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We have set up a strong state, we

have immense military power, but reality has not changed our
consciousness. It has remained the consciousness of a helpless,
suffering people, waiting for the Cossacks to set upon us at any
minute. Uri Avnery, 1st of feb. 2004

"The wall denies basic human rights to the Palestinian
people and further reduces the West Bank and Gaza

Strip to the status of concentration camps,” Mr. O'Brien said.
(Liberal MP, Canadian Parlement)
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Israel's Flag Is Not Mine

(September 1949)
Alfred Lilienthal

Dear Mother:

| brought you my hurts and troubles when both they and | were little: in that same
spirit | bring them to you today.

Only last year, a new white flag with single blue six-pointed star was hoisted to a mast
many thousands of miles away on the east coast of the Mediterranean Sea. This flag of
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Israel is the symbol of a new nationalist state, with its own government, army, foreign policy,
language, national anthem and oath of allegiance.

And this new flag has brought every one of us five million American citizens of the
ancient faith of Judah to a parting in the road.

Judaism, | have felt, was a religious faith which knew no national boundaries, to
which a loyal citizen of any country could adhere.

By contrast, Zionism was and is a nationalist movement organized to reconstitute
Jews as a nation with a separate homeland. Now that such a state exists, what am 1?7 Am |
still only an American who believes in Judaism? Or am |—as extreme Zionists and anti-
Semites alike argue—a backsliding member of an Oriental tribe whose loyalty belongs to
that group?

Let us start, Mother, with how | feel about this new State of Israel. | wish it well. |
hope that several hundred thousand suffering displaced persons will find in it a happy
home. | hope it will prosper as a center of democracy in the Middle East. But when its flag
was first raised on May 14, 1948, | had no impulse to dance in the street with hysterical joy,
as did so many in New York and London. For | was born and remain an American. | have
no ties with, no longings for, and feel no responsibilities to Israel. And | believe that the
future happiness of the Jews in America depends on their complete integration as citizens
of this—our true—country.

| am sure that if we Jews as a group are persuaded to divide that love which people
normally give to their native land, it can lead only to disaster.

The Irish? They are a nation and Judaism is a religion. Irishmen here have left Ireland
only in recent generations. The Jews left Palestine in Roman times, and have come here
from every European country.

My one and only homeland is America. | am proud of my belief in the age-old Judaic
concept of one God in Heaven and one Humanity here below. But my faith does not pull
me into a feeling of narrowly tribal kinship with all others who worship God in this way.
Whenever | read of Americans singing the Hatikvah, Israel's national anthem, or see youth
groups raising Israel's flag beside the Stars and Stripes. | am outraged. For Israel's flag and
anthem are symbols of a foreign state; ,they are not mine.

The most powerful weapon which Zionism is using on Americans of Jewish faith is its
outward cloak of humanitarianism. The argument runs that Israel was set up primarily as a
haven for the persecuted, the homeless, so why should we be critical?

Mother, the truth is that Israel was not created primarily for displaced persons.
Instead, Article 3 of its proposed constitution proclaims it to be "the national home of the
Jewish people." Meaning, Mother, you and me! As early as 1917 Dr. Chaim Weizmann,
Israel's first president, was proclaiming: "We have never based the Zionist Movement on
Jewish suffering in Russia or any other land. These sufferings have never been the
mainspring of Zionism."

Rabbi Abba H. Silver, a recent head of the American Zionists, declared: "We must
stand foursquare on the proposition that Zionism is not an immigration or a refugee
movement, but a movement to rebuild the Jewish State for the Jewish nation in the land of
Israel."

And what is the attitude of Israel toward those who adhere to the faith of Judaism but
are citizens of other countries? Our "nationality” they insist is Jewish, no matter under what
flags we were born; and, since we are not in Israel, we live "in the Diaspora,” which is to say
in exile. And their plans for us?

"We must," explained Prime Minister Ben-Gurion, in his first speech after the

Israeli elections, "save the remnants of Israel in the Diaspora. We must also save

their possessions. Without these two things, we shall not build this country."

So the vast Zionist propaganda machine strives to cement national ties between
Israel and all persons of Jewish faith. And sending money to Israel is only a small part of
our supposed obligation. The deeper objectives are given by Dr. Margoshes, an executive
of the American Section of the Jewish Agency, as being:

" - to Zionize world Jewry. . .to establish Zionist hegemony over the developing
Jewish communities throughout the world."

Daniel Frisch, newly elected president of the American Zionists, feels that "the
American Jewish community will soon arrive at the inevitable conclusion that the all-day
school plus a chain of summer camps is the only solution to the problem,” and that "we
ought to be able to send to Israel American—bred young people who want to live as Jews
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minus the hyphen under the smiling skies of the reborn Israel. Our task has not ended with
the birth of the Jewish State. It has but begun.”

Have these misguided zealots forgotten the indignation which was aroused in
America In the '30's, when the Bundists tried to tell Americans of German ancestry that they
owed loyalty to Germany, and set up in America youth camps dedicated to German culture?

Today we see Zionists boasting of "Jewish" political strength, Zionist picket lines
around British consulates, Zionists demonstrating against Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin
when he arrives here to sign the Atlantic Pact, New York stores plastered with posters
screaming "Do Not Buy British. Made Goods."

Are these people acting as Americans? Europe's recovery through the Marshall Plan
is the keystone of our bipartisan foreign policy, which the Communists are trying to
sabotage. Any boycott of British goods, organized or unorganized, helps this destruction.
Now | know these Zionists were not consciously trying to tear down American foreign policy,
but their actions were the inevitable result of living under segregation is not solely the fault
of the other guy. Part of the responsibility is on our shoulders. True, the Jew is sometimes
segregated by Christians. But it is also true that the Jew sometimes sets himself apart from
Christians.

We have moved out of the ghetto, but sometimes scars of the long imprisonment
remain. This is why many Jews even today feel at home only with other Jews. Many carry
their Jewishness on their sleeves and are extremely self-conscious and sensitive to their
separateness.

ALL OF THIS | understand: most of it | forgive. After all, six million Jews were wiped
out by Hitler and anti-Semitism does exist, even in America. Why should each of us not be
at least a little sensitive? This | think most non-Jews understand. But when anyone
criticizes, however mildly, either Zionism, the State of Israel or the hysterical behavior of
some groups of Jews. we have no right to shout "anti-Semitism!"

In any religion one can find a small group of fanatics who hate those of other faiths.
Such fanatics are not numerous or important. It is Semitism—the constant effort of some
Jews to assert themselves as Jews—and not their religion of Judaism which feeds anti-
Semitism.

‘No one knows better than you, Mother, that |, too. suffered humiliation from being a
Jew. | have felt the arrows of discrimination. In my deep hurt | have cried out. But the
discipline of two nationalisms. Were Hitler alive today, how he would laugh!

The plain fact is that we Jews are not a race and we should not let the Zionists
persuade us that we are. Proof to the contrary lies in Palestine, plain for all to see. You had
my letter, Mother, from my Army furlough there. | was second to none in my enthusiasm for.
what my co-religionists had done—for a desert brought to bloom, for clean new cities rising
out of age-old sand dunes. All of these wonders had come to pass while only a few fanatics
talked of statehood. One evening | went to see a performance ,of an opera in Jerusalem.
In that theater lobby you could distinguish almost at a glance the Yiddish-speaking
Ashkenazic Jew from Poland, the Spanish-speaking Sephardic Jew from North Africa or
Turkey, the German Jew, Jews from a score of countries all differing in dress, language,
manners and mental attitudes. | had visual proof of the arguments of anthropologists. who
laugh at the notion of a distinct Jewish race.

Anyone who tells me those foreign Jews are exclusively my people that | should be
closer to them than to Bob McCormick, the kid on the block with whom | used to play ball: or
to Nick Galbraith, who roomed next to me at Cornell; or Dave Du Vivier with whom | studied
in law school—that man is talking dangerous nonsense. | have also learned, Mother, that
when something. goes wrong in my relations with non-Jews. | avoid the habit of thinking
that it happened just because | am a Jew. Such self-pity is comforting, but it is usually
wrong and therefore dangerous.

