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Editors’ Prologue

When faced with demands by Congressman Ron Paul to bring our
(the U.S.’s) troops home from the various wars the United States are
currently waging, Senator John McCain stated during a Republican De-
bate on CNN on Nov. 28, 2007:'

“I just want to also say that Congressman Paul, 1 have heard him
now in many debates talking about bringing our troops home and
about the war in Iraq and how it’s failed, and I want to tell you that
that kind of isolationism, Sir, is what caused World War 1l. We al-
lowed Hitler to come to power with that kind of attitude of isolation-
ism and peace.”

So what’s the big deal, one might ask? Well, the real reasons for
World War II can be found in the way the world ended World War I
and how it treated democratic Germany between 1919 and 1933. The
war was ended with the promise of free trade, ethnic self-determination,
and disarmament for all — U.S. President Wilson’s famous Fourteen
Points.” Yet what followed was a 15 year lasting occupation, subjuga-
tion, plundering, humiliation, and forced one-sided disarmament of
Germany and Austria only, whose people were denied any attempt at
self-determination, frequently by use of force. What the world had been
denying peaceful democratic Germany during all those years, it then
conceded to National Socialism under Hitler, who had learned that the
world would give Germany what was rightfully hers (and later more
than that) only under the threat of violence.

That is not the point we want to make here, though. If we look into
the war propaganda put forth by the U.S. before and during the wars
against Serbia in 1999 and against Iraq in 1991 and 2003, plus when we
look into how certain lobby groups have been pushing for a war against
Iran over the past three years or so, we can see a pattern: Slobodan Mi-
losevic, in 1999 leader of tiny Serbia, as well as Saddam Hussein and
now Mahmoud Ahmadinejad are compared with — Adolf Hitler. Milo-
sevic and Hussein were even accused of committing (or having commit-
ted) similar crimes of genocide — against the Kosovo Albanians here or
the Kurds there. Hussein is even said to have used poison gas for that

See www.youtube.com/watch?v=0Q9WzCrLuC4&feature=related
See www.famousquotes.me.uk/speeches/Woodrow_Wilson/
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purpose. These claims, among others, were used to justify the war. And
there is no better justification for a war than to prevent a new Hitler — or
a new threat to exterminate the Jewish people, an accusation currently
leveled against Ahmadinejad.

We know today that the claims about weapons of mass destruction
raised against Hussein were false. But they served their purpose well,
because the world is so conditioned to react with automatic, Pavlovian
style reflexes to such claims. One reason why these accusations work so
well and why the world is so gullible to believe them, no matter how
often they have been revealed to be wrong in the past, is because of that
giant boogeyman called Hitler. Once his name is dropped and success-
fully put into the “right” context, there seems to be no stopping. War is
the only solution to stop Hitler, Slobo-Hitler, Saddam-Hitler, Mah-
moud-Hitler, or whatever their names may be.

Genocidal hysteria is today used to justify the wars of the U.S. and
their allies, Israel being the most belligerent of them. Not that prevent-
ing genocide isn’t a worthwhile goal. It actually is, and in extreme cases
maybe even by military intervention. But today genocide or the (real or
fabricated) threat of it is attracting the U.S. government’s and military’s
attention only if it is about either securing the almighty dollar, the free
flow of goods (mostly oil), and — well, dare we say it? — the subjectively
perceived security of Israel and its interests (which includes an aggres-
sive expansionism into Palestinian lands). Genocide in Somalia, Congo
or Darfur? Who cares...

It has come to the point where summoning the evil spirits of Adolf
Hitler and “his” iiber-genocide — the holocaust — is the trump card
needed to start just about any war the Powers That Be want to wage.

Wasn’t one of the primary lessons of the World Wars supposed to be
that wars are evil? And wasn’t another lesson that governments use
propaganda tricks to drive people into discriminating against minorities,
into ethnic cleansing, into genocide, and into wars?

Presentations in today’s media frequently give the impression that
World War II was fought to prevent or stop the holocaust, when in fact
nothing could be further from the truth. In 1939 there was only one
statesman who had proven to be a gargantuan mass murderer: Joseph
Stalin. Yet instead of fighting him, the U.S. and Great Britain decided
to gang up with Stalin in order to fight Hitler, who in 1939 may have
caused the death of several hundred innocent people, but that was an
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almost ridiculous amount, if compared to Stalin’s peacetime(!) death
toll of many millions of innocent souls.

Yet still, today’s media, politicians, and even many scholars on the
subject agree almost in unison that World War II really was a “good”
war, where the good guys — the Allies — beat the bad guys — Hitler, plus
the Japs as a collateral. But how can anyone seriously call the Allies
“good guys,” when Stalin was one of them, who, in addition to his pre-
war massacres, was also responsible for innumerable atrocities during
the war, for the ethnic cleansing of uncounted millions in Eastern Eu-
rope at war’s end, and for the subjugating of some 20 nations after-
wards?

Hence:

— World War Il was NOT a good war!

— The good guys did NOT win that war, as there were no good guys!

— The holocaust was NOT the reason why it was fought.

And yet, after World War II the Powers That Be have been very suc-
cessful in driving their people into one war after the other by referring
to this “mother-of-all-wars.” Pacifists are dumbfounded at how good
those warmongers are in using the horrors of this greatest war ever to
instigate even more wars. And so have some of us been for the past
decade or so.

And then we eventually stumbled over holocaust revisionism or “ho-
locaust denial,” if you wish, and we suddenly knew why those warmon-
gers are so good at it.

Mainstream media, politicians and academics depict holocaust revi-
sionists as evil creatures trying to re-establish National Socialism, to
prepare for another holocaust. As a consequence the world wages a
constant war on holocaust revisionists, and this even includes the Uni-
ted Nations, which have passed a resolution against those wicked “de-
niers,” urging all nations to take action against them.’ Those nations in
turn pass laws to outlaw revisionist thoughts, to imprison the revisio-
nists, to burn their books, and to ban their ideas from public fora. Every
revisionist a little Hitler...

?  See United Nations, “Resolution adopted by the UN General Assembly on Holocaust

denial,” A/RES/61/255, 26 January 2007;
www.un.org/holocaustremembrance/docs/res61.shtml; cf. United Nations, General As-
sembly, “General Assembly adopts resolution condemning any denial of holocaust,” 26
January 2007; www.un.org/News/Press/docs//2007/ga10569.doc.htm; United Nations,
“Ban calls on world to fight Holocaust denial, anti-Semitism and bigotry,” 27 January
2009; www.un.org/apps/news/story.asp?NewsID=29679
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But is that true?

As far as we have found out by now, it is not true. But do you know
what? We don’t care anymore.* Because what we have come to under-
stand is that the holocaust is the secret weapon of psychological warfare
of the Powers That Be, which they use to expand and maintain their mi-
litaristic empire, to justify wars and subjugations, to foist their financial,
economic and cultural system upon others against their will. Summon
the evil ghosts of Hitler and the holocaust, and the world will blindly
and defenselessly follow your war drums.

Against that, revisionism in general is the key to peace, where revi-
sionism stands for: Be critical! Don’t take for granted what those mili-
tant Powers want you to believe in justification of their deeds! Instead,
look again (Latin: revidere) into their claims! Review their evidence!
Revise your opinion, if needed. This definition of revisionism is the op-
posite of what those warmongers want you to believe, isn’t it? And for a
good reason: because they want to prevent with all means that we ob-
tain and entertain a critical mind.

Holocaust revisionism is the most important one of those critical at-
titudes, as it is the key to understanding that governments have lied, are
lying, and will always lie to us. And it is a key to understanding what
modern “democratic” governments are willing to do in order to sup-
press ideas which threaten their nefarious ways.

The continual, annoying resorting to the holocaust theme as a means
to justify war is the reason why we became skeptical and curious. And
we have found out that we are not alone with that attitude. Famous Brit-
ish-Jewish musician and writer Gilad Atzmon, for instance, had a simi-
lar experience, as he has described on March 13, 2010, in an essay
which wraps it all up nicely:’

“When I was young and naive I regarded history as a serious
academic matter. As I understood it, history had something to do
with truth seeking, documents, chronology and facts. I was con-
vinced that history aimed to convey a sensible account of the past

As far as we know, there are not much more active, publishing Holocaust revistionists in

the world than there are fingers on one hand, with no money, no support, no media
access. So what threat can they pose? What’s the hubbub all about that even the U.N. feel
urged to pass a resolution against them?

G. Atzmon, “Truth, History and Integrity,” March 13, 2010;
www.gilad.co.uk/writings/truth-history-and-integrity-by-gilad-atzmon.html; similar Da-
niel McGowan, http://palestinethinktank.com/2009/09/25/daniel-mcgowan-what-does-
holocaust-denial-really-mean/
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based on methodical research. [...] When I was young, I didn’t think
that history was a matter of political decisions or agreements be-
tween a rabid Zionist lobby and its favorite holocaust survivor. |[...]
When I was young and naive I was also somehow convinced that
what they told us about our ‘collective’ Jewish past really happened.
[...]

As it happened, it took me many years to understand that the ho-
locaust, the core belief of the contemporary Jewish faith, was not at
all an historical narrative, for historical narratives do not need the
protection of the law and politicians. [...] It took me years to accept
that the holocaust narrative, in its current form, doesn’t make any
historical sense. [...]

1 think that 65 years after the liberation of Auschwitz, we must be
entitled to start to ask the necessary questions. We should ask for
some conclusive historical evidence and arguments rather than fol-
low a religious narrative that is sustained by political pressure and
laws. We should strip the holocaust of its Judeo-centric exceptional
status and treat it as an historical chapter that belongs to a certain
time and place.

[...] We should also ask, what purpose do the holocaust denial
laws serve? What is the holocaust religion there to conceal? As long
as we fail to ask questions, we will be subjected to Zionists and their
Neocon agents’ plots. We will continue killing in the name of Jewish
suffering. We will maintain our complicity in Western imperialist
crimes against humanity.

As devastating as it may be, at a certain moment in time, a
horrible chapter was given an exceptionally meta-historical status.
Its ‘factuality’ was sealed by draconian laws and its reasoning was
secured by social and political settings. The holocaust became the
new Western religion. Unfortunately, it is the most sinister religion
known to man. It is a license to kill, to flatten, no nuke, to wipe, to
rape, to loot and to ethnically cleanse. It made vengeance and
revenge into a Western value. However, far more concerning is the
fact that it robs humanity of its heritage, it is there to stop us from
looking into our past with dignity. Holocaust religion robs humanity
of its humanism. For the sake of peace and future generations, the
holocaust must be stripped of its exceptional status immediately. It
must be subjected to thorough historical scrutiny. Truth and truth
seeking is an elementary human experience. It must prevail.”
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(In)famous political scientist Norman G. Finkelstein recently agreed
to this when he stated in an interview to the 2009 documentary Defama-
tion by Israeli documentary filmmaker Yoav Shamir:°

“The irony is that the Nazi holocaust has now become the main
ideological weapon for launching wars of aggression. Every time
you want to launch a war of aggression, drag in the Nazi holo-
caust.”

The most impressive thing about Shamir’s documentary, however, is
that he lets his audience experience how young Jewish Israelis are being
traumatized by holocaust “education,” which should better be called
brainwashing, and how many Jews in the world, due to that kind of so-
cialization, have become thoroughly paranoid about every single Gen-
tile being a potential anti-Semite and about a new holocaust lurking be-
hind every corner. This way many Jews have become prepared to do
just about anything to protect themselves and their interests from both
(rarely) real and (often) purely imaginary threats: ostracizing, stigmatiz-
ing, abusing, mistreating, harming, even killing Gentiles, if they stand
in their way. What is all the suffering of gentiles compared to the holo-
caust anyway? Nothing. So why bother?

Although the holocaust — even the revisionist version of it, which is
still filled with the horrors of persecution suffered by a religious minori-
ty — could be employed to worthwhile educational ends by teaching
people to be tolerant toward individuals with other ethnic, cultural, reli-
gious, political, or philosophical backgrounds, it is actually misused to
foster hatred and distrust among Jews against Gentiles in general and
Germans (and in extension: Europeans and Christians) as well as Pales-
tinians (and in extension: Arabs and Muslims) in particular. The “holo-
caust” of the current prevailing notion has created a paranoia among
Jews and has thus become a mental ghetto of modern-day Jewry, force-
fully separating it from the rest of the world. If Jewry wants to over-
come this paranoia, it needs to break out of this ghetto.

