates).”
What does the autodidact do now, in his new book? He writes: “In late No-
vember [1944], on a verbal order of Himmler, the homicidal gassings were
stopped” (p. 93), but, of course, he offers no evidence of the existence of
that order, now presented as “verbal” and whose date has suddenly become
imprecise. Just as arbitrarily, he writes that on July 17, 1942, Himmler
“witnessed a homicidal gassing at Birkenau” (p. 115). Unruffled, he then
declares that the physical extermination of the Jews:

“was decided on by the SS authorities in Berlin [which ones?] only from

May/June 1942, and was subsequently [when, exactly?] made technically

concrete by the SS construction office at Auschwitz and the engineers of the

firm J.A. Topfund Séhne of Erfurt.” (p. 2)
He dispenses with citing any evidence or testimony when writing that hu-
man beings were gassed in Bunker 2 (p. 42), that “on July 4™, a convoy of
Slovakian Jews were ’selected’ [it being understood that some in the con-
voy were gassed] for the first time” (p. 43), that “in November 1942 the SS
men of the construction office resolved to fit out the crematories with hom-

35 Cf. RHR no. 3, pp. 204f., and RHR no. 4, pp. 192f.
36 J.-C. Pressac, op. cit., pp. 115, 313, 464, 501, 533.
37 RHR no. 3, pp. 83f.
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icidal gas chambers” (p. 66), that ventilation specialist Karl Schultze was
“given the low-down [sic] by Priifer on the particular purpose of the venti-
lation system of Morgue 1 [of Crematory II]” (p. 71). By “particular pur-
pose” Pressac means that it was a business of homicidal gassings. In the
same way, he affirms that “the SS were able to annihilate up to 300,000
people in 70 days” (p. 148), that two foremen climbing down from scaf-
folding or a roof “told foremen from other firms of the yellow and violet
flames that discolored [!] the sylvan green of the forbidden zone” (p. 58),
and that “towards the end of October 1942 the idea, obvious enough, of
transferring the ‘gaseous activity’ [sic] of Bunkers 1 and 2 [to a crematory]
was applied” (p. 60).

Staying within the routine of unsubstantiated assertions, he adopts as
his own the most conventional of the lies of anti-German propaganda: the
tale of the alleged gas chamber at Dachau that “happily, was never put into
operation” (p. 68).

A full list of the assertions of this kind, which Pressac never takes the
trouble to back up either with a piece of evidence or even a testimony,
would be a long one. The relative brevity of his book should not excuse
such an absence of evidence, testimonies and exact source references for
assertions or, rather, accusations of such gravity.

4.2. Recourse to Unverified Testimonies

Hastening to forget the promise made in his preface, he has recourse to tes-
timonies all throughout his book. For example, those of SS men Pery
Broad and Rudolf Hoss, of detainees Henryk Tauber and David Olere and
other witnesses whose names he avoids giving: in these last instances he
makes reference to the Kalendarium of Danuta Czech, who, herself, used
testimonies.

It takes a certain audacity indeed to bring up the testimony of SS man
Pery Broad, manipulating it in the process (p. 18).>® In 1989 Pressac said of
this written testimony that it “raises problems,” and that “the form and tone
of his declaration sound false”; he added that, in the form in which we
know it, it was “visibly colored by a rather too flagrant Polish patriotism,”

3% One may compare the text to which Pressac refers in his note 55 with the text of Pery
Broad’s “declaration” in Auschwitz vu par les SS, State Museum of Auschwitz, 1974, p.
166 (Engl.: Jadwiga Bezwinska, Danuta Czech (eds.), KL Auschwitz Seen by the SS, H.
Fertig, New York 1984). Pressac has avoided all the points that prove that it is false tes-
timony, especially Broad’s mention, in the passage cited, of “six holes for aerage (sic, for
aeration) closed with lids™!
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that its original manuscript “is not known” and that, in his own opinion,
“[Broad’s] declaration has been ’slightly’ reworked by the Poles.”*

The testimony of SS man Rudolf Hoss, which Pressac very often brings
into play (cf. his name in the index of Crématoires d’Auschwitz), is totally
discredited today. In 1989 Pressac himself stated that the “involuntary er-
rors found throughout his autobiography” had an explanation: “He was
present, without seeing,”* an observation which, concerning a man pre-
sented as an “eye-witness,” is unexpected. In 1993 he executes his own
witness in the lengthy note 132 (pp. 102f.), where he uses the following
words with regard to Hoss: “sizeable improbability,” “plain anachronism,”
“chronological errors,” “imaginary visit,” “death-counts [...] regularly
multiplied by two or three.” He concludes: “Despite his essential role in the
‘Final Solution,” Hoss can now no longer be considered a reliable witness
with respect to the dates and numbers.”

On the subject of the Jewish cobbler Henryk Tauber (notes 203 and
223), in 1989 Pressac listed his grave “mistakes,” contradictions and “con-
testable points,” concluding that he had never, in fact, been witness to
homicidal gassings. He explained that, Tauber allowed himself some for-
midable exaggerations and a “type of imposed falsehood [that] has to be
excused, I stress, because of the political climate of the period 1945-
1950.°%

As for David Olere, Pressac presents the man’s Indian ink drawings as
“documents” (cf. docs. 30 — erroneously labeled 33 —, 31, 32, 35). Howev-
er, in 1989, he deemed that this witness suffered from “Krematorium delir-
ium.”** In fact, his drawings are of a grotesque lyricism. Pressac comment-
ed on one of them as follows:*

“Whether the picture is entirely imaginary or is based on what the artist

actually saw, this is the only one showing a homicidal gassing.”

It could be seen that, in this picture or drawing, the pellets of Zyklon B
spread themselves about from a can lying on the floor of the “gas cham-
ber,” a detail that conflicts with Pressac’s argument holding that the pellets

39 J.-C. Pressac, o