There is today a deep split among Americans of the Jewish faith. The Zionists are the
more vocal; they have more organized political power. But they do not speak for all of us,
and | hope not for most. On the other side there is, for instance, the American Council for
Judaism, which insists that the nationalism of Israel must be confined to the boundaries of
that state. There are also countless other Jews without any affiliation who revere Judaism
as a religion and scorn to degrade it into a cheap racial nationalism which competes with
their Americanism.

But when we protest the right of the Zionists to speak as "American Jewry" on the
question of Palestine, we are told that Jews should not be disunited, must not fight among
themselves on Palestine or any other issue. And if we still speak out against what we feel is
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a dangerous trend, we find ourselves reviled and ostracized as traitors. Coercion, often
economic, frequently silences the freethinker.

But why should Americans of Jewish faith be any more united on questions of
American foreign policy than are Presbyterians, Baptists or Methodists?

Have we forgotten the words of Woodrow Wilson in 1915 when he warned all
Americans: "You cannot become true Americans if you think of yourselves in groups. A man
who thinks of himself as belonging to a particular national group in America has not yet
become an American. And a man who goes among you to trade on your nationality is not
worthy to live under the Stars and Stripes.”

Politicians of both parties who in the last election played to "the Jewish vote
connection with Israel will do well to reread those words.

The answer to bigotry and anti-Semitism does not lie in fanatical Jewish nationalism.
Of course the blowing-up of the King David Hotel, the hanging of the two British sergeants,
the assassination of Bernadotte, the massacre of Arab women and children at Dier Yasin
were all acts of tiny groups. But they have weakened the moral and spiritual stature of the
world's oldest religion. Israel's terrorist Beigin and Hollywood's Ben Hecht, who encouraged
such lawlessness by saying, "Every time you let go with your guns at the British betrayers of
your homeland, the Jews of America make a little holiday in their hearts!" such people are
doing the Jews more harm than any words which Goebbels spoke.

There was no holiday in my heart, nor in that of the late Rabbi J. L Magnes, president
of the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, who said sadly following that Hecht statement: "We
had always thought that Zionism would diminish anti-Semitism in the world. We are witness
to the opposite."”

All too many Christians have supported Zionism because they felt that Jews, having
been persecuted, should now have what they want whether it is good or bad for them.
Christian leaders can help us greatly. But Christian sympathy for Jews should be measured
not in terms of support for Jewish nationalism in distant Israel but in accepting us as friends,
neighbors and first-class citizens of this our country. That is true liberal Christianity. And
also, Mother, good Judaism, that fine old faith which you taught me as a little child.

in

Reprinted from the September, 1949 issue of The Reader's Digest.
<http://www.alfredlilienthal.com/israelsflag.htm>

FANATICISM

Bible Belt missionaries set out on a 'war for souls' in Iraq

US Christian evangelists want to "save Muslim souls" in Irag, writes David Rennie in
Cleveland.

American Christian missionaries have declared a "war for souls" in Iraqg, telling
supporters that the formal end of the US-led occupation next June will close an historic
"window of opportunity".

Organising in secrecy, and emphasising their humanitarian aid work, Christian groups
are pouring into the country, which is 97 per cent Muslim, bearing Arabic Bibles, videos and
religious tracts designed to "save" Muslims from their "false" religion.

The International Mission Board, the missionary arm of the Southern Baptists, is one
of those leading the charge.

John Brady, the IMB's head for the Middle East and North Africa, this month
appealed to the 16 million members of his church, the largest Protestant denomination in
America.

"Southern Baptists have prayed for years that Iraq would somehow be opened to the
gospel," his appeal began. That "open door" for Christians may soon close.

"Southern Baptists must understand that there is a war for souls under way in Irag,"
his bulletin added, listing Islamic leaders and "pseudo-Christian" groups also flooding Iraq
as his chief rivals.

The missionaries are mainly evangelicals who reject talk of Muslims and Christians
worshipping the same God.

Jerry Vines, former head of the Southern Baptist Convention, has described the
Prophet Mohammed as a "demon-obsessed paedophile". Franklin Graham, son of Billy
Graham and the head of Samaritan's Purse, a big donor to Iraq, has described Islam as a
"very evil and wicked religion™.
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The missionaries pose a dilemma for President George W Bush. He has reached out
to Muslims since September 11, shrugging off criticism from evangelicals to describe Islam
as "peaceful". But Christian conservatives are also a key Bush constituency: Franklin
Graham delivered the invocation prayer at his presidential inauguration.

The US Agency for International Development has said that the government cannot
rein in private charities. "Imagine what the US Congress would say to us,” said a
spokesman in April.

Jon Hanna, an evangelical from Ohio who has recently returned from Iraqg, applied for
a new passport to travel there, describing himself as a humanitarian worker. "l was worried
the US authorities might try to stop us, might be worried we were going to start a riot with
our Bibles."

In Baghdad last month Mr Hanna met two other American missionary teams. One,
from Indiana, had shipped in 1.3 million Christian tracts. "A US passport is all you need to
get in, until the new Iraqi government takes over. What we thought was a two-year window,
originally, has narrowed down to a six month window," said Mr Hanna, an evangelical
minister and editor of Connection Magazine, a Christian newspaper in Ohio.

He describes Islam as "false". He cited St John's Gospel, saying: "Who is the liar? It is
the man who denies that Jesus is the Christ. Such a man is the antichrist."

Mr Hanna concluded: "The Muslim religion is an antichrist religion." Later Mr Hanna
asked to retract that choice of words. "Without the reader hearing my voice and looking into
my eyes as | made that statement, it would be easy for certain readers to feel personally
attacked and be offended," Mr Hanna wrote by email. "That would be unfruitful."

He rejected the suggestion that aid work was a "cover" for missionary work, preferring
to call it a "conduit for sharing the gospel of Jesus. Christians are commanded to minister to
the hungry, but also to the hunger of the spirit. It can't be separated," he said.

In public, the largest groups put the emphasis on their delivery of food parcels and
their medical work. However, their internal fund-raising materials emphasise mission work.
One IMB bulletin reported aid workers handing out copies of the New Testament and
praying with Muslim recipients. Another bulletin said Iragis understood "who was bringing
the food . . . it was the Christians from America."

Southern Baptists from North Carolina visited Iraq in October to help hand out 45,000
boxes of donated food. One of the team, Jim Walker, told IMB's Urgent News bulletin that
he met village children "starved of attention and | could tell some of them have not eaten
well. But their biggest need is to know the love of Christ."

Mr Hanna said he encountered friendly curiosity, with noisy crowds gathering to take
his group's tracts. "Maybe 10 per cent were hostile." He was one of 21 on his mission
including Jackie Cone, 72, a Pentecostalist grandmother from Ohio who said God had told
her to join a second mission planned for next year. "l sensed Him telling me to come back in
January," she said.

Mrs Cone is confident she made converts in Baghdad. In her hotel she met a Muslim
woman on crutches with a leg operation due that day. Mrs Cone knelt on the lobby floor
and prayed that surgery would not be required.

"I saw her that evening and she said God had healed her, and she hadn't needed
the surgery. She didn't say Allah, she pointed to Heaven and gave God the glory," she
said.

Mrs Cone led the Kurdish woman and her brother in prayer, asking Jesus into their
hearts. "I'd given them a Bible and a Jesus video in Arabic. | think they think of themselves
as Christians now," she said. "They have the Bible and | hope they will grow in grace."

Muslims are hard converts, American missionaries admit. The large organisations
have experts trained in refuting Muslim teachings that Jesus is just another prophet.

Before going to Iraq, Mr Hanna studied Christian training manuals and attended a
seminar for missionaries to the Arab world.

Mr Hanna concedes his new lIraqi friends were possibly drawn by the novelty of
meeting Americans. "But you don't discount that, you use it as an opportunity to tell them
about Jesus. Last time we only took 8,000 Arabic Bibles to Irag. In future missions the
goal is one million."