Having had similar insights, we figured that the “holocaust” version
forced down our throats for obvious political ends might not be kosher
at all. Hence we started reading every scholarly book written about “ho-
locaust deniers,” and written by them in order to make up our own
minds.

® See http://wideeyecinema.com/?p=7208, starting at 1 hr, 15 min., 46 seconds into the

movie.
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And now we have taken sides, because we think we’ve found the
tools needed to blunt the war mongers’ psychological wunder-weapon
and to liberate Jewry from its modern ghetto: They are called Truth and
Exactitude in writing history.

And we have found ample confirmation for what French mainstream
historian Prof. Dr. Michel de Botiard stated in 1986 about the main-
stream version of the holocaust (Lebailly 1988):

“The record is rotten to the core,”’
which was confirmed fourteen years later by Jean-Claude Pressac,

once the darling of the holocaust establishment:

“It is too late. [...] The current view of the world of the [National
Socialist] camps, though triumphant, is doomed. What of it can be
salvaged? Only little.” (Igounet 2000, pp. 651f.)

Call us whatever you want — “anti-Semites,” “neo-Nazis,” or for
some of us even “self-hating.” Such hollow insults don’t impress us
anymore, after we have seen what revisionist scholars have to endure.
Be that as it may. We will remain the pacifist that we have always been,
and we will resist warmongers, be they imperialist, colonialist, national-
ist, Zionist, Christian, Muslim, Jewish, anti-Revisionist, or what have
you.

% %k %

This is the second book of the Holocaust Handbook Series edited by
us, after our predecessor Germar Rudolf was unlawfully arrested by the
U.S. government in 2005 and deported to his native Germany, where he
was subsequently put on trial and sentenced to a prison term for having
edited this very series.” What better proof do we need that this series
must be important, as it is obviously considered dangerous by the Pow-
ers That Be?

This series can proudly claim to be the only one of its kind in the en-
tire world which deserves the attributes “academic,” “scholarly,” and
“scientific,” because only such research can claim to be scientific which
resists external pressures to come to certain conclusions. In that sense
this series does a magnificent job indeed, as it is truly the only series of
books on this topic that dares to withstand the massive pressures exerted
by the Powers That Be.

Since the end-1990s, Prof. Dr. Robert Jan van Pelt has been the flag-
ship of those Powers in defending the core of their myths, and hence in

7 Actually, the one volume summarizing the entire series: Lectures on the Holocaust.
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justifying their imperialistic wars and shoring up their persecution of
peaceful dissidents.

To underscore the statements made above, we will now quote Prof.
van Pelt himself, the subject of this book. In 1999 van Pelt was prepar-
ing himself to confront British historian David Irving in court in an at-
tempt to refute Irving’s (partially) revisionist views. Irving himself got
involved in revisionism after he had learned about the so-called Leuch-
ter Report, which had been prepared in 1988 for a court case in Canada
by Fred A. Leuchter Jr., then a specialist in the construction and main-
tenance of execution equipment. After Leuchter had inspected the re-
spective facilities in Poland, he claimed in his report that the alleged
homicidal gas chambers of Auschwitz and Majdanek could not have
functioned as such.® Needless to say that this didn’t exactly go down
well with the Powers That Be.

To the rescue of the special interests of these Powers came brave
Prof. van Pelt in the late 1990s, after other attempts at staving off revi-
sionism had failed.” When interviewed about revisionism in 1999, van
Pelt stated the following:"

“Holocaust denial for me is so revolting, and the way for me not
to immediately become sick with having to deal with Leuchter, was
by saying, OK, I am going to map his journey.” [00:36:47-00:37:00]
This shows that van Pelt is obviously a person who is emotionally

incapable of dealing objectively with dissenting opinions, as they make
him physically sick. That alone is enough to render him unfit to act as
an expert, though. But that wasn’t all. Van Pelt continued:

“Auschwitz is like the holy of holies. I prepared years to go there
and to have a fool [Leuchter| come in, come in completely unpre-
pared, it’s sacrilege. Somebody who walks into the holy of holies
and doesn't give a damn.” [00:40:59-00:41:20]

For van Pelt and persons sharing his views, Auschwitz and the holo-
caust are thus not items of the real world, which can and ought to be be
scrutinized as every other item, but they have a religious, a sacred di-
mension and may therefore not be challenged. This, too, renders him
inept to pose as an expert in the matters at hand. To this van Pelt added:

8

On the trial see Kulaszka; on Leuchter see Trombley; on his report see Leuchter et al.
9

Mainly those by J.-C. Pressac; re. his failure see Rudolf 2005.

’ Documentary video by Errol Morris, Mr Death: The Rise and Fall of Fred A. Leuchter,
Jr., Fourth Floor Productions, May 12, 1999; online i.a. at
http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=654178281151939378#; time given in
[hr:min:sec]; for a transcript see www.errolmorris.com/film/mrd_transcript.html.



CARLO MATTOGNO - AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1 17

“Crematorium Il is the most lethal building of Auschwitz. In the
2,500 square feet of this one room, more people lost their lives than
any other place on this planet. 500,000 people were killed. If you
would draw a map of human suffering, if you created a geography of
atrocity, this would be the absolute center.” [00:55:44-00:56:15]
Hence, for van Pelt the holiest of places is at once the one

representing the absolute center of evil. What kind of a religion is that
which reveres symbols of absolute evil? Yet the pinnacle of van Pelt’s
insight was yet to come:

“If the holocaust revisionists would be shown to be right, we
would lose our sense about the Second World War, we would lose
our sense about what democracy was. The Second World War was a
moral war, it was a war between good and evil. And so if we take
the core of this war, which is in fact Auschwitz, out of the picture,
then everything else becomes unintelligible to us. We collectively
end up in a madhouse.” [01:23:30 of original version'']

Here you have it: World War II was a war of good against evil, a
moral war; and the holocaust was at the core of that war.

As is intelligible to anyone only somewhat familiar with just a few
basic facts about World War II, these statements are dead wrong. But
people like van Pelt have made up their minds and their world view,
and they even made their mental sanity depend on that myth. No won-
der, then, that revisionism drives these people crazy.

How crazy it drives them can be seen from statements of some of the
world’s leading holocaust peddlers. Haunted by the revisionist demands
to show them or draw them a Nazi gas chamber, Elie Wiesel wrote in
his memoirs (1994, p. 97):

“The gas chambers should better have stayed locked away from
indiscreet gazes. And to the power of imagination.”

Claude Lanzmann, who is best known for his film Shoah, which is
basically a concatenation of unscrutinized anecdotal statements,'> ex-
pressed a similar irrational hostility toward more reliable kinds of evi-
dence like documents or even material evidence:

“In Shoah there is no time spent on archival material because
this is not the way I think and work, and besides, there isn’t any such
material. [See! Told you!...] If I had found a film — a secret film, be-

""" From Sundance version (Jan. 27, 1999); the revised VHS/DVD version has this passage

excised.
2 As book see Lanzmann 1985.
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cause filming was forbidden — shot by the SS, in which it is shown

how 3000 Jews — men, women, and children — die together, suffo-

cated in the gas chamber of crematory 2 in Auschwitz, then not only
would I not have shown it, I would have even destroyed it. I cannot

say why. That happens on its own.” (Le Monde, March 3, 1994)

If you think that’s insane, then brace yourself for what is yet to
come, because Prof. Dr. Robert Jan van Pelt has suggested during an
interview with the Toronto newspaper The Star, published on Dec. 27,
2009," that the extant material traces of the Auschwitz-Birkenau camp,
the site “where the murders happened,” should be left to be “reclaimed
by nature.” Or in other words: he wants them to disappear. He stated
that the material traces of the alleged crimes shouldn’t be preserved, be-
cause:

“To put the holocaust in some separate category and to demand
that it be there — to demand that we have more material evidence —
is actually us somehow giving in to the holocaust deniers by provid-
ing some sort of special evidence.”

As if the demand for material evidence for the alleged biggest
slaughter in the history of mankind were anything special. Don’t we ask
for material evidence for every single case of murder or manslaughter?
Then why not here? And if the deliberate destruction (or should we say
premeditated abandonment?) of evidence of an alleged crime is a crime
in itself, then why not here?

But read this statement again, and then ask yourself: Do the revision-
ists demand more material evidence? More than what? In this same in-
terview van Pelt himself had to admit the following:

“Ninety-nine percent of what we know we do not actually have
the physical evidence to prove... it has become part of our inherited
knowledge.”

Yet after having read the present book, it will be clear that the re-
maining one percent, which according to van Pelt is based on material
evidence (including wartime documents), does not prove what van Pelt
asserts. So it is more accurate to say: 100% of what is claimed about in-
dustrialized mass murder in gas chambers at Auschwitz is based on...
“inherited knowledge,” or in plain English: nothing but hot air — which
is, however, contradicted and thus refuted by all extant material and do-
cumentary evidence. Hence there is no physical or documentary evi-

" www.thestar.com/news/insight/article/742965--a-case-for-letting-nature-take-back-

auschwitz
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dence at all for van Pelt’s claims! There is therefore nothing special
about asking for any kind of material evidence for an alleged crime, if
nothing has been presented so far. Not demanding material evidence
would put the holocaust into a “separate category” from all other histor-
ical or criminological claims. So the shoe is on the other foot.

However, revisionists are indeed perfectly happy with the existing
material and documentary evidence, which points in but one direction, a
different one than van Pelt wants it to, though. The revisionists don’t
need more evidence, and they don’t ask for more. The case is clear for
all open-minded persons to see. It is the exterminationists who need
more, in fact any material and documentary evidence to support their
case. It is they who ought to ask for more evidence.

& sk 3k

Van Pelt has titled his anti-revisionist book The Case for Auschwitz.
This implies that revisionists are making a case against Auschwitz,
which is of course nonsense. But that kind of suggestive insinuation is
typical for the obfuscatory, misleading attitude of the exterminationists.
The revisionists, too, make a case for Auschwitz. It merely is a different
Auschwitz than what van Pelt champions. It is an image of Auschwitz
based on a consistent, conclusive, rational, judicious, sensible, and in-
deed sane analysis of the extant evidence. The revisionist case for
Auschwitz is a case for sanity.

May this book be a beacon for sanity both in historiography and in
society in general — by making the case against not just van Pelt’s im-
pending insanity, for we don’t want him or anyone else to end up in a
madhouse, do we?

May this book also contribute to the demise of the warmonger’s pi-
votal myth, replacing it with real history instead.

Editorial Staff, Holocaust Handbook Series
May 17,2010
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Measurement Conversions

Since the author is European, he uses metric units throughout the
book. Since some U.S. readers might find it difficult to imagine lengths,
areas, volumes and weights given in metric units, a conversion list of
the most common units is given below:

Mass

1 kg =2.205 pounds
1 centner/Zentner = 50 kg = 110.25 pounds
1 ton = 1,000 kg = 2,205 pounds

Length

1 mm = 0.03937 inch

1 cm =10 mm = 0.3937 inch
2.54 cm =1 inch

3048 cm =1 ft

I m=100 cm = 1.094 yard

1 km = 1,000 m = 0.6214 miles
1.609 km = 1 mile

Area

1 m? = 10.76 sqft/ft?

Volume

1 cm?® = 1 ml(iter) = 0.001 liter = 0.03381 {1 oz.
1 liter = 0.001 m? = 1.057 quarts = 0.2642 gallons
1 m*=1.308 cyd/yd® = 35.31 cft/ft*

Temperature

Increment: 1 °C = 1.8 °F Conversion: °F = °Cx1.8 + 32

Pressure
10 mm of water column = 1 mbar = 0.0145 psi

For more detailed conversions please refer to Internet websites like
convert-me.com
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Author’s Preface

Between January 11 and April 11, 2000, a lawsuit unfolded before
the Royal Court of Justice in London as a result of David Irving having
sued Deborah Lipstadt and the publishing house Penguin Books Ltd. for
libel. It ended with the dismissal of the British historian’s claims. Ro-
bert Jan van Pelt had been entrusted by the defense team with the prepa-
ration of an “expert opinion” which he presented in 1999. It became
known as the “The Pelt Report.”"* The author later rewrote it together
with his affidavit for the appeal procedure," and in 2002 published it in
the form of a book, The Case for Auschwitz, which became the new ref-
erence work of holocaust historiography in this field.