(Filed: 27/12/2003)
<http://www.portal.telegraph.co.uk/news/main.jhtml?xml=/news/2003/12/27/wirq27.xml&sSheet=/news/2
003/12/27/ixhome.htm|>
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ANTICHRISTIANISM

The Defamation of Christianity
by Bruce Walker

We all know that Christian anti-Semitism caused the Holocaust, right? The story goes
something like this: (1) Christians, from the earliest days, were anti-Semitic; (2) Christians
engaged in unprovoked persecution of Jews in the ancient and medieval world; (3)
Christians encouraged massacres against Jews that desensitized Christendom to the
Holocaust; (4) Men raised as Christians committed the Holocaust; (5) Christians ignored the
Holocaust while it happened and denied the Holocaust after it happened.

Baseball allows three strikes and "You're out!" Football gives teams four downs to
keep their drive alive. But let us be generous and give this particularly noxious defamation
of Christianity five chances to be right. It is still defamation.

Christians were anti-Semitic?

Christianity has never been "anti-Semitic." The first Christians were Jews. The next
Christians were Semitic people, even if they were not Jews. The model of racial moral
superiority adopted by the National Socialist German Workers Party resembled Judaism, not
Christianity (although Nazi evil was as hostile and incompatible with the righteousness
required by Judaism as with the tolerance required by Christianity.)

Racism was condemned as sin in human history first by Christians. Outside Christian
theology, racism was the norm. Why, then, describe the conflicts between Christians and
Jews in the ancient and medieval world as "anti-Semitic"? Simple: it creates the false
impression that differences between Jews and Christians sowed the seeds of Nazi racial
policies.

Christians engaged in unprovoked persecution Jews in the ancient and medieval
world?

The first three centuries of Christianity was one long religious holocaust by pagan
Rome against Christians. When pagan Rome was scattering the Jewish people in the
Diaspora, this vile though grand empire was torturing Christians to death. Seldom noted is
that Jews, ten percent of the population of the Empire, sometimes helped persecute
Christians.

Constantine the Great may have been converted to Christianity on his deathbed, but
he was profoundly influenced by Christianity years before, which led him to proclaim the
Edict of Milan in 313 A.D. This edict granted religious toleration to Jews, Christians and all
faiths within the Roman Empire.

The diverse peoples of the Roman Empire were not forced to become Christians.
These cosmopolitan peoples were familiar with many other moral and metaphysical
systems, including Judaism. The many people of the Roman Empire embraced Christianity
as something far better than they had ever seen before.

This did not lead to perfect moral behavior, but Christian doctrine denies that we will
ever be sinless. What naturally did occur, however, was an improvement in the moral
conditions within the Roman Empire. Under the increasing influence of Christian morals,
Rome did not inflict upon the Jewish people crimes like the Diaspora and the destruction of
the Second Temple, the Babylonian Captivity and the destruction of the First Temple, the
Assyrian extermination or disintegration of ten of the twelve tribes of Israel and Judah, or
the Egyptian oppression of Hebrew slaves which led to the Exodus, Torah and the
Promised Land itself.

Christophobes do not even pretend that Roman Christians were committing these
sorts crimes, although these crimes were so common in the ancient world. Instead
Christophobes fast forward to the Justinian codification of Roman law, which included
discrimination against Jews. Legal discrimination, of course, was ubiquitous in the ancient
world. Almost every people in the ancient world, including Jews against goyim.

The sort of murderous crimes which smell of religious holocaust, however, do not
appear in a Christian Roman Empire which had large numbers of subject Jews. The first
episode of religious genocide between these two great faiths took place in 614 A.D., when
Jerusalem was captured by Persians and Jews, who together methodically tortured and
exterminated more than 90,000 Christian men, women and children.
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Christians engaged in massacres of Jews which desensitized Christendom to the
Holocaust?

Aside from the Zoroastrian-Jewish extermination of Christians in 614, other religions
did engage in mass exterminations of other peoples because of their faith.
Overwhelmingly, the victimizers were conquering Moslems and the victims were Jews,
Christians, Zoroastrians and Hindus who had the misfortune to be in the war of Islam
militant.

Yet Moorish Spain is often presented as a model of tolerance, suggesting that
Christian Spain, after the Christian majority had expelled the Moslem overlords, was
somehow kind and gentle and Christian Spain vicious and coarse. Why? Bat Ye'or, the
Jewish historian who came from Egypt and who is the greatest modern student of Islamic
persecution of others, describes the ideal often presented in history books of a wonderful,
idyllic Islamic Spain as a "pious lie" by Jews to make Christians, who never did anything
nearly as bad as Moslems in Spain, look worse than Moslems.

The expulsion of Jews from Spain in 1492 is described as a comparable episode, but
of course it was not. Isabella and Ferdinand were simply reimposing edicts made by prior
Moslem rulers requiring that Jews become Moslems, convert or die. The greatest difference
is that Christians did not engage in an organized, sanctioned slaughter of Spanish Jews.

The tragic massacres of hundreds of Jews in the Rhineland during the First Crusade
are the next "example" of how dangerous Christianity is to Jews. The events are not
disputed. Mobs of peasants traveled from town to town killing entire Jewish communities.
Seldom noted is that these mobs were strongly opposed by the bishops and archbishops of
the towns in which these several massacres took place.

Bishops and archbishops took in Jews, hid Jews, and tried in every way possible to
prevent these murders. The mobs tried smashed the doors of bishoprics and tried to Kill
Christian clergy. The courage of bishops and archbishops against the wrath of wild mobs
changed the course of these campaigns: mobs looking for Jews to kill avoided towns which
had a strong Christian presence.

Saint Bernard warned crusaders that killing Jews for being Jews was like killing Christ.
Popes excommunicated those who called for the murder of Jews. Hardly fodder for
holocausts, is it?

Cossacks in the 17th Century engaged in some of the most unspeakable crimes
against Jews in human history. This is also cited as "proof" that the differences between
Christians and Jews led to mass murder of Jews. The Cossacks, however, were ruthless to
virtually everyone, including other Cossacks. Jews were not the first nor the last peoples
who suffered horribly at the hands of Cossacks. Moreover, Cossacks were notoriously
irreligious.

Salient is the reaction to these crimes within Christendom. Europe in the 1600s was
not yet "modern." Nevertheless, Christendom in the 1600s strongly and unequivocally
condemned Cossack atrocities against Jews. There was no denial and no support for this
holocaust against Jews by Christendom.

Men raised as Christians committed the Holocaust

Did men raised as Christian murder millions of Jews? Yes, but what is unstated
matters immensely: men raised as Christians, and who emphatically and contemptuously
reviled Christianity, murdered millions of Jews. The only people in Europe who opposed the
Holocaust when they could have saved their lives by being quiet were Christians in Europe.
The only people who spoke out against the Holocaust while it was happening were
Christians.

No one in 1945 seriously believed that Christianity "caused" the Holocaust, but many
people believed that the evil which Hitler represented was ended by Christians. There are
dozens of examples of the deep gratitude which Jews felt toward serious Christians in this
hellish part of human history, but perhaps one example sums it up best:. Rome has the
oldest synagogue, perhaps, on earth; after the war was won and Nazism was defeated, the
Chief Rabbi of Rome converted to Christianity.

If Christians "caused" the Holocaust, then who caused the greater holocaust in the
Soviet Union a dozen years earlier? This greater holocaust was not caused by serious
Jews who seriously believed in the theology of Judaism, but it is worth noting that Judaism
and Jewishness is no more perfect a vaccine against these sorts of crimes than Christianity.

Lazar Kaganovich, probably the greatest mass murderer in modern history, the Soviet
Himmler, an atheist Marxist, considered himself Jewish; Kaganovich spoke Yiddish; he was
raised as an observant Jew. Yagoda, the sadistic head of the Soviet secret police, was
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Jewish. Men who reject the moral precepts of Christianity and of Judaism will commit
unthinkable crimes against humanity. Kaganovich and Himmler had the same theology:
man is god.

Christians want to deny the Holocaust?

The myth that somehow America and Britain "denied" or "concealed" the Holocaust is
more than just odd. Consider what happened on December 17, 1942. Th allied
governments of every Christian nation in Europe and America denounced the mass murder
of Jewish in occupied Europe "in the strongest possible terms.”