In doing so, van Pelt succeeded Jean-Claude Pressac who by that
time had become an uncontrollable maverick dealing official historio-
graphy blow upon blow. Pressac was therefore sent into what might be
labeled historiographic purgatory, half-way between the revisionists’
hell and the paradise of the holocaust believers. This historiographic in-
terdict weighed upon him until he died on July 23, 2003, in the total si-
lence of the media, which had previously praised him to the skies. The
irony of fate would have it that on his death he was eulogized only by
his erstwhile opponents.'®

The post of the world-wide authority on Auschwitz had thus to be
filled by a trustworthy person who would promote Pressac’s purified
theses without the latter’s annoying spirit of criticism and bring about a
new metaphysical vision of Auschwitz, immutable and definitive this
time — van Pelt, in short.

“The Pelt Report” and the book which resulted from it constitute
what is essentially a plundering of Pressac’s work, but the man himself
is never mentioned as the source of the arguments which van Pelt has
usurped. The entire work rests upon two main pillars: the corpus of
“criminal traces” assembled by Pressac and the testimonies of the wit-
nesses, which center, in turn, on the declarations made by Henryk Tau-
ber, a former detainee and member of the so-called Sonderkommando
(see chapter 10). Van Pelt regards them as having “the highest eviden-
tiary value” and makes Pressac’s analysis of these declarations his own.

'*" The report is available at: www.holocaustdenialontrial.org/en/trial/defense/van

'3 The affidavit is available at: www.holocaust-history.org/irving-david/vanpelt/
' Graf 2003, pp. 406-411; Mattogno 2003d, pp. 412-415, Countess, p. 413.
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Van Pelt, however, has honed Tauber’s significance, making him the
mainstay of his argumentation, the measure of all sources to the point
where he even uses his own documents to bolster the “plausibility” of
Tauber’s declarations. This is true as well for the other testimonies
which gravitate around Tauber’s statements for the sole purpose of “con-
firming” them.

It is easy to see why van Pelt does this. Tauber’s testimonies have
constituted the seemingly unassailable basis of holocaust historiography
as far as cremations and homicidal gassings at Auschwitz are concerned
— from 1945 to 1993, from Jan Sehn to Pressac. Pressac’s own “criminal
traces” rely tacitly or explicitly on Tauber’s assertions and merely con-
stitute, as it were, their (fictitious) documentary rendition.

Van Pelt’s choice has another, more important motive: he had to
deal with technical problems in the field of cremation and crematorium
ovens with which he was entirely unfamiliar, and so he blindly followed
Tauber’s statements. By accepting the absurdities uttered by this wit-
ness, however, and by making them the basis of his own reasoning, van
Pelt has engendered a chain reaction which leads to the self-destruction
of his book.

The radical refutation of van Pelt’s argumentation therefore requires
three specific approaches: one concerning the “criminal traces,” another
concerning the cremations and crematorium ovens, and a third concern-
ing Tauber’s testimony. They will constitute the first, second, and third
part of the present work, respectively.

Compared to Pressac, van Pelt has introduced a new method or ra-
ther a new designation for a method, the “convergence of evidence” — a
method which Pressac had already utilized without giving it a specific
name. It consists in the confrontation of allegedly independent docu-
ments and testimonies in an effort to show that everything “converges”
on the thesis of an extermination. Part Four examines the practical ap-
plication of this method by van Pelt and lays bare the serious technical
and historical mistakes that flow from it. Part Five finally analyzes in
detail the origins of the alleged convergence of testimonies.

In the section “Preface and Acknowledgment” of his book, thanking
his supporters, van Pelt says (pp. XIII-XIV):

“Writing my rebuttal to Rudolf’s affidavit, I was fortunate to
have Green, Mazal, Keren, and McCarthy as partners in a daily
conversation that quickly also included John Zimmerman, Kern
Stern, Peter Maguire, and Stephen Prothero.”
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The present study will deal with a number of examples concerning

the competence and intellectual honesty of some of these persons. Van
Pelt also speaks with much self-assurance of the task he had in the Irv-
ing-Lipstadt trial (p. IX):

“It was my task, therefore, to help the defense barristers Richard
Rampton, Heather Rogers, and Anthony Julius convince the judge
that no serious historian who had considered the evidence would
have serious cause to doubt that there were gas chambers at Ausch-
witz.”

This arrogant statement was refuted by Justice Gray himself in his

sentence of April 11, 2000. On this subject, he writes in section 13.71:"7

“I have to confess that, in common I suspect with most other
people, I had supposed that the evidence of mass extermination of
Jews in the gas chambers at Auschwitz was compelling. I have, how-
ever, set aside this preconception when assessing the evidence ad-
duced by the parties in these proceedings.”

Unbelievably, this point of view was shared by van Pelt (p. 100):

“My first problem was rather straightforward: the evidence for
Auschwitz was undoubtedly problematic.”

In section 13.73 he adds:"’

“I recognise the force of many of Irving’s comments upon some
of those categories. He is right to point out that the contemporane-
ous documents, such as drawings, plans, correspondence with con-
tractors and the like, yield little clear evidence of the existence of
gas chambers designed to kill humans. Such isolated references to
the use of gas as are to be found amongst these documents can be
explained by the need to fumigate clothes so as to reduce the inci-
dence of diseases such as typhus. The quantities of Zyklon B deli-
vered to the camp may arguably be explained by the need to fumi-
gate clothes and other objects. It is also correct that one of the most
compromising documents, namely Muller’s [recte: Bischoff’s] letter
of 28 June 1943 setting out the number of cadavers capable of being
burnt in the incinerators, has a number of curious features which
raise the possibility that it is not authentic. In addition, the photo-
graphic evidence for the existence of chimneys protruding through
the roof of morgue 1 at crematorium 2 is, I accept, hard to inter-
pret.”

www.holocaustdenialontrial.org/ieindex.html sub “The Judgement,” § XIII.
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In section 13.74, Gray accepts furthermore the value of several of
Irving’s arguments:'’

“Similarly Irving had some valid comments to make about the
various accounts given by survivors of the camp and by camp offi-
cials. Some of those accounts were given in evidence at the post-war
trials. The possibility exists that some of these witnesses invented
some or even all of the experiences which they describe. Irving sug-
gested the possibility of cross-pollination, by which he meant the
possibility that witnesses may have repeated and even embellished
the (invented) accounts of other witnesses with the consequence that
a corpus of false testimony is built up. Irving pointed out that parts
of some of the accounts of some of the witnesses are obviously
wrong or (like some of Olere’s drawings) clearly exaggerated. He
suggested various motives why witnesses might have given false ac-
counts, such as greed and resentment (in the case of survivors) and
fear and the wish to ingratiate themselves with their captors (in the
case of camp officials). Van Pelt accepted that these possibilities ex-
ist. I agree.”

The justice’s conviction with respect to the reality of the homicidal
gas chambers at Auschwitz derived solely from the presumed “conver-
gence of evidence,” as he stated in section 13.78:"

“My conclusion is that the various categories of evidence do
‘converge’ in the manner suggested by the Defendants.”

This book constitutes the first complete and radical dismantling of
the intrinsically false argumentative structure and of the spearhead of
mainstream holocaust historiography about Auschwitz by demonstrat-
ing, on the one hand, that Pressac’s “criminal traces” have no value as
evidence and, on the other, by documenting the fact that van Pelt’s
“convergence of proof” is purely fictitious.

As against this, the present work furnishes a coherent and actually
converging set of evidentiary elements which show that the holocaust
thesis regarding the existence of homicidal gas chambers at Auschwitz
is historically, documentarily and technically unfounded.
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Part One:
“Criminal Traces” Concerning
Homicidal Gas Chambers

A Historical and Critical Discussion of Jean-Claude Pressac’s
and Robert Jan van Pelt’s Theses'®

Introduction

Jean-Claude Pressac may rightly be called the founder of holocaust
historiography on the subject of Auschwitz, which previously had func-
tioned without documentation and without any method. He himself
called the “traditional” treatment of the subject “a history based for the
most part on testimonies, assembled according to the mood of the mo-
ment, truncated to fit an arbitrary truth and sprinkled with a few Ger-
man documents of uneven value and without any connection with one
another.” (1989, p. 264)

He applied a new historiographic method which, at least in its inten-
tions, discarded testimony in favor of documentary material. Actually,
though, he again relied on testimony to retrace the history of the alleged
initial installations for homicidal gassings, which are said to have pre-
ceded those of the Birkenau crematoria. His chapters on the gassings in
crematorium I (ibid., pp. 123-159) and in the so-called “bunkers” of
Birkenau' are, in fact, exclusively based on testimony.

The new method was actually applied solely to the Birkenau crema-
toria. Whereas Pressac should have been able to discover, in the respec-
tive documentation preserved at the Auschwitz Museum, proof of the
planning, the construction and the use of the alleged homicidal gas
chambers in those installations, he found himself confronted by a total
absence of any kind of proof. He was merely able to identify some

In his book van Pelt normally designates the Birkenau crematoria by the Arabic numerals
2,3, 4, 5 instead of using the more common Roman numerals II, III, IV and V. On the
other hand, he attributes to the so-called Birkenau bunkers the numerals I and II, whereas
common historiographic practice has been to label them 1 and 2.

1bid., “Bunker 1 or ‘The Red House’ and its supposed mass graves,” pp. 161-170; “Bunk-
er 2 (subsequently renamed Bunker V) or the ‘White House” and its undressing huts,” pp.
171-182.
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“criminal traces” which somehow, thanks to their number and their pre-
sumed convergence, had to fill the void.

Later on, in the early 1990s, when he was able to peruse the enorm-
ous pile of documents secured by the Soviets at Auschwitz and held in
Moscow, Pressac wrote a new book in which he succeeded in adding
nothing but a few more circumstantial indicators to his existing collec-
tion (Pressac 1993). But at precisely that point Pressac’s historiographic
fortune started to decline.

Van Pelt’s assault began the following year, when his name was in-
explicably added to Pressac’s in a massively abridged English transla-
tion of the above book (Pressac/van Pelt 1994). It continued in 1996,
when van Pelt brandished Pressac’s “criminal traces” as his own in a
book he wrote with Deborah Dwork (Dwork/van Pelt 1996), and culmi-
nated in 2000 at the Irving-Lipstadt trial. By 2002 the expropriation was
complete. The Case for Auschwitz presents a full-fledged rehash of
Pressac’s “criminal traces,” which now constitute the framework of the
holocaustic historiography concerning Auschwitz.

Whereas Pressac was an investigator, van Pelt is first and foremost a
compiler with a much weaker critical mind and much less gifted for his-
torical and documental analyses. His reassessment of the “criminal trac-
es” represents a simpler way of spreading Pressac’s theses and does not
take into account their complexity and variety.

Hence, replying directly to van Pelt’s recycled arguments makes no
sense. Various revisionist scholars have examined Pressac’s theses (see
in particular Rudolf 2005), but until now there has been no systematic
and comprehensive assessment of the value and the significance of the
“criminal traces,” an analysis which would, at the same time, confer a
new character to van Pelt’s comments.

One of van Pelt’s few merits was to have pointed out the importance
of Auschwitz in the plans of the SS for the colonization of the occupied
eastern territories. In his book coauthored with Deborah Dwork he as-
serted (p. 254):

“The creation of the camp at Birkenau, which by the end of 1942
had become a major center for the annihilation of Europe’s Jews,
was directly connected to Himmler’s program to transform Ausch-
witz into a paradigm of German settlement in the East.”

Van Pelt had tried to develop this thesis before (1994), but further
research showed that this paradigm was only a part of a much larger
plan, the “Generalplan Ost” (General Plan East; see Schulte), which in-
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volved the camps at Birkenau, Lublin and Stutthof as simple collection
centers of forced labor, initially made up by Soviet prisoners of war, but
later primarily by Jews. This new historical perspective left no room for
the presumed extermination of the Jews, though (see Mattogno 2008).
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1. “Criminal Traces”

1.1. Historical Background

In the 1980s Pressac visited Auschwitz frequently. On one such oc-
casion, under the guidance of the then head archivist Tadeusz Iwaszko —
who was to come to a tragic end on December 2, 1988 — and while per-
using volume 11 of the proceedings of the Hdss trial, Pressac hit upon
an account written by the engineer Roman Dawidowski. Between May
10, 1945, and September 26, 1946, Dawidowski had worked together
with the investigating judge Jan Sehn (H0ss trial, vol. 11, pp. 1-57).
This account already contains the better part of all of Pressac’s “crimi-
nal traces,” especially in the second section, the translation of which
reads (ibid., pp. 7-9):

“All of these installations constituted the so-called ‘Spezialei-
nrichtungen’ (letter of 16.12.1942), ‘Durchfiihrung der Sonderbe-
handlung’ (files VIII Upa 2, making up annex 2) for the implementa-
tion of the special action / ‘Sonderaktion’ (garrison order”” no.
31/43), based on ‘Sondermassnahme’ (letter of 13.1.1943 no.
21242/43) concerning the detainees taken to the Auschwitz camp
with special transports ‘Sondertransporte’ (letter of 10.4.1943 no.
26823/43 and of 12.7.43 no. 32269/43), with a detail of detainees
called ‘Sonderkommando’ (letter of 4.2.1944 no. Bi-Sch./alg/66
b/8/1994/44 Bia/Ha) being engaged as well.

In the letters which make up annexes 3 and 4, the crematoria and
the rooms equipped with gas-tight doors having a double-glass spy-
hole and gasket, absolutely necessary for implementing the special
action, are referred to as ‘zur Durchfiihrung der Sondermassnah-
me.” According to the work order™ of 3.8.1944, 900 detainees were
working that day in the Sonderkommando assigned to the four Bir-
kenau crematoria.

In the drawings and in the official correspondence the cremato-
ria were called, in the German terminology, Krematorium (also ab-
breviated as ‘Krema’), Eindscherungsanlage or Eindischerungsofen,
depending on their structure and use; the gas chambers, however,
were hidden under the designations Leichenhalle (blueprint of

2 Standortbefehl Nr. 31/43 of August 6, 1943.
' Reference to the series of reports of Arbeitseinsatz.
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25.9.1941 no. D. 59042 — photograph no. 18 and work-sheet no. 243
of 27.3.1943%%), also Halle (work-sheet no. 323 of 16.4.1943), Lei-
chenkeller 1 (blueprint 932 of 27.1.1942 — photograph no. 23 — and
correspondence concerning construction of BW 30, 30a-c*), also
abbreviated as L-Keller 1 (letter of 11.2.1943 no. 22957/43), Keller
1 (work-sheet no. 192 of 13.3.1943) and finally Badeanstalt fiir Son-
deraktion (note for the file of 21.8.1942 no. 12115).%*"

The rooms for the [gas]| chambers were labeled bath (Bad) or dis-
infection (Desinfektionsraum), and these designations were written
in various languages on large sign-boards on the doors leading to
the gas chamber. Crematoria Il and Il had two half-basements
called Leichenkeller 1 and Leichenkeller 2 in the official correspon-
dence. In the letter of 29.1.1943, no. 22250, one of these half-
basements is called ‘Vergasungskeller’ (annex 5), and the other, in
the letter of 6.3.1943, ‘Auskleidungsraum.’ If these letters are com-
pared to the blueprints of photograph no. 23 and to the drawings of
photographs no. 24, 25, and 26, then one can see that the designa-
tion ‘Vergasungskeller’ applied to ‘Leichenkeller 1.’

As opposed to ‘Leichenkeller 2, this half-basement had a double
array of ventilation channels, the upper one being called ‘Beliif-
tung,’ the lower one ‘Entliiftungskanal’ (blueprint of photograph no.
23) fed by a blower (Geblise),'””" and it was to be heated by means
of a heat shunt duct of one of the chimneys (Warmlufizufiihrungs-
anlage — letter of 25.3.1943 no. 25629/43).

In the letters®® no. 103 and 192, the openings of the lower chan-
nel, called ‘Abluftlocher,” were protected by wire-mesh grids
(Schutzgitter) with a mesh width of 10 mm. The outlets of the upper
channels were closed by means of grids of galvanized steel sheets
(Zinkblechsiebe).

Leichenkeller 1 was equipped — like all other gas chambers —
with gas-tight doors (annex 15). According to the statements of the
witnesses, this chamber had Zyklon feed devices in the form of wire-

24

Reference to the order by Zentralbauleitung to Schlosserei W.L. no. 243 of March 27,
1943; Leichenhalle = corpse hall = morgue.

In the administrative documents, crematoria I, III, IV and V are designated by the ab-
breviations BW 30 and 30a-c; Leichenkeller = corpse cellar = underground morgue.

In this document, both terms of this designation are in the plural: Badeanstalten fiir Son-
deraktionen, bathing establishments for special actions. Cf. chapter 7.3.

The ventilation of Leichenkeller 2 had two blowers, one in pressure one in suction. Cf.
chapter 1.8.

Orders by Zentralbauleitung to Schlosserei W.L.
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mesh columns. The witness Kula has described the design of this de-

vice (annex 16). According to the letter of 11.2.1943 mentioned

above, ‘Leichenkeller 2’ had only a de-aeration system powered by

a 7.5 HP blower (Ablufigebliise). The designation ‘Gaskammer’ ap-

pears only in work-sheet no. 459 of 28.5.1943 (‘1 Tiir mit Rahmen,

luftdicht mit Spion fiir Gaskammer’) and in the map for the Grof-

Rosen concentration camp. In the latter case, (it applies] to the de-

signation of the structure located in the immediate vicinity of the

building labeled ‘Krema’ (blueprint no. 4067 of 5.7.1944 signed by

Bischoff).”

As I have pointed out in a specific study (2004h, pp. 9f.), all terms
containing the prefix “Sonder-" (“special”’) were taken by the Polish in-
vestigators to be “code words” referring to homicidal gassings. For their
alleged “deciphering” they started with the assumption of the existence
of homicidal gas chambers in the Birkenau crematoria and then inferred
the criminal significance of the “Sonder-” terms mentioned. Later on
official historiography proceeded the other way round: starting out from
the assumption that the terms in question had a criminal significance,
the existence of homicidal gas chambers at Auschwitz was inferred. Not
even Pressac was able to extricate himself from this sterile circular rea-
soning when taking over the “criminal traces” listed by Dawidowski.
Fact is, though, that the terms “Sonderbehandlung” (special treatment),
“Sondermassnahmen” (special measures), “Sondertransporte” (special
transports), “Sonderkommando” (special detail), “Sonderaktion” (spe-
cial action), “Sonderkeller” (special basement), “Spezialeinrichtungen”
(special installations),” “Badeanstalten fiir Sonderaktionen” (baths for
special actions) have nothing to do with any alleged homicidal gassings
(ibid., Part Two, pp. 29-105). As far as the term “Gaskammer” (gas
chamber) is concerned, the work-sheet no. 459 of May 29, 1943, refers
to a chamber for disinfestation with hydrogen cyanide (see chapter
1.5.), and so does blueprint no. 4067 of July 5, 1944.>” The same is true
for the “Gaskammer” shown on the blueprints of a disinfestation unit
(Entlausungsanlage) at Birkenau, later to become Bauwerke™ 5a and 5b
(Pressac 1989, pp. 55-57).

7 According to holocaust historiography, the GroB-Rosen camp never had a homicidal gas
chamber (“Eine solche Anlage hat es in Gro-Rosen nicht gegeben”). Sprenger 1996, p.
205.

¥ Bauwerk, BW: building or group of buildings of the same type.
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From the account mentioned above, Pressac draws not only the ma-
jor portion of his “criminal traces,” but also other important cues, such
as the reference to Michat Kula’s description of Zyklon B introduction
devices and the fundamental information concerning the ventilation sys-
tem. Moreover, he presents practically all of the photographic material
contained in this source (pages refer to Pressac 1989):
> photograph 3 (ruins of crematorium II in 1945): photo 93 on p. 261;
> photograph 7 (ruins of crematorium II in 1945): photo 96 on p. 261;
> photograph 10 (yard of crematorium III with a wooden box in the

foreground): photo 72 on p. 251;
> photograph 11 (fence allegedly used to “hide” the crematoria): photo
46 on p. 501;
photograph 18 (blueprint D 59042 of crematorium I): p. 152;
photograph 19 (blueprint 4287 of crematorium I): p. 156 and 157;
photograph 20 (label of a can of Zyklon B): photo 13 on p. 17;
photograph 21 (label mentioning Zyklon B): photo 12 on p. 18;
photograph 23 (blueprint 933 of future crematorium II): p. 282;
photograph 24 (blueprint 109/16A of crematorium II): pp. 329;
photograph 25 (blueprint 109 of crematorium II): p. 323;
photograph 26 (blueprint 109/15 of crematorium II): p. 327,
photograph 27 (temporary lift for crematorium II): photo 20 on p.
488;
> photograph 28 (blueprint 1678 of crematoria IV-V): p. 393;
> photograph 30 (benches allegedly located in the “undressing room”

of the crematoria): photo 10 on p. 486;
> photographs 31 and 32 (gas-tight door): photos 29 and 30 on p. 50;
> photograph 33 (open-air cremation): photo 16 on p. 422;
> photograph 34 (women allegedly on their way to the gas chambers):

photo 17 on p. 423.

In keeping with the Polish investigations, Pressac made an extensive
search of those parts of the archives of the Auschwitz Zentralbauleitung
(central construction office, thereafter abbreviated as ZBL) which the
Soviets had left in the camp, but was able to add only four more items
to the list originally compiled by Dawidowski. After 1989 he also
viewed the more extensive portion of the archives which the Soviets
had taken to Moscow. Although this collection contains some 88,000
pages, Pressac found no proof concerning the existence of homicidal
gas chambers at Auschwitz-Birkenau and managed only to glean anoth-

V V V V V V V V V
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er four “criminal traces.” Before we examine these traces in greater de-
tail, we must first clarify two essential points.

1.2. The Archive of the Auschwitz Zentralbauleitung

First of all, if that documentation actually did contain indications
which would allow the indirect proof of the reality of homicidal gas
chambers, why was it not destroyed by the SS? Secondly, if the docu-
mentation is complete, how can we explain that it does not contain any
direct proof? In the introduction to his second book on Auschwitz, Pres-
sac answers the first question in the following manner (1993, p. 1):

“As opposed to another department of the camp, the Political
Department, which burned its files almost totally before evacuating
the camp in January 1945, the Bauleitung™ left theirs intact. The
reason for this abandonment in an unexpurgated manner could re-
side within the personality of the second and last head of the Ausch-
witz Bauleitung, lieutenant Werner Jothann. A civil engineer
(‘Hochbau’), he had not been personally involved in the homicidal
transformation of the crematoria which had been the work of the
first head of the department, SS captain Karl Bischoff, between the
end of 1942 and early 1943. Being ignorant of the ‘explosive’ con-
tent of the files in this respect, Jothann departed without worrying
about this and without taking any measures to have them de-
stroyed.”

This explanation does not explain anything at all.

On October 1, 1943, the beginning of the fifth fiscal year of the war
economy, SS-Sturmbannfiihrer Karl Bischoff was replaced by SS-
Obersturmfiihrer Werner Jothann as head of ZBL. Bischoff himself was
promoted and became head of the Waffen-SS and Police Inspectorate
for Silesia (Leiter der Bauinspektion der Waffen-SS und Polizei “Schle-
sien”), which reported to Amt V of Amtsgruppe C within the SS-
Wirtschafts-Verwaltungshauptamt (SS-WVHA) and constituted the
agency which directly controlled the Auschwitz ZBL. In actual fact, Bi-
schoff remained Jothann’s immediate superior within the hierarchy of
the SS-WVHA and stayed in permanent contact with him. All new
Bauwerke had, in fact, to be approved by Bauinspektion “Schlesien.”™
Furthermore, on January 5, 1944, Bischoff and Jothann carried out the

* Recte: Zentralbauleitung.
% For a general treatment of this question cf. Mattogno 2005h.
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official hand-over which listed all documentation, including file no. 15
concerning crematoria Il and III with 7 drawings, correspondence, and
payment for jobs done.’' If that documentation really contained any-
thing “explosive,” would Bischoff not have told Jothann so? And would
Bischoff, his immediate superior, not have ordered him to destroy any
such files?