This mass murder was described as a "bestial policy of cold-blooded extermination."
Anthony Eden introduced the resolution in the House of Commons, and a Labour MP
asked that all members "rise in their places and stand in silence in protest of this disgusting
behavior" Lord Samuel, a Jewish peer and former Leader of the Labor Party sad "These
events are an outcome of quite deliberate, planned, conscious cruelty of human beings."
Is Holocaust denial?

America and Britain (we tend to forget that Britain was not just a predominately
Christian nation, it is a formally Christian nation: Christianity, specifically Anglicanism and
Presbyterianism, are the government religions of England and Scotland respectively)
deliberately decided that defeating Nazism in Europe was much more important than
defeating Japanese Imperialism in Asia.

Japan had more ability to actually threaten the island democracies of Anglo-America,
because the Japanese fleet and naval aviation were superb. Japan was exterminating in
unthinkable ways millions of Chinese and other Asian peoples.

If the democracies of Anglo-America were indifferent to that enormous crime we call
the Holocaust - by the way...what do we call the holocaust of Chinese by Japan? | seem to
have forgotten - then these Christian nations certainly showed that indifference in
inexplicable ways.

Christians as Christians have been condemning the murder of Jews for more two
thousand years. This has often not reciprocated. The first religious and racial genocide in
Europe during the 20th Century was not the murder of Jews but the murder of Christians
within the Turkish empire.

Almost every horror later used by Lazar Kaganovich against innocent, overwhelmingly
Christian, people, and even later used by Nazis against innocent, largely Jewish, people
were used first against Christians in this forgotten holocaust.

Packing people into cattle cars, torturing innocents, liquidating children - all these
things happened in Armenia before the Gulag, and in the Gulag before the Nazi death
camps. As with the Holocaust, Christians who were not in harm’s way risked their lives to
save the innocent. Also, to his enormous credit, an American Jew, Henry Morgenthau,
worked bravely and tirelessly to help these wretched victims.

But some people also denied this first experiment in racial and religious genocide. In
1918 Ben Gurion, the first president of the modern State of Israel, and Ben-Zvi published a
book projecting an Eretz Yisrael in the Ottoman Empire. Future President Ben Gurion says
in that book: "it must be said, to the credit of the Turks, that their rulers behaved toward the
conquered with a degree of tolerance and generosity which is unparalleled in the history of
Christian peoples of the period." Ben Gurion does not mention a single world about the
Armenian genocide.

The extermination of the Christian Armenians had been preceded by decades of
mass murders of Christians in the Turkish Empire. How did Theodor Herzl, the father of
Zionism, feel the Fifth Zionist Congress in 1901 should react to these decades of torture
and mass murder of Christians? Herzl urged the Congress to send a message to Abdul
Hami 1l (know as the "Bloody Sultan" for his massacres of Armenians) which had an
"expression of dedication and gratitude which all the Jews feel regarding the benevolence
which his Highness the Sultan has always shown them."

The best and the worst moral attitude

Jews should want Christians to be deep and sincere Christians. Christians should
want Jews to take Judaism seriously. Defaming Christianity does not lead to a safer, kinder
world for Jews. It leads to monsters like Bormann and Eichman. The best protection
against holocausts are men like pious Christians like George Washington and Pope John
Paul Il. The best protection is honest, decent Jews like Henry Morgenthau BatYe'or .

Monsters like Kaganovich, craven and cynical creeps like Ben Gurion are found in all
races, all faiths and every age. Some are CINOs (Christians In Name Only) and some are
JINOs (Jews In Name Only.) One of the best ways to seed and to nourish this sort of evil is
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to defame Christianity - like pretending that the Holocaust is the logical consequence of
serious Christianity.

February 11, 2004
<http://mensnewsdaily.com/archive/w/walker/04/walker021104.htm>

DUBYA

A Republican's Case Against George W. Bush

by Paul Findley

January 27, 2004

During my long life, America has surmounted many severe challenges. As a teenager,
| experienced the great depression. In World War Il, | saw war close-up as a Navy Seabee.
As a country newspaper editor, | watched the Korean War from afar. As a Member of
Congress, | agonized through the Vietham War from start to finish. During these challenges
| never for a moment worried about America's ultimate survival with its great principles and
ideals still intact.

Today, for the first time, | worry deeply about America's future. We are in a deep hole.
| believe President George W. Bush's decision to initiate war in Iraq will be the greatest and
most costly blunder in American history. He has set America on the wrong course.

I must speak out. As best | can, | must bestir those who will listen to the grave
damage already done to our nation and warn of still greater harm if Bush continues his
present course during a second term in the White House.

When terrorists assaulted America on 9/11, killing nearly 3,000 innocent civilians,
President Bush responded, not by focusing on bringing to justice the criminals who were
responsible, but by initiating a war against impoverished, defenseless Afghanistan, a broad
attack that killed at least 3,000 innocent people. Even before the dust settled in
Afghanistan, the president initiated another war--this one in Iraq, a war planned long before
9/11.

In the name of national security, the president has brought about fundamental,
revolutionary changes that threaten our nation's moorings.

At home and abroad, he has undercut time-honored principles of the rule of law.

Abroad, he has made war a ready instrument of presidential policy instead of
reserving it as a last-resort should peril confront our nation.

In public documents, he claims the personal authority to make war any time and any
place he alone chooses and the authority to use force to keep unfriendly nations from
increasing their own military strength.

His power is unprecedented. He directs a military budget greater than all other
nations combined. At his instant, personal command is more military power than any nation
in all recorded history ever before possessed.

He proclaims America the global policeman and for that role he has already
expanded a worldwide system of U.S. military bases. Four new ones are in place in Iraq and
four others near the Caspian Sea.

He orders the development and production of a new generation of nuclear arms for
U.S. use only, meanwhile threatening other nationsAilran and North Korea, for
example,Afagainst acquiring any of its own.

Unleashing America's mighty sword, he brings about regime changes in Afghanistan
and Irag but mires our forces in quagmires from which escape seems unlikely for many
years.

He isolates America from common undertakings with time-tested allies. He trivializes
the United Nations and violates its charter.

The president offers wars without end, and the Congress shouts its approval. But his
use of America's vast arsenal is so reckless that he is regarded widely as the most
dangerous man in the world.

Here at home, in his frantic quest for terrorists, he stoops to bigoted measures based
on race and national origin, tramples on civil liberties, and spreads fear and disbelief
throughout the land. Those of Middle Eastern ancestry, and many others, buckle under
government-inflicted humiliations and abuses with trepidation, sorrow and resentment.
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Frustrated by Iraqi dissidents who protest the occupation by killing U.S. troops almost
daily, the president reverts to war measures. He orders heavy aerial bombing in wide areas
of the countryside.

Even as body bags pile high, the president seems oblivious to war's horror. The
rockets and one-ton bombs may kill a few Iraqi guerrillas and cause others to pull back and
pause, but they kill and maim innocent civilians, level homes, turn neighborhoods into
rubble, and permanently blight many lives. They create deep-seated outrage, not
cooperation.

The Iragi carnage is piled alongside the simultaneous destruction and blighting of
American lives. More than 500 U.S. military personnel have been killed and, according to
one estimate, nearly 10,000 have been wounded. Ponder that fact. Ten thousand
American families permanently blighted in a war the United States initiated. Mark Twain,
writing of war, once asked, "Will we wring the hearts of the unoffending widows with
unavailing grief?"

The president overreacts to 9/11 by leading America into a lengthy fiery trial that may
last far into the future, — years of U.S.-initiated wars designed to punish regimes believed to
harbor terrorists.

This is not the America my generation fought to preserve in World War Il.

Starting wars will not bring a just peace. The president should ponder deeply why
many people in many nations engage in anti-American protest.

The answer: People worldwide, especially in Irag and Palestine, are livid over
grievances against America. Almost all Iraqgis are glad Saddam Hussein is out of power, but
many of them, — the total may be a substantial majority, — see America as arrogant, biased,
untrustworthy, and bent on world domination.

Here are some of the reasons:

In the 1980s — the height of Saddam's cruel treatment of Kurds and other Iraqi
citizens,— the U.S. government served as the dictator's silent, uncomplaining partner,
helping him battle Iran by providing intelligence, and critical military supplies, even some
components of weapons of mass destruction.

At the end of the 1991 Gulf War, Iragis had a bitter experience with the president's
father. President George Bush, Sr. publicly urged the Iraqis to overthrow Saddam. His call
prompted a strong uprising, but Bush refused U.S. support in any form. This bleak rejection
prompted Saddam to use helicopter gun-ships to slaughter dissidents by the hundreds. He
had retained use of these lethal aircraft in a provision of the U.S.-approved armistice.

Iragis also remember bitterly that U.S. fighter planes enforced sanctions on the
people of Iraq for a decade after the Gulf War. This embargo was so harsh it led to
immense civilian suffering, including the death of at least a half-million Iragi infants.

Today, Iraqis are wary of the President's motives and dependability. Many doubt that
his true objectives are, as he now states, establishing freedom and democracy in their
country, or, as he earlier stated, destroying Irag's weapons of mass destruction.

Aware that he ignored offers of conciliation from Saddam's emissaries before the
invasion, they believe he harbors dreams of an American empire and wanted the war in
Irag, come what may.

Their greatest and most deep-seated complaint is Bush's failure to make even the
slightest move to halt America's anti-Arab bias. For example, the president has made no
effort to distance America from Israel's colonialism.

He pays lip-service to statehood as a goal for the Palestinians, but he has done
nothing to stop Israeli Prime Minister Sharon's brutality of Palestinians--assassinations,
military forays that leave vast death and destruction, high fences that confine Palestinians
like cattle, and the steady usurpation of more Palestinian land.

Bush seems unconcerned by the worldwide outrage at America’'s massive,
unconditional, uncritical support of Israel, without which the Jewish state could never have
carried out its humiliation and devastation of Palestinian society.

Bush is overwhelmed by the influence of religious zealots--both Zionist and
fundamentalist Christian. He ignores America's own heavy guilt for the plight of Palestinians.
He fails to recognize that more than a billion Muslims worldwide, along with many millions of
non-Muslims, are deeply aggrieved at this complicity.

Bush offers an exquisite example of close-in hypocrisy. On one side of a Middle East
border, he tries to convince Iragi Arabs that he offers them democracy and freedom while,
at the same time on the other side of the border, he supports Israel's violent denial of these
identical rights for Palestinian Arabs.
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THE REVISIONIST CLARION / 3 / March 2004

Iragis worry that U.S. occupation will become a new colonialism--indefinite U.S. control
of Iraqi oil reserves, Israeli-style brutality, and a U.S.-forced treaty that will keep Iraq from
helping the Palestinians.

President Bush is so befuddled by the awful carnage of 9/11 and rumors of more
assaults to come that he does not see what is vivid to most of the world--the real ground
zero of terrorism is in Palestine, not Manhattan. He ignores the real ground zero at great
peril to America.

This issue surmounts all others in the presidential political campaign. It impels me to
speak out against what George W. Bush is doing. | am a Republican, and | will remain in
the Party of Lincoln. | feel no joy in making this case against the president. He may be
sincere in his stewardship, but he is wrong, — dead wrong — in the direction he is taking our
country.

What should be done? Must the president proceed with wars without end?

The president's best war decision is purely political one, and it is plain, peaceful,
generous and just. He must make a clean break from Israel's scofflaw behavior.

If Bush has the will, he can easily free himself and America. If he acts, he will
transform the grim scene in Iraq and elsewhere in the Middle East into bright promise. Any
day he chooses, the president can instantly, — without firing a shot — quiet guerrilla warfare
in Irag and anti-American protests throughout the world.

All he needs to do is inform Sharon that all aid will be suspended until Israel vacates
the Arab territory Israeli forces seized in June 1967. U.S. aid is literally Israel's lifeline, so
the ultimatum would be electrifying evidence that the United States, at long last, will do
what is right for Arabs and Muslims. If Bush acts, the Iraqi people will have reason to
believe, for the first time, that the U.S. government truly opposes colonialism.

The ultimatum would prompt rejoicing worldwide, not just among Iragis and
Palestinians. Opinion polls show that a large majority of Israelis, weary of the long, bloody
struggle to subjugate the Palestinians, would welcome co-existence with an independent,
peaceful Palestine.

An impressive foundation for this presidential ultimatum already exists. All member-
states of the Arab league unanimously offered peace-for-withdrawal four years ago. A
similar plan called the Geneva Accords was recently announced jointly by former officials of
Israel and Palestine. Almost simultaneously, four retired heads of Israeli intelligence even
urged full, unilateral withdrawal from the West Bank and Gaza.

By standing resolutely for justice for Palestinians, who are mostly Muslim, Bush would
virtually end anti-American protests and strengthen moderate forces worldwide.

Will Bush liberate America from endless wars and chart a constructive, peaceful new
future for our nation? If he does so promptly, he will be a shoo-in for reelection. If he does
not, | will join other Republicans, — there will be many of us — in urging his defeat.

1-27-04.

Paul Findley, Member of Congress 1961-83, author of: They Dare to Speak Out: People
and Institutions Confront Israel's Lobby; Deliberate Deceptions: Facing the Facts About the
US-Israeli Relationship; and Silent No More: Confronting America's False Images of Islam

FAIRY TALES

The Gold Teeth

From the book Verheimlichte Dokumente, Band 2, FZ-Verlag 1995. Page 127, here
translated from German:

Beside "Soap from killed Jews", "Diminished Heads from KZ-Camps" and "Lamp
shade from Human skin" the famous and terrifying story of the gold teeth that were stored
in the German Reichsbank [State bank] in Francfort which the German had pulled out of
dead Jews are among the best known propaganda tails that are told about the Germans
from last war.

The Vienna news paper "Neue Front" was among the first papers to print the
background of the swindle in their edition of August 1953.

In his authentic and startling narrative from the Nuremberg Trial Hans Fritsche tells,
that the former Reichswirtschaftsminister Funk (Secretary of State for Trade and Industry),
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the sick old man, was taken by surprise as Judge Dood, Executive Trial Counsel for USA,
asked:

"Did you store gold teeth in your Reichsbank?"

"No", said former Reichswirtschaftsminister Funk.

To this answer Dodd said: "Then | will show you a film."

The light in court room switched off, the film projector started to whirl: US- soldiers
force themselves into the strongroom of the Main branch of The Reichsbank in Frankfurt am
Main. They open the very heavy, tons of kilos, steel door. Crammed full sacks with
"Deutsche Reichsbank" written on them are carried out of the strongroom, they are opened
and emptied on large tables. From them flows: rings, gold coins, jewels and gold teeth. -
Frank is discompose and close to a collapse. This was his cooperation with the SS and the
K-camps. In despair he stutters: "I did not know." Fritsche wrote: "We believed him!"

A year later Fritsche, writes in his memoirs, one of Frank's staff, Reichsbankdirektor
Puhl (Director of the Reichsbank), is standing on trail in the so called Wilhelmstral3e-
Process, called witnesses that stated under oath that at the moment of the US-occupation
the strongroom of the Frankfurter Bank of the Reichsbank was empty. Puhl said the
strongroom was empty as he surrendered the bank to the US-army. Puhl was asked if he
has no knowledge of the film Executive Trial Counsel for USA Dodd had shown as evidence
at Military Trial at Nuernberg.

"Oh, yes," said Puhl, "I was presence as the film was made. It happened like this:
One day after the occupation of Frankfurt an American truck stopped outside the
Reichsbank. They asked me for sacks with the Reichsbank sign on. These sacks were filled
with jewels, gold coins and gold teeth, which they had brought with them, by the Americans.
Then they fetched a camera and moved the crammed full sacks into the strongroom and
closed the steel door. Then they start to roll the film, ordered me to open the door, and
carried out the sacks. That was the film that almost broke the neck of Funk."

<http://www.newsturmer.com/Historical%20News%20Letter/gold teeth.htm>

OFF LIMITS

Without a doubt, the "hottest" spot in Iraq is the town of Fallujah, about one hundred
kilometres from Baghdad.