Let us move on to the second point. The organization of the Ausch-
witz ZBL was very complicated and decentralized. As early as the be-
ginning of 1943, this department was split into 5 Bauleitungen (see
chapter 2.6.4.). The ZBL itself comprised 14 Sachgebiete (technical de-
partments). Each Bauleitung and each Sachgebiet had its own files, and
what we now call “the Zentralbauleitung archive” consisted at the time
of several dozen archives. Documents concerning the crematoria, like
all other documents, were prepared with several copies (the recipients
were listed under the heading “Verteiler” [distribution]), and each copy
was routed to the department concerned, where it was filed.

The original archive comprised many files (“Ordner”), each one of
which served for the conservation of the documents relating to one or
several Bauwerke. Upon a simple order given by Bischoff via Jothann,
each Bauleiter could easily have destroyed his own collection of files or
— even more easily — the files containing the documentation regarding
the crematoria. This was not done, however, and the documentation
survived. It contains the drawings of the crematoria and a wealth of cor-
respondence, but there are also obviously missing portions, for example
all the detailed drawings regarding the ovens themselves, the reports on
the test firings, or the data on coke consumption in 1944. The documen-
tation has clearly been filtered by the people who were the first to use it
for show-trial purposes, i.e. the Soviets and judge Jan Sehn. It is indeed
hard to imagine that the SS, rather than destroying the whole lot of this
allegedly “explosive” documentation, would have taken the time to
plough through all the ramifications of the crematoria file with great pa-
tience, removing and destroying individual documents they judged to be
dangerous, but leaving the rest intact, down to the blueprints of the
crematoria themselves! They are then said to have blown up the crema-
toria to hide the traces of their “crimes” while, at the same time, aban-
doning to the Soviets thousands of eyewitnesses of those “crimes”!

' RGVA, 502-1-48, pp. 42-49.
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Van Pelt’s explanation for the survival of the archive, on the other

hand, is dumbfounding in its carelessness:*>
“When the Germans burned the archives of the camp Komman-

dantur prior to their evacuation from Auschwitz in January 1945,

they overlooked the archive of the building office that had been

closed some months earlier, and as a result the materials in this
archive were found more or less intact.”

It would not be worthwhile to bother with this, if van Pelt had not
added another blunder — the alleged “closing” of the ZBL “months ear-
lier” than January 1945 (which was needed to explain why the SS
“overlooked the archive”). Actually, this office continued to function at
least through December 29, 1944, the date which appears on a stamp
imprint made by the civilian employee Rudolf Jahrling in respect of a
Topf invoice dated December 2.%

The selection carried out within the ZBL archive has created the
void surrounding the greater part of the “criminal traces,” which nowa-
days show up in the documentation like so many erratic blocks. And it
is their very isolation from their original context which today allows
them to be interpreted in a criminal sense. This fact alone hints at the
perpetrator of this archival cleansing: Cui bono?

1.3. Methodical Premise

In the chapter “‘One proof... one single proof’: Thirty-nine criminal
traces,” (1989, pp. 429-457) Pressac addresses Robert Faurisson’s call
of February 26, 1979, for even a single piece of evidence of the exis-
tence of homicidal gas chambers. The subtitle of the chapter in question
is “A complete list of the ‘criminal traces’ or ‘slips’ found in the arc-
hives of the Auschwitz State Museum and the Warsaw Central Com-
mission concerning the homicidal gas chambers in Birkenau Kremato-
rien II, II1, IV and V” (ibid. p. 429).

Before we look at these “criminal traces,” we must consider the me-
thodical principle employed by Pressac and taken over by his succes-
sors. He retraces primarily the events immediately prior to the question
and expresses at the same time a negative verdict on the method of ho-
locaust historiography of his era (ibid.):

2 Van Pelt 2002, p. 207.
¥ RGVA, 502-1-96, p. 33a.
* Faurisson 1980, pp. 96-100.
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“Faurisson asked for ‘one proof... one single proof” of the exis-
tence of homicidal gas chambers. The ‘traditional’ historians pro-
vided him with an ‘abundance of proofs’ which were virtually all
based on human testimony, from SS and surviving former prisoners
and Sonderkommando men. But human testimony is fallible. It is un-
reliable, and Faurisson wanted a CONCRETE historical proof, that
is proof based on incontestable and irrefutable documents. Four
types of historical documents would meet these stringent criteria:

photographs and

films made between 1942 and 1944 in KL Auschwitz.

German letters and documents,

original drawings concerned with the camp.”

But there is no film showing an extermination going on at Ausch-
witz, and the existing photographs “cannot be presented as definitive
proof” (ibid.). Of the drawings for the crematoria, “NOT ONE explicit-
ly mentions in so many words anything like: Blausdure (prussic acid)
Vergasungs- or Gaskammer or -keller [gassing or gas chamber or cel-
lar]),” which means that there “remain only the various items of corres-
pondence and official documents of German origin” which, thanks to
the “slips” they contain, “form a convincing body of presumptive evi-
dence and clearly indicate the presence in the four Birkenau Kremato-
rien (I, III, IV and V) of gas chambers using a prussic acid disinfesta-
tion agent under the name of ‘Zyklon B.”” (ibid.) Then Pressac goes on
to expound his methodical principle (ibid.):

“In the absence of any ‘direct,’ i.e. palpable, indisputable and
evident proof (lacking so far as we know at present) such as a pho-
tograph of people killed by a toxic gas in an enclosed space that can
be perfectly located and identified, or of a label on a Krematorium
drawing of a ‘Gaskammer um Juden zu vergiften/gas chamber for
poisoning Jews,” an ‘indirect’ proof may suffice and be valid. By
‘indirect’ proof I mean a German document that does not state in
black and white that a gas chamber is for homicidal purposes, but
one containing evidence to the effect that, logically, it is impossible
for it to be anything else.”

Hence, for Pressac an indirect proof is a document which cannot be
explained in any manner but homicidal. This is a clear admission that
until 1989 there existed no proof of the reality of homicidal gas cham-
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bers at Birkenau,> nor later either, for that matter, because an “indirect”
proof is not a proof, only a simple indication. And Pressac actually does
not pretend to have discovered any “proof,” only — and precisely — cer-
tain “criminal traces.” While maintaining the reservations I have ex-
pressed above on the subject of the documentation, I could accept Pres-
sac’s methodical principle, but only as long as it is objectively impossi-
ble to explain the “criminal traces” in a non-homicidal manner. In fact,
however, Pressac’s proclaimed impossibility of a different, non-homici-
dal explanation is not objective but subjective, which means that Pressac
decrees such an impossibility only because ke has been unable to come
up with a different explanation. Hence, as I shall demonstrate in the
course of this study, if such an impossibility is purely fictitious, the val-
ue of the “criminal traces” as an “indirect” proof is completely nil.

With respect to Pressac’s method, we must consider another aspect.
He is proud, and rightly so, to have discovered that at Auschwitz noth-
ing was permanent and immutable and that, on the contrary, everything
— especially the planning — was in a constant state of flux. It often hap-
pened — and the history of the Birkenau camp is a very concrete exam-
ple of this — that a project was reviewed and changed several times be-
fore it was finally implemented. This means that, if we want to know
the real purpose of some installation, we must retrace the history of its
evolution and, specifically, its final stages.

Pressac is very good at applying this principle, for example to the
architectural description of the disinfestation and disinfection units or to
the history of the development of the Birkenau crematoria. However,
when it comes to the discussion of the criminal traces in connection
with the crematoria, he drops this methodical principle and, in a fit of
metaphysical freezing, considers the installations as fixed and usable
only for one unique purpose. But, as he says himself, “plans evolved
according to needs” (p. 512), and at Birkenau the needs proceeded at
impressive rate. It is therefore not clear why one could not plan the use
of particular units for various ends, depending upon the requirements of
the moment. This tendency to freeze things induces Pressac to consider
as “incompatible” certain installations or devices which actually could
have complementary or independent functions.

Pressac’s most serious methodical mistake, however, is to base him-
self on Henryk Tauber’s testimony (which he also discovered in file 11

** RIP the assertion by George Wellers (1978): “Abondance de preuves.”
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of the Hoss trial papers) as an unassailable position, which he then
projects backwards on his “criminal traces.” Conversely, for him the
“criminal traces” are directed a priori toward a final goal — the alleged
homicidal gas chambers — which forms the initial hypothesis, not the
conclusion, of his interpretations. Not only this: on this fragile array of
indications he then weaves a dense tissue of events whose significance
he systematically deforms to get them to fit his preconceived “criminal”
framework, in which fantasy overflows onto reality and finally sub-
merges it completely.

Van Pelt obediently follows Pressac’s method of the impossibility of
“all alternative explanations” (2002, p. 406) and adds nothing new him-
self.

1.4. “39” Criminal Traces

Pressac lists “thirty-nine criminal traces,” which I reproduce in his
own manner (if no year is given for quotes from Pressac, all page num-
bers from here on until further notice refer to 1989).

1.4.1.Traces for Crematorium II:

1) “Vergasungskeller/gassing cellar”; (p. 432, photo 1.)

2) “10 Gaspriifer/gas detectors”; (ibid. and photo 2 on p. 433)

3) “1 Stck Handgriff flir Gastiir D 12/handle for gastight door, 12 [mm]
diameter”; (p. 432, photo 3 on p. 433.)

4) “Auskleideraum/undressing room”; (ibid. and photo 4 on p. 433)

5) “Auskleidekeller,” 4 mentions; “Auskleidekeller II,” 1 mention /
“undressing cellar” (p. 434, photos 5, 6, 7 on p. 434f.);

6) Gastiir 100/192 fiir Leichenkeller 1/gas(tight) door 100%192 for un-
derground morgue 1”; (ibid. and photo 8 on p. 436)

7) “1 Gasdichtetiir/1 gas-tight door”; (p. 436, photos 9 & 10, p. 437)

8) “4 Drahtnetzteinschiebvorrichtung/4 wire mesh introduction devi-
ces” (p. 436, photo 3 on p. 438.);

9) “4 Holzblenden/4 wooden covers” (ibid.)

1.4.2. Traces for Crematorium III:

10) “Auskleideraum/undressing room”; (p. 438 and photo 4 on p. 433)
11) “Gastiir/gas(tight) door 100x192; (ibid. and photo 8 on p. 436)
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12) “Auskleidekeller/undressing cellar,” twice (ibid. and photos 12 &
13 on p. 439)

13) “Flacheisen fiir (1)/5 Stiick Gastiirbeschldge/flat iron bar for (1)/5
sets of fittings for gas(tight) doors”; (ibid., photos 14 & 15, p. 439)

14) “Beschlige fiir 1 Stiick Gastiir/fittings for 1 gas(tight) door”;*

15) “1 Gasdichtetiir/1 gas-tight door”; (p. 439 and photos 17 & 18 on p.
438, 441)

16) “14 Brausen/14 (dummy) showers.” (ibid. and photo 18 on p. 438)

1.4.3. Traces for Crematoria IV and V:

17) “12 Stiick gasdichte Tiiren ca. 30/40 cm 12 gas-tight doors approx.
30x40,” 4 mentions; (p. 443 and photo 19 on p. 444)

17a) “12 Stiick gasdichte Tiiren ca. 30/40 cm”; (ibid. and photo 20 on p.
444)

17b) “Delivery note for the door fittings of 24™ February 1943

18) “Gas[s]dichte Fenster versetzen/fit gas-tight windows”;*®

19) “betonieren im [sic] Gas[s]kammer/[apply] concrete in gas cham-
ber,” first mention; (p. 446 and photos 24 and 25 on p. 446)

20) “Gas[s]dichte Fenster versetzen/fit gas-tight windows” (p. 447 and
photographs 26, 27, 28 on p. 448-450), mentioned twice;

21) “betonieren im Gas[s]kammer,” 2™ mention; (p. 447 and photos
29, 30, p. 450)

22) “4 Gasdichte Tiiren/4 gas-tight doors”; (ibid. and photos 32 & 33,
p. 451-452)

23) “Gastiiren Verankerungen 210 Stk/210 anchors for gas-tight doors”
(p. 448 and photograph 31 on p. 451);

24) “3 dichte Tiire (Tirme, Tiiren)/three gas-tight doors (towers,
doors)” (p. 452 and photograph 32 p. 451);

25) “drei gasdichte Tiire (Tiirme, Tiiren)/three gas-tight doors (towers,
doors)” (ibid., and photographs 33, 34, 35 on p. 452f.);

26) “Flacheisen fiir (4)/5 Stiick Gastiirbeschlédge/iron bar for (4)/5 sets
of gas(tight) fittings”; (p. 454 and photos 14 and 15 on p. 440)

27) “fiir 4 gasdichte Tiiren/for 4 gas-tight doors: WL Schlosserei liefert
fiir 4 gasdichte Tiiren: Die Beschldge wie bereits schon einmal ge-
liefert/ WL metal workshop to supply for 4 gas-tight doors: fittings
as already once supplied” (p. 454 and photograph 16 on p. 441)

%% Pressac 1989, p. 439 and photograph 16 on p. 441.
7 Ibid., p. 443 and photograph 21 on p. 443.
% Ibid., p. 445 and photographs 22 and 23 on p. 445.
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28) “24 Ankerschrauben fiir gasdu[i|chte Tiiren It. Skizze/24 anchor
bolts for gas-tight doors as per sketch”; (p. 454, photo 36 on p. 455)

29) “Gastiiren einsetzen/fit gas(tight) doors,” (ibid., and photo 37, p.
455) twice.