For starters, no one warned us that the US forces have withdrawn from Fallujah.
When journalists asked to be embedded with the 82nd Airborne there, the official response
was that it was unsafe at the moment. The fact is that the resistance now completely
controls Fallujah. The Americans have literally put a lock on the front gate of their
Forward Operating Base Volturno, and bugged out. So we were driving around this city,
noting the unfriendly faces as our driver-translator read out all the Arabic graffiti calling on
the residents of Fallujah to "kill Americans" and "restore Saddam to power." Realizing that
they probably wouldn't be able to discern between Americans and Canadians until it was
too late, we got out quickly ourselves.

Canadian war reporter Scott Taylor interviewd by Christopher Deliso,
<http://www.antiwar.com/orig/delis095.html|>

DEACTIVATING THE HOAX

Hello from Dublin, Ireland

| have an article for you which you might like to publish.

It has already appeared on a number of "indymedia" sites around the world. It has
produced a mixture of puzzlement, consternation and approval. Often, naturally, it has
been deleted.
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Deactivating the Holocaust Hoax

Reflections of a Holocaust Revisionist and Liberal
Joseph Heaney

Of all the points of view current in the world that of the holocaust revisionist is the
most difficult to get a fair hearing for. Thus it is so very difficult to get across. The very
second one makes the slightest revisionist utterance they are down on you like a ton of
bricks. One is greeted with hysteria masquerading as argument. One's sanity is called into
guestion. One is labelled a bigot and worse.

Most so called educated people believe that level headed intelligent individuals, who
dispute the standard holocaust narrative of six million Jewish victims, gas chambers and
other horrors, just do not exist. If one holds such views one is by definition morally and
intellectually depraved.

It is my hope in writing this piece to set matters to rights. By this | mean to let people
know that holocaust revisionists are not monsters in human form and they view their ideas
as simply the result of submitting common belief regarding what is known as the holocaust
to objective multi-disciplinary scrutiny. This is the essence of Holocaust Revisionism.

It is also my aim to probe the political and philosophical implications of holocaust
revisionism. | do not seek here to prove the contentions of revisionists outright but simply to
whet the reader's appetite for further exploration. With that | would like to help him or her to
appreciate the profound and momentous importance of the revisionist message.

I must make clear that | have not always held such views. There was a time, some
years ago, when if | had heard any challenge to the standard sacred text | would have
immediately mounted my high horse and armed with fierce indignation rode over the guilty
miscreant. | was a holocaustian, a soldier ready to do battle for the holocaust faith, only
then | had not realised it was a faith, I, as almost everybody, thought it was established fact
like where Australia was on the globe or how the Titanic had sunk. This is the initial
psychological problem everyone who comes to revisionism for the first time faces. One has
so taken for granted the story of the gas chambers, death camps etc. that it has entered
the psyche and become part of one's mental furniture. Furthermore, many thinkers today
see the holocaust as being the defining event of 20th. century history.

Surely, one says to oneself, intellectuals could not be so stupid, so gullible, so corrupt
to ascribe profound meaning to events which either did not happen or happened in ways
very different to how they are thought to have happened? The revisionist answer is simply
that the standard political/historical world-view is indeed corrupt and distorted to the point of
absurdity.

My interest in the troubled politics of the Middle East and a series of twists of fate led
me in a direction where | reigned in my scepticism and contempt enough to read some
revisionist articles. | believe myself to have a good nose for detecting flawed logic,
rationalisation, doublethink, tendentiousness and such like. | could find none of these in
what | read. This was a great surprise as that is what | had expected. In fact it was in the
writings of conventional historians and in critics of revisionism that these qualities appeared
to be marked. Naturally | was dumbfounded. Curiosity led to further investigation. Eventually
| had to throw in the towel and admit to myself that the holocaust story while embodying
some truth was essentially atrocity propaganda. My view of history and the world was
thrown into disarray.

So what do the revisionists actually say? Firstly they do not dispute that the Nazis
persecuted the Jews of Europe and placed a great number of them in ghettos and
concentration camps. They do not dispute that Jews were massacred in Eastern Europe by
various parties including indigenous communities of Ukrainians, Poles and Russians and
other nationalities as well as by the SS and Axis forces. What they do dispute is the number
of Jewish victims which at six millions they hold to be a wild exaggeration. They say that the
genocidal gas chambers did not exist and that it was not the intention of the Nazis to
exterminate the Jews but rather to expel them from their sphere of influence. There were no
"death camps". There were camps used to hold people in transit before resettlement and
camps where people were forced to work in the war industries such as Auschwitz. Deaths in
the camps were mainly due to Typhus.

Is all this not redolent of a right wing ideology of hatred and intolerance? Firstly
revisionists come from many ideological and cultural backgrounds. The first of the prolific
challengers of the holocaust legend was a former French resistance activist Paul Rassanier
who had been an inmate in Buchenwald and after the war for a time was a Socialist
member of the National Assembly. He wrote a number of books based firstly on his
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Buchenwald personal experiences and later on the Nazi concentration camp system in
general. Due to the revelations contained in his books in the 1950s the Holocaust canon
was substantially revised. In 1960 it was officially admitted by the Munich Institute for
Contemporary History that no lethal gassings had occurred in Buchenwald or any camps on
German soil. Thus dozens of witness statements and alleged confessions of perpetrators
were rendered invalid. The scene of mass annihilation had been safely isolated in Poland
behind the then existing iron-curtain where it was conveniently closed to forensic
examination. Rassinier died in 1967.

The most important promoter of Revisionism in the United States at present is the
libertarian Bradley Smith. For him the supreme value is freedom of expression and open
debate In his recently published biography "Break His Bones" he explains his motivation:

"The ruling discourse in America, and indeed the West, demands that the Holocaust
story remain closed to authentic debate. The holocaust happened. Revisionists say it didn't.
For that reason all worthy persons and particularly intellectuals-who are all worthy persons
by definition-favor the suppression and even censorship of revisionist theory. Meanwhile,
because over the last half century the story has been revised so much, it becomes
increasingly difficult to say exactly what the holocaust was. That's where | saw my role. | fell
into it like a blind man falling down a well. All | could see was the taboo that protected the
story from real examination. How could anyone put his finger on what the thing itself had
been if it was taboo to talk about it freely-really freely? | would be the one then, the blind
man said, to help start the discussion going."

| recommend "Break His Bones", the website of that name and his main website
CODOH.com for anyone who wants to sharpen their understanding of this subject.

Jews have also played a significant part in furthering the revisionist cause. Among
them was the German Jew and anti-zionist the late Joseph Ginsberg who wrote in German
such works as Schuld und Schicksal (Guilt and Fate) and Majdanek in aller Ewigkeit
(Majdanek in all Eternity) under the name of JG Burg.

Contrary to what one is programmed into thinking the holder of revisionist opinions
may not necessarily be some aggressive cropped headed youth but may be someone
professional, unassuming, literate, middle-aged and well read. Usually, for social and career
reasons, they keep their views to themselves. None are better aware of the hollow nature of
western societies boast to be "free and open”. Neither are they necessarily politically right
wing.

Certainly the ultra right have been enthusiastic and vocal in their support for
revisionism. This is to be expected as the legend undermines the credibility of their world
view and consigns it, in general public estimation, to the realm of the psychopathic. More
than for other shades of political opinion revisionist insights help to publicly validate their
position.

This has afforded propagandists, such as Deborah Lipstat, in her book Denying the
Holocaust the chance to claim revisionism to be a movement of the anti-Semitic far right.
This is drivel. How could leftists and Jews have been among the pioneers of such a
movement? Revisionism in it's essence is forensic rather than political in it's concerns.
However, this is not to say it is without political and ideological implications. History is part of
the bedrock upon which we build our subjective world of values and ideals. If it is radically
revised then we may be challenged to correspondingly revise our world-view. How this
revising takes place is important.

When one realises for the first time the holocaust story is false one has a sense of
shock and disorientation. Some even develop psychosomatic symptoms. One has to take
time to again find one's ideological, political and philosophical bearings.