1.4.4. Further Traces (Crematoria II and III)

30) “Der (Leichen)Keller 1 mit der Abluft aus den Rdumen der 3 Saug-
zuganlagen vorgewidrmt wird/The (corpse) cellar 1 will be pre-
heated with the exhaust air from the rooms of the 3 forced draft in-
stallations”; (p. 454 and photograph 4 on p. 433.)

31) “Die Warmluftzufiilhrungsanlage fiir Leichenkeller 1/The hot air
supply installation for Leichenkeller 1.” (ibid. and document 39 on
p- 230)

1.4.5. Other Traces

32) “Beschlige fiir gasdichte Tiir/fittings for gas-tight doors”;*

33) “1 Schliissel fiir Gaskammer/1 key for gas chamber”;*

34) “Die Beschldge zu 1 Tiir mit Rahmen, luftdicht mit Spion fiir Gas-
kammer/The fittings for 1 door with frame, air-tight with peephole
for gas chamber.”*’

Taking into account that Pressac counts a few items twice, he arrives

at an inflated number of 39 “criminal traces.”

1.5. Preliminary Considerations

Pressac considers item 33 to be a real and true example of a dubious
indication. He underlines that the order to get in touch with the phar-
macist at the SS sick-bay and the reference to a block “make the order
incomprehensible with our present state of knowledge” and concludes
by saying that “the doors to the homicidal gas chambers of the cremato-
riums were not fitted with locks” (p. 456). Hence, the respective docu-
ment does not refer to crematoria and is not a criminal trace. Item 34
concerns an order that “has nothing to do with the Birkenau Kremato-
rien, but was destined for one of the disinfestation gas chambers of the
main camp, probably the one in block 1,” (p. 456) hence this is not a

% Ibid., p. 456 and photograph 38 on p. 457.
* Ibid., p. 456 and photograph 39 on p. 457.
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criminal trace either. One fails to understand why Pressac included both
items in his list of “criminal traces” in the first place.

Item 10 is identical to item 4, but Pressac counts it once for cremato-
rium II and again for crematorium III, because he states that the respec-
tive document refers to crematoria II and III, and therefore the trace in
question is applicable to both. This is all the more arbitrary, as cremato-
rium II was practically finished at the time (March 6, 1943), whereas
crematorium III was still in a very early stage of construction.

Item 32 concerns “metal fittings for gas-tight door” (Beschldge fiir
gasdichte Tiir) and is dated 17 June, 1943 (p. 457, photograph 38).
Pressac comments (p. 456):

“This order was issued by the Birkenau Krematorium mainten-
ance service, but does not mention the destination of the fittings. In
view of the date, a new door was probably being fitted to replace a
Sfaulty or damaged one.”

Actually, “the Birkenau Krematorium maintenance service” does not
appear at all on the work-sheet. The order came, in fact, from “Verwal-
tung V 4, i.e. section V4 of the camp administration, the garrison
surgeon (SS-Standortarzt). The same office appears also on an order
dated May 28, 1943, concerning “the metal fittings for 1 door with
frame, air-tight, with peep-hole for gas chamber” (Die Beschlige zu 1
Tiir mit Rahmen, luftdicht mit Spion fiir Gaskammer) to be installed at
“disinfestation chamber, KL Auschwitz” (Entwesungskammer K.L.
Auschwitz).41 It is therefore clear that the order of June 17, 1943, con-
cerned a disinfestation chamber as well.

Pressac takes items 8 and 9 to constitute parts of the same device,
and it therefore makes no sense to count them separately. To all this,
Pressac applies the curious procedure of counting as separate any re-
peated reference to the same items. Items 13 and 14, on the other hand,
are not even two references to the same item, but two instances of the
same order taken from two separate registers: “work orders of Zentral-
bauleitung” (Bestellscheine der Zentralbauleitung) and the succeeding
one (which assembled various orders contained in this register) of the
“metal workshop” (Schlosserei WL). This is true as well for items 19
and 21, which refer to the same job (“[apply] concrete in gas chamber”)
recorded on two different forms of the firm Riedel & Sohn (see chapter

! Excerpt from the register of orders by ZBL to Schlosserei W.L., Héss trial, vol. 11, p. 93.
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5.11.). It is only on account of such manipulations that Pressac was able
to boost his list up to 39 items.

If we actually eliminate the false items mentioned and group the re-
petitions under one heading, the “criminal traces” can be reduced to a
total of nine. The following table gives their designation and the respec-
tive place on Pressac’s list:

Designation Item no.

1. Vergasungskeller 1

2. Gaspriifer 2

3. Gastiir 3,6,11,13, 14,23, 26,29
3a. Gasdichte Tiir 7,15,22,24,25,27,28, 32
4.  Auskleideraum 4,10

4a. Auskleidekeller 5,12

5. Drahtnetzeinschiebvorrichtung 8

S5a. Holzblenden 9

6. Brausen 10

7. Gasdichte Fenstern 18,20, 17%

8. Gas[s]kammer 19, 21

9. Warmluftzufithrungsanlage 30, 31

After his search in the Moscow archives, Pressac added another six
items:

10. Elimination of the slide for the corpses

11. Sonderkeller (special basement)

12. Durchfiihrung der Sonderbehandlung (implementation of
special treatment)

13. Sperrgebiet (off-limits zone)

14. Holzgebldse (wooden blower)

15. Normalgaskammer (normal gas chamber)

Furthermore, Pressac lists a series of secondary criminal traces
which I shall examine in chapter 3.

Van Pelt’s own contribution to this collection has been exceedingly
small: he has brought in a single new “criminal trace”: a document re-
ferring to “Verbrennung mit gleichzeitiger Sonderbehandlung” (incin-
ceration with simultaneous special treatment) in the Aktenvermerk of

* The index has 12 gas-tight “doors” 30 by 40 cm; they are obviously windows.
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SS-Unterscharfiihrer Heinrich Swoboda dated January 29, 1943,
which I shall discuss in chapter 6.3.

1.6. Chronological Sequence of the “Traces” and Its
Significance.

As early as 1994 I had noticed oddities in the assembly of “traces”
presented by Pressac, which no historian has since looked at more
closely. By this I mean the fact that all the “criminal traces” are concen-
trated in the construction phase of the crematoria. If we arrange them by
their dates, the items can be grouped chronologically as listed in Table 1
for the four crematoria.

It is conspicuous that no suspicious reference to crematorium II is
dated later than the hand-over of the building from ZBL to the camp
administration (March 31, 1943). If we follow Pressac, this building is
said to have served as (p. 183):

“a homicidal gas chamber and incineration installation from
15th March 1943, before its officially coming into service on 31st

March, to 27th November 1944, annihilating a total of approximate-

Table 1: Chronology of Alleged “Criminal Traces” at Auschwitz

CREMATORIUM II CREMATORIUM II1 CREMATORIA IV AND V
Completion: * Mar. 19, ‘43 June 24, 1943 V: Mar. 19, ‘43; IV: Apr. 4, ‘43
Item no. | Date [d/m/y] |Item no.|Date [d/m/y] | Item no. Date [d/m/y]

1 29/1/1943 10 6/3/1943 17 13/2/1943

2 2/3/1943 11 31/3/1943 17a 13/2/1943

3 6/3/1943 15 31/3/1943 23 15/2/1943

4 6/3/1943 12 14/4/1943 22 18/2/1943

30 6/3/1943 13 16/4/1943 24 19/2/1943

5 8-13/3/1943 16 24/6/1943 17b 24/2/1943

31 25/3/1943 14 16/4/1944 20 28/2/1943

6 31/3/1943 19 2/3/1943

7 31/3/1943 21 2/3/1943

8 31/3/1943 18 28/3/1943

9 31/3/1943 25 31/3/1943

28 6/4/1943

26 16/4/1943

27 16/4/1943

* Date of acceptance transaction 29 17/4/1943

# Aktenvermerk by SS-Unterscharfiihrer Swoboda of January 29, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-26,
p. 196.
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ly 400,000 people, most of them Jewish women, children and old
men.”

While it is true that Pressac has later reduced this number drastically,
it is also true that van Pelt assigns to this installation 500,000 victims
(2002, p. 68, 458, 469). This means that this alleged gas chamber would
have operated for more than 20 months and caused the death of some
500,000 persons without generating even a scrap of a “criminal trace”
during its operation!

For crematorium III no trace is dated later than the hand-over date of
this installation either (June 24, 1943). According to Pressac, 350,000
persons were gassed and cremated here (p. 183). The latest trace for
crematoria [V and V is dated only a couple of weeks after the hand-over
of the last installation (April 4, 1943). Pressac tells us that 21,000 per-
sons met their death and were cremated in these two crematoria (p.
236). Hence, 771,000 persons are said to have been gassed in these four
crematoria over a period of more than 20 months without leaving any-
thing like a “criminal trace” in the archive of ZBL (see chapter 15.5),
whereas there is a multitude of documents attesting to the frequent
breakdowns occurring in the cremation devices (see chapter 8.8.1.).

To this we must also add the fact that there is not the slightest “crim-
inal trace” for the early alleged homicidal gassings — not only for the
first alleged gassing in the basement of block 11 and for the experimen-
tal ones in crematorium 1 of the main camp (Stammlager), but also for
the mass gassings in the so-called “bunkers” of Birkenau which, suppo-
sedly and according to van Pelt, went on for some 15 months and led to
the annihilation of “over 200,000 Jews” (p. 455).**

“Criminal traces” are thus totally absent for both the “testing” and
the main phases of the alleged mass gassings. They are limited to the
Birkenau crematoria and to their construction period. They could possi-
bly refer to the planning and the construction of homicidal gas cham-
bers, but certainly not to their use. Actually, as will be shown in this
book, they refer to normal plans of non-criminal character, were often
not implemented, and depended upon the conditions prevailing at vari-
ous moments. For those reasons they in fact disappear completely from
the documentation covering the period after May 1943, i.e. the time
when the new project of the “special measures for the improvement of
the hygienic conditions” at Birkenau was implemented. Actually, the

* For that reason I have titled chapter 7 “The Alleged ‘Criminal Traces’ for the ‘Bunkers’

of Birkenau.” Cf. the respective explanations in chapter 7.1.
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“criminal traces” for crematorium III have not only no nefarious signi-
ficance, but were part and parcel of those very measures.

1.7. Fundamental Contradictions

On the basis of his “criminal traces,” Pressac proposes a model for
the alleged mass gassings which, however, turns out to be historically
unfounded. Pressac himself formulates the first objection to be raised
(p. 184):

“It may appear surprising that the ‘industrial’ extermination of

Jews at Auschwitz-Birkenau was planned and put into practice so

late: planned between June and August 1942 and actually imple-

mented between March and June 1943 by the entry into service of
the four Krematorien.”