How one integrates the new knowledge is as important as the knowledge itself. The
sorry saga of the Second World War is normally narrated as a conflict between light and
darkness, good and evil, between black and white. In essence the structure is that of that
ancient story form; the fairy tale. There is little space for deep and subtle analysis, for
varying shades of grey, for alternate modes of interpretation. It is presented as a simple
conflict between good and evil. When one gains the knowledge that things were less simple
than society had led one to believe there is a temptation to jump to the very opposite
conclusion to the one which has been pushed so constantly and unremittingly. One jumps
to the conclusion the wrong side won and one enthusiastically embraces the ideological
baggage of the Nazis. In short one accepts a fairy tale equal and opposite to the fairy tale
one had started out with, only now who the good and evil sides are reversed.
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| prefer to see that awful conflagration in Europe as a struggle between a number of
ruthless imperialistic power blocs. All the different political systems represented were
predatory, elite driven and served societies soaked in propaganda.

While | consider myself to be a liberal | fully respect the entitlement of the ultra right to
hold, express and promote their views. Freedom of opinion | see as more than a cliché. |
see it as a necessity. Without this right to personal opinion and free expression we become
more easily the victims of ideological and political tyrants and bullies. If we are not allowed
the dignity of possessing our own minds and of expressing our insights to those we choose
to express them to we live an impoverished life in the shadow of tyranny. Such a tyranny is
not achieved without the all important tool of coercive fear. Yet, so called liberals all over
the "democratic" world, play along with the suppression of revisionism on the grounds it is
"nazi", "ultra rightist" etc. Yet the truth is, as explained above, revisionism is non-ideological
and even if it were that is no grounds to justify denial of basic rights. The reality is that most
"liberals" are only fair weather liberals and when confronted with something that threatens
the established order they are ready to cannive at it's suppression. Devotion to the ideal of
freedom of expression is a trendy lifestyle accessory for virtually everybody in the worlds of
academia and journalism. It is a fashion accessory and nothing more.

Any ban on the expression of ideas can give fraudsters cover to hide behind. Full
freedom of expression allows all ideas to face the challenge of open debate without the
protection of a taboo against hate speech or hate crime or thought crime.

It is noteworthy that revisionists have always and everywhere sought free and open
discussion. The establishment on the other hand has almost never consented to accept the
challenge. Instead it has sought to shelter the public from revisionist publicity. When one
side of an argument shuns the debate which the other side demands what does this
indicate?

While revisionism is suppressed with legal penalties in most of western continental
Europe in the English speaking world the taboo is enforced via an informal media ban
(Internet so far excluded) and the use of gangs of naive youth people to violently disrupt
the dissemination of information such as by smashing the windows of bookstores which sell
revisionist literature. Such youth organisations are often controlled by state intelligence
operatives.

Academics and journalists who breach the taboo face dismissal. What has been
uniguely bizarre is the way academic distinctions especially doctorates have been
withdrawn from individuals who have committed the ultimate heresy. This happens even if
the doctorate concerned a completely different subject! The public has to be protected from
the the possibility of knowing that gifted individuals can hold revisionist opinions. To this
end reality has to be modified in a similar way to how photographs were modified by
Stalinist regimes to eliminate images of "unpersons" who were out of favour. The past does
not fit. Thus it has to be changed.

Recently an attempt to withdraw an MA degree from an historian in New Zealand
failed. The man, Dr Joel Hayward, had however been hounded out of his position at a
University and his highly promising career and health ruined. Holocaust enforcers had even
been considerate enough to contact him to make death threats regarding his children! His
crime was, many years before, to have written a thesis for which he received first class
honours in which the standard holocaust doctrines had been called into question and
described as ‘atrocity propaganda’.

Reality, one may note, has a certain robustness. It can be picked up and scrutinised
and played with. It can be tossed about in the interplay of open debate without fear such
rough and tumble will cause it to shatter.

What is it about the reality of the "Holocaust" that makes it different? Why does it
have to be accompanied by a bodyguard of protective measures wherever it travels? Claims
are heard "survivors" will be upset and feel emotionally afflicted by the mere possibility their
testimonies may be put under the proverbial microscope and processed through the
laboratory of critical analysis. Nobody can be insulted or demeaned by a challenge to the
authenticity of a valid contention. The very nature of the world of fact is that it emerges
"smelling of roses” and with credibility in yet greater glory thanks to the inquisitorial process
undergone.

There is an argument particularly popular in Germany in recent years that scepticism
regarding the six million and related assertions is expressed merely as a ploy to lure more
recruits into the right-wing extremist "scene". The idea is that the sceptics do not believe
themselves what they say but do so in the hope it will make an ideology look more
innocuous and so more attractive to potential new supporters. One fault here is that this is
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merely an ad hominum argument. That is it attacks the person of the opponent rather than
what he says. Plainly put it goes for "the man instead of the ball". Such a line of attack can
be deployed against any line of reasoning we are afraid to confront. We simply say: "You
do not believe what you are saying so | am under no obligation to answer your arguments!"
Of course to impute bad faith a priori, like this, to ones opponent in any disputation is to
dismiss him before the discussion has begun. It denies him the minimal respect one decent
human being ought accord to another. It is merely an excuse not to engage in discussion.

This ever so convenient line of reasoning can be marshalled for any case where we
believe we are right and the opposition wrong, which one imagines would cover quite a few
instances! Next time you have a difference of opinion with your spouse or partner why not
try this line of reasoning?

"You are wrong. You know you are wrong and are dishonestly asserting your
position for an ulterior motive. Thus | am not obliged to engage in any further
discussion.”

The results should be interesting!

People can better understand the reality of the "Holocaust" when they understand
the context. Zionism engaged in an extraordinary colonialist enterprise immediately after
WWII. This involved an aggressive war against the Arabs of Palestine including extensive
ethnic cleansing. The extraordinary and lurid allegations helped justify this before world
opinion. The world was made to feel it owed Israel, acting as proxy for the world Jewish
community, something special in recognition of a terrible and evil betrayal. The new Jewish
state required extensive financial and technical support to get on it's feet and integrate
millions new immigrants. Much of this support came from Germany in the early years. Since
the 1960s the United States has provided the lion's share of support for Israel. A great deal
of money still to this day comes from Germany as "reparations”. Israel has never in it's
history been self supporting.

The holocaust story usefully served to distract attention, as it still does, from crimes
committed by the Allies during WWII especially the atom bomb attacks which occured at a
time Japan was seeking to surrender honourably and the firebombing to death of civilians in
their hundreds of thousands in Japanese and German cities.

Was "the Holocaust" intended, as most atrocity propaganda has been, to serve as an
expedient which would eventually wither on the vine of human memory? Were it's
inconsistencies and absurdities gradually to be allowed exposure as it's usefulness waned?
One can only surmise.

However, Israel did not progress as had been be hoped for. The new state
experienced economic difficulties as the 1950s gave way to the 1960s. In the new decade
outside financial and military support was increased. The alliance with the US was
deepened and strengthened. Military conquest afforded further territorial expansion in the
mid 1960s. The term "the Holocaust" was born around this time. Before this,titles such as
"the Nazi genocide" had been used. The legend was utilised to morally underwrite the
peculiar and not a little bizarre Israeli combination of financial dependence allied to
multifaceted aggression. The failure of Israel up to now to achieve real economic viability
partly explains the durability of the legend.

There are further explanations for it's durability. It has become part of the public self
definition of the USA vis a vis it's enemies. Contemporary armed confrontations are almost
inevitably described as being against "a new Hitler". The public is taught a mental paradigm
whereby American arms inevitably confront consummate evil.

It has become a key origin myth of the present United States dominated world
system. The story allows the US to present itself as having "saved" the world during WWII.

It serves the interests of the international Jewish business community.

The put down term "anti-Semite" can be thrown at anyone who refers to the utterly
enormous influence of the Jewish community in the worlds of mass media and high finance.
Absurd as it is when reflected upon, one can be accused of initiating "a new Holocaust"
simply by pointing to such obvious facts!

The political left has found the legend useful as the alleged perpetrators were
associated with the political right. Thus they are usually happy to promote it and use it as a
major point of reference.

Similarly internationalists in politics and the business world of various hues who are
opposed to traditional European forms of Nationalism and those who believe in unrestricted
immigration into Europe use the legend assiduously in their publicity.
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What is so very strange is that organised Christianity today plays along
wholeheartedly with the extermination story. It turns a blind eye to the abuses of basic
rights suffered by revisionists. Yet Christianity unlike zionism or the US military industrial
complex or transnational corporate business or the political left gains nothing and loses
credibility in the face of the hoax. The accusations of moral -culpability undermine
Christianity’s claim to be a creed of compassion. Instead of confronting the accusations with
objective analysis Christians prefer to wallow in a vague but real sense of guilt. One strongly
suspects that the mindset one is dealing with here is one lacking the spark of real critical
intellect. Could it be those with a habit of asking probing questions have already jumped
ship? Could it be all that are left are mediocrities and "yes men" ready to be taken in by
whatever counterfeit wares the holocaust huxters have prepared to dupe them with?

People are bound to their rulers and authority figures by bonds of trust without which
it would be hard for society to function. This trustingness makes it difficult for most people to
guestion what institutions present as true and given, no matter how it is that what they are
told may sound outrageous, extravagantly lurid, a challenge to their credulity. This natural
human tendency protects the hoax from overmuch threatening prying examination.

Indeed this human tendency protects other hoaxes perpetrated by controlling elites in
our times who want to hide their activities. This human tendency to trust protected the small
number of Catholic clerics who up to recently got away with serial acts of abuse against
children. Victims and those who doubted the whiter than white picture the clergy painted of
itself kept quiet just as revisionists today are forced to thread cautiously. They had to hide
from public view their maverick and tabooed view of the world. They kept quiet because
they were beset by a powerful societal taboo which threatened real dire consequences and
ostracism against all who challenged it.

Another factor which protects "the Holocaust" is it's own very monumental scale.
People are well capable of telling small fibs themselves but would balk at the idea of
promoting a monstrous untruth. A lie of such enormous scale most people can not envisage
as such and so they tend to believe the story.

A continuous deluge of media propaganda repeats the essentials of the story ad
nauseum. The process of repetition embeds it into the public consciousness thus rounding
off the brainwashing process.

A lie believed distorts our perceptions. A monumental and epic lie does so to the
point it acts as a gigantic act of sorcery putting it's subjects under a state of remote control
whereby they do irrational things without realising it. They are subject to a kind of magic
spell such as what we might call the Holocaust Hex.

In our hexed and benighted world we are reluctant to acknowledge the horrors the
State of Israel has foisted upon the peoples of the Middle East. We do not ask is it strange
that a nuclear power which has behaved ultra aggressively towards it's neighbours should
be supported by a massive system of international financial largesse.

In our hexed and bewildered world normal and natural European nationalist
sentiments and impulses are seen as pathological because nationalist ideology we are told
ignited the most murderous and evil acts history has seen. Similarly, Christianity tainted as a
carrier of ‘anti-Semitism’, that most frightful disease, is pathologised. The whole of Europe’s
heritage lies shamed and accused.

In our hexed and blinded world we dare not enquire if it makes sense that a small
ethnic minority should monopolise the mass media, with all that extraordinary capacity for
mass indoctrination, in much of the developed world.

We are hexed into false perceptions of our history and heritage, of politics and of
society. Of course, also,we are hexed into a false notion of the legend itself.

Slowly but surely knowledge and awareness is growing. The eventual general
exposure of the great imposture will free our perceptions. The ideological establishment will
be discredited. Again able to see we will look about us in wonder at what surrounds us. We
will see the academic world and the world of journalism and the Churches and realise how
much they have been a sham. So called democratic politics, as it is practised, will then be
revealed as the playground of powerful, ruthless and amoral elites. People will realise such
gross and absurd untruths could not have survived and flourished for so long in a society
that was truly free and open. A new era of questioning basic principles, a new
enlightenment can be set in motion. People will seek to create a real truly liberal and open
society to replace the current fake one. The free exchange of ideas, unhampered by
taboos, will be set in motion. Spurious arguments, based on nothing better than an
elaborate version of childish name calling, will no longer suffice. Saying "that is Nazi" or
"that is anti-Semitic" or "that is Nationalism" will no longer carry weight. People will be forced

- 17 -



THE REVISIONIST CLARION / 3 / March 2004

to support their positions with cogent argument. A new era of intellectual honesty and
doubt and adventurousness can begin.

In short, the public exposure of the legend will cause the hex to work it's magic spell
in reverse! Instead of promoting confusion it will now promote understanding and
enlightenment. It will be realised if we were so easily misled in one area we most likely were
misled in a lot of other areas besides! Everywhere and overall perceptive skills will be
sharpened. New light will illuminate many dark corners of deceit.

That revisionism has come this far is due to the activity of a relatively small nhumber of
gifted and courageous individuals. The work of examining and deconstructing the holocaust
story is mostly at an end. The numbers accepting the revisionist analysis in western Europe
and north America is still relatively small though it is constantly growing. What retards it's
faster spread is legal and extra legal intimidation added to the caution and defensiveness
engendered by a major societal taboo.

This understandable caution however need not be all embracing. The truth needs to
be sponsored. Sponsors of the truth can attend academic seminars and ask probing
qguestions. They can engage in radio phone-ins. They can, circumstances permitting, ask
guestions as audience members in television discussion programmes. They can distribute
leaflets. They can as students publicly confront academics. They can in private life be
prepared to advocate and discuss. In short they can stand up and be counted.

The security of the legend rests on a taboo against open critical discussion. Various
means of intimidation, as already mentioned, have been set up to protect and reinforce that
taboo. Revisionists should refuse to be intimidated.

Activism, | believe, would be more effective in concentrating on the flimsy justifications
for the existence of these mechanisms of intimidation rather than on the forensic details of
the extermination allegations themselves. For it is in it's need for recourse to intimidation of
both the legal and extra-legal kind that the holocaust industry, most clearly and in an easily
comprehended way, reveals there is something it desperately needs to hide. Always and
everywhere the questions must be posed:

"Why are people not allowed to hear all sides of the discussion?"

"Why can we not have open public discussion on this topic?"
"Why has the public to be kept in the dark about technical research in this area?"
"Why do you challenge my right to express myself?"

"Why should there be any need for ‘Holocaust Denial’ laws?"
"Why do you answer my request for discussion with violence?"

"Why do you oppose a free market in ideas regarding this matter?"
"Why are revisionist titles not available in major bookstores?"

The denial of information to the public allied to intimidation amounts to how the official
story is enforced.

Because it carries weight in the free market of ideas truth needs only to be asserted.
Untruth however needs to be enforced.

This is the most immediately apprehensible flaw in the established holocaust story.
Herein lies the tip of the iceberg of deceit. This enforcement embodies the denial of rights
of free expression and denial of the public's right to information. As explained already it has
legal and extra-legal aspects. Indeed, one may say that with their orchestration of this
massive denial of rights the holocaust lobby themselves are the true 'deniers'.

Why do names such as Rassinier, Faurisson and other revisionists not trip off the
tongues of academic students of history? If the "holocaust" is a matter of such fundamental
importance, as we are told so often, is not a student of history entitled to be familiar with all
shades of opinion on the matter? Why are students in academic institutions not
encouraged to read revisionist writings in the original? They have to be kept ignorant of
revisionist writing and research as part of the enforcement process.

That an established point of view is enforced does not definitively and absolutely
prove the revisionist case but it does mean the treatment of and discourse surrounding the
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matter are not rational nor natural nor healthy nor reasonable. An inquiring and alert mind
will naturally seek out all those studies, scientific analyses and observations which have
been so strangely barricaded away.

The truth, as always, will eventually everywhere become public knowledge. When that
will be depends on many factors only the future will reveal. It can happen access to the
internet may be denied to revisionism which will slow it's progress in gaining acceptance
significantly. Still, a critical mass of awareness remains at present in place across the globe,
which persecution can not eradicate. Scepticism regarding the legend is especially
widespread in the Islamic world. So too has scepticism taken strong root in the former lands
of the Soviet Union. 