The matter is all the more surprising, as Hoss declared explicitly to
have been given Himmler’s order to exterminate the Jews at Auschwitz
in June 1941. Under the date of March 1946 he stated in his own
handwriting and signed that:*

“I personally arranged on orders received from Himmler in May

1941 the gassing of two million persons between June/July 1941 and

the end of 1943 during which time I was commandant of Auschwitz.”

But if Himmler had really decided to make Auschwitz the center of
the extermination of the Jews as early as May or June 1941, why were
the four crematoria later built without any homicidal gas chambers? In
his second book Pressac answered this embarrassing question by push-
ing back Hoss’s alleged meeting with Himmler in Berlin by one year —
which, however, would still have been earlier than the beginning of
construction of any of the new crematoria.* In doing so, though, he
created a long list of historical anachronisms and contradictions, which
invalidate this re-dating from the very start.

Deboérah Dwork and Robert Jan van Pelt, on the other hand, retain
Hoss’s date while asserting, however, that Himmler did not order the
Auschwitz Kommandant to implement the Jewish extermination at that
time, but only to prepare extermination installations.*” But for whom?
This is what the two authors have to say about the matter (p. 282):

# NO-1210; PS-3868. Photocopy of the note in: Lord Russell 1954, outside the text be-
tween pp. 180f.

The contract with the civilian firm Huta to build the first crematorium in Birkenau (cre-
matorium II) was signed only on July 29, 1942, as Pressac writes himself (1989, p. 187).
7 Dwork/van Pelt, pp. 277-282.
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“Hitler had made it clear that, if revolution was attempted during
this war as it had been at the close of the last war, the participants
and camp inmates were to be killed in extermination installations in
the concentration camps.”

Hence, when Himmler ordered Hoss to come to Berlin, he allegedly
did nothing but anticipate the Fiihrer’s wishes. I will not dwell on the
ramifications of this fanciful hypothesis, which will be discussed further
on in this study (chapter 18.4.), and will limit myself to van Pelt’s claim
that the decision to exterminate the Jews at Auschwitz was made by
Himmler sometime in mid-July 1942 and that “the camp architects got
the order to design crematoria equipped from the outset with homicidal
gas chambers on August 20, 1942.” (van Pelt 2002, p. 80) Needless to
say that this assertion is entirely gratuitous and lacks any evidence in
the sources.

Pressac’s main thesis of a subsequent transformation of crematorium
2 in a criminal sense leads to irresolvable contradictions as well,
though. He asserts (1993, p. 53f.):

“The various steps and meetings which had led to these two days,
during which the construction of the four Birkenau crematoria was
definitively decided — at the time still without any gas chambers —
can be summarized as follows: even though crematorium Il had
served as a catalyst in the choice of Auschwitz for the liquidation of
the Jews, it is not directly linked to that extermination, but is consi-
dered as a useful means that happened to be available. Crematorium
1l was only a complement to crematorium 11, it was built in the light
of the 200,000 (expected) detainees and was ‘criminalized’ only be-
cause of the needs of the SS-bureaucracy. Crematoria IV and V, de-
signed without much fuss, are linked directly to bunkers 1 and 2, and
even if their initial layout was not criminal (no gas chambers), their
destination was, as they marked the end of a killing process of which
they were part.”

Pressac asserts that crematorium III had a “sanitary vocation” (1993,
p- 50), as did crematorium II, the direct mirror image of which it was.
He states moreover that crematoria II and III were not designed for ho-
micidal gassings (1993, p. 63). On the other hand, crematoria IV and V
were “linked to bunkers 1 and 2” (1993, p. 50), they stood “in connec-
tion with bunkers 1 and 2” (1993, p. 54).

Thus, initially crematoria II and III had a normal sanitary and hygie-
nic function, whereas crematoria IV and V, although devoid of homi-
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cidal gas chambers, had a criminal function, because they incinerated
the corpses of the gassed from “bunkers” 1 and 2. Aside from the fact
that the so-called “bunkers” never existed as extermination sites — I
have demonstrated this elsewhere in a specific study (2004i) — Pressac’s
thesis leads to the nonsensical conclusion that the ZBL engineers at
Auschwitz specified 30 muffles (with an alleged daily capacity of 2,880
corpses) for the normal, sanitary needs of the camp and only 16 muftles
(with an alleged daily capacity of 1,536 corpses) for the mass extermi-
nations, and thus allegedly expected the “natural” mortality of the camp
to be twice as high as the mortality stemming from mass extermina-
tions!

Another nonsensical consequence is that, although Auschwitz had
allegedly been chosen by Himmler to be the center of mass extermina-
tions precisely because of the new crematorium with its alleged capaci-
ty of 1,440 corpses per day (1993, p. 41), the ZBL engineers, rather
than using this crematorium and its future twin, crematorium III, as the
main tools for this extermination, fell back on two other crematoria with
significantly lower capacities.

Furthermore, the crematoria’s mode of operation and their equip-
ment are irreconcilable with Pressac’s basic tenets. This applies espe-
cially to the ventilation system of Leichenkeller 1 and 2 of crematoria 11
and III, to the transportation system for moving corpses from the mor-
gues in the half-basements to the furnace hall on the ground floor of
these buildings, and to the claimed gassing procedure of crematoria IV
and V, which will be discussed in their general context in chapter 4.*

1.8. The Ventilation System of Crematories II and I1I

Pressac states that the initial ventilation system planned for the new

crematorium (the future crematorium II) consisted of

> a ventilator (in pressure) no. 450 for the “B-Keller” (the future Lei-
chenkeller 1) with a capacity of 4,800 m*/hr (Pressac 1993, p. 41)

> aventilator (in suction) no. 450 for the “B-Keller” with a capacity of
4,800 m3/hr

> a ventilator (in suction) no. 550 for the “L-Keller” (the future Lei-
chenkeller 2) with a capacity of 10,000 m3/hr.

*Cf. in this respect Mattogno 1994b, pp. 59-63.
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Pressac goes on to say that the capacity of the blowers was subse-
quently raised to
> ventilator (in pressure) for “B-Keller”: 8,000 m3/hr
» ventilator (in suction) for “B-Keller”: 8,000 m3/hr
> ventilator (in suction) for “L-Keller”: 13,000 m*/hr.

The purpose is said to have been an increase in the number of air ex-
changes for the alleged gas chamber over those of the alleged undress-
ing hall. Pressac states that Leichenkeller 1 of crematoria II and III was
equipped with blowers having a capacity of 8,000 m*/hr (1993, p. 74,
118) and cites as proof invoice no. 729 of May 27, 1943, concerning the
ventilation system of crematorium III (ibid., note 184, p. 105). He insi-
nuates that the increase in the ventilation capacity from 4,000 to 8,000
m?/hr was decided on in order to compensate for the arrangement of the
ventilation ducts which had been planned and built for an ordinary mor-
gue. In his opinion the arrangement was unsuitable for a homicidal gas
chamber, because it had the aeration section near the ceiling and the de-
aeration near the floor. With respect to the “Gaspriifer” (see chapter
2.6.) he states that “the SS wanted to find out whether the capacity of
the ventilation for Leichenkeller 1 would have compensated its original
arrangement, with the aeration on top and the de-aeration down below,
as in a morgue, whereas a gas chamber would have required the reverse,
an aeration below and a de-aeration above” (1993, p. 71f1.).

These are actually mere conjectures, refuted by the documents. The
Topf invoice no. 729 quoted by Pressac, dated May 27, 1943,% does in
fact provide for the “B-Raum,” the alleged homicidal gas chamber, one
ventilator in suction and one in pressure with capacities of 4,800 m*/hr,
and for the “L-Raum,” the alleged undressing room for the victims, a
ventilator in suction with a capacity of 10,000 m*/hr. Identical ventila-
tion capacities are given also in the invoice no. 171 of February 22,
1943, for the ventilation system of crematorium II.”°

Two conclusions refuting the thesis of the transformation of these
rooms in a criminal sense derive from these facts. The first one con-
cerns the number of air exchanges in the two rooms. Leichenkeller 1
measured 30 m in length, 7 m in width and 2.41 m in height, giving it a
total surface area of 210 m? and a volume of 506 m*, without taking into
account the small volume occupied by the concrete beams and pillars.
Leichenkeller 2 was 49.49 m long, 7.93 m wide and 2.30 m high, yield-

¥ RGVA, 502-1-327, pp. 16 and 16a. Cf. document 1.
0 RGVA, 502-1-327, pp. 25 and 25a. Cf. document 2.
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ing a surface area of 392.5 m? and a volume of 902.7 m?, again without
beams and pillars. Hence, for the alleged homicidal gas chamber the
ZBL engineers had planned on (4,800+506 =) 9.48 exchanges of their
entire air volume per hour and on (10,000+902.7 =) 11 changes per
hour for the alleged undressing room — which means that the gas cham-
ber would have been less well ventilated than the undressing room.

The second conclusion is that the number of air exchanges was what
applied to normal morgues, if not lower. In Heepke’s classical work on
the design of crematoria it is said that morgues require at least 5 ex-
changes of air per hour, even 10 in case of intensive use.”’ But Topf
themselves had specified on December 9, 1940, for the morgue of cre-
matorium I, 20 exchanges of air per hour:”

“For the autopsy room, we have decided on 10 exchanges of air
and for the corpse cell on 20 exchanges of air.”

For the disinfestation chambers using hydrogen cyanide in the De-
gesch-Kreislauf system a full 72 air exchanges per hour had been speci-
fied.”

As I have shown in another book, Richard Green and Jamie McCar-
thy, advisors to van Pelt, at first tried to prove this demonstration wrong
by using a silly trick. They had accused me of having “misrepresented”
the capacity of the ventilation system in crematoria II and III by writing
4,800 instead of 8,000 m*/hr, even though in the book reviewed by them
I had reproduced the two originals which give the capacity of the blow-
ers to be 4,800 m3/hr (1994b, pp. 110-113). In the end they had to ad-
mit, albeit reluctantly, that the documents showed I was right (see Mat-
togno 2006a, pp. 73-77).

This, however, has not kept van Pelt from using Green and McCar-
thy’s wrong capacity of the ventilators of 8,000 m*hr in his effort to
“demonstrate,” on the basis of a table, that the ventilation system could
“quickly remove the gas.” (2002, p. 365f.)

But the problem is less one of efficiency than one of design: the fact
that even after their alleged transformation into something criminal the

> Heepke 1905b, p. 104 (page reproduced in Mattogno 1994b, p. 114; G. Rudolf 2005, pp.
117-186).

Letter from Topf to SS-Neubauleitung at Auschwitz if December 9, 1940 concerning a
“Entliiftungsanlage fiir Leichenzellen und Sezierraum.” RGVA, 502-1-312, p. 136.
Degesch (Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Schddlingsbekdmpfung) was the distributor of Zyk-
lon B via two daughter companies, Heli (Heerdt und Lingler) and Testa (Tesch & Stabe-
now); for their disinfestation device see Peters/Wiistinger, pp. 194f. (pages reproduced in
Mattogno 1994b, pp. 115f.).
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ventilation system of the two Leichenkeller in crematoria I and III
stayed what it had been when planned for two normal morgues and the
fact that the alleged undressing hall was ventilated more strongly than
the alleged homicidal gas chamber contrast glaringly with such an al-
leged transformation.

1.9. The Freight Elevators of Crematoria Il and I1I
1.9.1. The History of the Freight Elevators of Crematoria I & III

Within the framework of an assumed mass extermination, the freight
elevators of crematoria II and III would have had a particular signific-
ance, as they would have constituted the first bottleneck for such a
process (the second one being the cremation capacity of the ovens). Ac-
cording to the initial plans, crematoria Il and III were to be equipped
with freight elevators described as follows in the order given to Topf on
February 28, 1943, by ZBL:**

“2 compl. electrical elevator machines incl. electric motors for
three-phase 220/380 V, 7.5 HP each, special design, with overload
protectors, limit switches, braking devices, platforms 2.10x1.35x
1.80 m with safety device, otherwise as per above mentioned cost es-
timate at 9,371 RM each = 18,742 RM.

1 patented Demag electro lift for 750 kg capacity, single cable, to
be raised to 1500 kg capacity by addition of second cable, at 968
RM. This Demag electro lift must be supplied at once, as it will have
to be used pending the arrival of the elevators mentioned in item 1.”
Delivery for the first position was to be about seven months. Pressac

shows drawing 5037 which was attached to the cost estimate. It had
been established by Gustav Linse Spezialfabrik f. Aufziige of Erfurt on
January 25, 1943, and has the title “Lasten-Aufzug bis 750 kg Tragkraft
fiir Zentralbauleitung der Waffen SS, Auschwitz/O.S.” (freight elevator
up to 750 kg capacity for Zentralbauleitung der Waffen SS, Ausch-
witz/O.S.; Pressac 1993, document 25). This freight elevator was in-
stalled only in crematorium III, between May 17 and June 6, 1943, by
the Topf engineer Heinrich Messing (Pressac 1989, p. 371). In cremato-
rium II, a very crude makeshift elevator was installed which was or-
dered from Schlosserei WL on February 15, 1943. The order reads as
follows (Hoss trial, vol. 11, pp. 82f.):

** Letter from Zentralbauleitung to Topf of February 28, 1943. APMO, BW 30/34, p. 69.
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“February 15, 1943, PoW camp,”® crematorium I, BW 30. Ob-
ject 1 flat-plate elevator for min. 300 kg payload incl. installation of
respective reel device, cable and motor as well as guide-rail. Order
no. 2563/:146:/ of January 26, 1943 from Zentralbauleitung. Order
taken over from former detainee metal workshop, terminated March
13, 1943.”

As can be seen from a Polish photograph of 1945 presented by Pres-
sac, this elevator was very primitive (photo 20, p. 488). It had to be re-
paired right away by Messing on April 12, 1943, who needed 11 hours
for the job,*® but it still worked poorly. On July 23, 1943, Topf wrote a
letter to ZBL in which we can read:”’

“In the recent telephone conversation with your site superinten-
dent, Sturmbannfiihrer Bischoff, the latter stated that the elevator in
crematorium II, as well, has been giving rise to permanent prob-
lems. We have, however, not built this elevator, rather, it was as-
sembled and installed by your own people. We are, therefore, at a
loss to see how you can make us responsible for a device not built by
us.

Nonetheless, this poorly functioning elevator stayed in place until
the end. The order for the two definitive freight elevators underwent a
number of changes. On May 25, 1943, Topf thanked ZBL for having
checked, approved and sent on to Berlin for payment four invoices. One
of these was for the Demag-Elektrozug, another was “Crematorium
II/II1. Order no. 43/145/3. [for] 2 electrical elevators. RM 9,391.7%8

A Topf Aufstellung (list), dated July 2, 1943, referring to the above
order, shows a first down-payment of 9,371 RM, half the total amount
(18,742 RM) (“1. Anzahlungs-Hdlfte von RM 18,742... RM 9,371”), but
a handwritten entry by Jahrling states that the down-payment had only
amounted to 1,876.43 RM.” However, the freight-elevators had not yet
been supplied and even ran the risk of never being actually delivered.
On August 4, 1943, more than five months after the order for these de-

» KGL — Kriegsgefangenenlager: camp for prisoners of war. Official designation of the

Birkenau camp through March 31, 1944, when it was designated “Lager II Birkenau.”
Kirschneck’s note for the file dated March 31, 1944. AGK, NTN, 94, p.60.

“Bauwerk 30 Kr II Fahrstuhl repariert”: Arbeits-Bescheinigung Messing for the period
12-18 April 1943. RGVA, 502-1-306, p. 93a. Cft. Pressac 1989, p. 370.

7 RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 29.

* RGVA,502-1327, p. 83.

* RGVA, 502-1-327, p. 74.
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vices, Topf informed ZBL that the manufacturing permit for them had
not yet been granted:

“We have learned today from our sub-supplier that the Plenipo-
tentiary for machine construction has not yet granted the construc-
tion permit. The application has been forwarded to the Reich minis-
ter for armaments and munitions [Albert Speer] requesting his deci-
sion.”

Topf added that the Plenipotentiary for machine construction had
voted against the construction of the devices, and Topf therefore asked
ZBL to get in touch with the Berlin authorities in order to have the re-
quest granted, speaking of serious consequences otherwise:®’

“For your information please note that our sub-supplier has al-
ready assembled the better part of the elevators. There is the danger,
however, that the order has to be stopped immediately if the Reich
minister for armaments and munitions does not give his approval.”
This incident is in stark disagreement with the thesis that the Birke-

nau crematoria were the instruments for the implementation of Himm-
ler’s extermination order: in such a case any opposition on the part of
the Plenipotentiary for machinery construction would obviously have
been considered sabotage.

On September 9, ZBL sent to SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer Prinzl of Amt C
V of SS-WVHA a copy of the Topf letter of August 4, with the request
to get in touch with the Reich minister for armaments and munitions in
order “to obtain [the approval for] the realization of the elevators ur-
gently required.”® On May 12, 1944, ZBL sent Topf an “urgent tele-
gram” saying:*

“installation of the 2 elevators cannot be done now. Installation
will be done later, together with installation of de-aeration equip-
mentin4 and5.”

It is not clear, however, whether the two elevators were ever in-
stalled at all.

1.9.2. The Freight Elevators in the Irving-Lipstadt Trial

Van Pelt provides us with a long account of the discussion about the
freight elevators in the Irving-Lipstadt trial (2002, p. 468f.):

% APMO, BW 30/34, p. 19.
1 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 78.
% RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 10.
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“Irving stayed close to the brief provided by the anonymous arc-
hitect. The most important discussion concerned the elevator con-
necting the basement to the main floor of Crematorium 2.” (Emph.
added)

The brief in question contained a computation of the time needed to
transport 2,000 passengers, “assuming a carrying capacity of 200 kilos.”
The time was stated to be 4 hours and 48 minutes for live persons, but
transporting corpses would obviously have taken twice or three times as
long, and the slightest mishap would have blocked the whole sequence
of gassings and incinerations (p. 469). Van Pelt then describes his own
reactions (ibid.):

“I had read this reasoning the night before and had found that
one of its flaws was the assumption that the elevator could only have
carried 200 kilos. In fact, I had a copy of a document from February
1943 stipulating that the carrying capacity of the elevator should be
doubled from 750 kilos to 1,500 kilos. Taking the calculation of the
anonymous architect as his point of departure, Irving presented the
elevator as the crucial bottleneck in the whole operation.” (Emph.
added)

Then van Pelt shows an excerpt from the trial records which con-
tains two of his replies (p. 470):

“They immediately asked to increase the carrying capacity of
that elevator by providing extra cables to 1,500 kilos.”

“The 750 kilograms was installed by the time the building was fi-
nished and immediately they asked to double the capacity.” (Emph.
added)

During the trial, van Pelt assumed an average weight of 60 kg per
corpse, which means that the elevator could accommodate 25 bodies at
a time (p. 470, 472). Van Pelt concluded (p. 470):

“Irving did not return to the carrying capacity. It was clear to me
that an important assumption on which he planned his attack [sic]
had been proven wrong.”

Van Pelt’s reply is based on a historically false hypothesis. As I have
shown in the preceding section, the “Demag-Elektrozug fiir 750 kg
Tragkraft” was not installed in crematorium II, but only in crematorium
I11.

Van Pelt asserts moreover that the SS “immediately asked” for the
capacity of the elevators to be doubled to 1,500 kg and then assumes
that this was actually done, because he speaks of 25 bodies being
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moved at one time (p. 472). But the document he mentions says only
that the capacity of 750 kg “is being [or will be] brought to a capacity of
1,500 kg by the installation of the second cable,” which is an indication
of intent at best, but certainly not a specific request — and even less the
realization of such an intent. Nothing tells us, in fact, that the capacity
of the elevators was ever actually doubled.

The most serious matter, however, is van Pelt’s complete silence
about the fact that the freight elevator installed in crematorium II was
the “Plateauaufzug” (flat-plate elevator) with a capacity of 300 kg.
Therefore an extermination of 500,000 people in crematorium II would
have been implemented using this primitive and poorly functioning de-
vice. As its capacity was 300 kg or an average of 5 bodies of 60 kg at a
time, the elevator would have had to do a total of 200,000 runs, 100,000
up and 100,000 down!

If we assume an average duration of five minutes for one complete
operation (loading, upward journey, unloading, downward journey) the
transportation of 2,000 bodies from the half-basement to the furnace
hall (the hypothesis discussed by Irving, see van Pelt 2002, p. 470)
would have taken ([2,000+5]x5 =) 2,000 minutes or some 33 hours.
Such an average duration, which corresponds to 1 minute for the transit
time up and down® and 4 minutes for the loading and unloading of the
bodies (i.e. an average of 24 seconds for loading and another 24
seconds for unloading one corpse), is definitely too short for two rea-
sons:

First of all, the elevator worked poorly, therefore one has to allow
for lost time due to breakdowns, blockages, and delays. Secondly, ac-
cording to the witness Henry Tauber, in crematorium II (and III) four
detainees were assigned to the elevator, two for loading, and two for un-
loading, they worked in 12-hour shifts (Tauber 1945a, p. 9). Even if we
assume, for the time being, an average transit time of 5 minutes per
load, these detainees, by mid-shift, i.e. after 6 hours, would have han-
dled and moved ([6x60+5%300] =) 21,600 kg, and the increasing strain
would have reduced their efficiency more and more.

It is thus clear that the average transit time for one load was higher,
which makes the alleged movement of 500,000 corpses even more gro-
tesque. As the maximum number of days during which crematorium II
was operational was 433, the elevator would have had to perform

% Van Pelt’s anonymous engineer assumed a duration of 30 seconds but, surprisingly, con-
sidered only the upward journey of the elevator. Van Pelt 2002, p. 469.
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(500,000+5+433=) 231 trips per operating day, each of which would
have required on average (1,440+231=) a little over 6 minutes (i.e. 1
minute for each round trip and 30 seconds each for loading and unload-
ing each corpse), without interruption over 433 days (see chapter
8.8.1.), 24 hours a day — a truly absurd idea!

In conclusion, the freight elevator is in perfect agreement with the
actual number of cremations, something like 20,000 for crematorium II,
but is absolutely out of proportion when it comes to the gigantic figures
of a mass exterminations cited by van Pelt.
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2. The “Criminal Traces” for Crematorium II
2.1. “Vergasungskeller” — Gassing Cellar
2.1.1. The Importance of the Indication

The word “Vergasungskeller” (gassing cellar) occurs only in the let-
ter written by ZBL to SS-Brigadefiihrer Hans Kammler, Amtsgruppen-
chef C of SS-WVHA, dated January 29, 1943, and concerning “Krema-
torium II, Bauzustand” (crematorium II, state of advancement). Its
translation reads as follows:**

“Crematorium Il has been completed, except for minor details,
by using all available manpower, in spite of extreme difficulties and
severe frost and by running day and night shifts. The ovens were
fired up in the presence of senior engineer Priifer of the contracting
firm, Messrs. Topf & Sohne of Erfurt, and function perfectly. The
planking of the reinforced concrete ceiling of the corpse cellar could
not yet be stripped because of the effect of frost. This is, however, of
no importance, because the gassing cellar can be used for this in-
stead.

On account of freight restrictions, Topf & Sohne have as yet been
unable to supply in time the aeration and de-aeration system as re-
quested by Zentralbauleitung. On arrival of the aeration and de-
aeration equipment installation will proceed immediately, and it is
expected that the unit will be ready for operation on February 20,
1943.

A report by the test engineer of Messrs. Topf & Sohne, Erfurt, is
attached.”

It is well known that, even prior to Pressac, holocaust historiography
had taken the term “Vergasungskeller” appearing in the letter to be an
indication, if not an outright proof, of the existence of a homicidal gas
chamber in crematorium II. Pressac himself was opposed to this inter-
pretation and wrote (p. 503):

“To affirm, solely on the basis of the letter of January 29, 1943
that the term ‘Vergasungskeller’ designated a homicidal gas cham-
ber installed in Leichenkeller 1/corpse cellar 1 of Krematorium II,

% APMO, BW 30/34, p. 100. Cf. document 3.
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was irresponsible, for though ‘gas chamber’ was correct, there was

no proof that it was ‘homicidal’,”

and even on the basis of the documents, which allow the Verga-
sungskeller to be identified as Leichenkeller 1, the only plausible con-
clusion is the following (ibid.):

“The existence of a gas chamber in the basement of Krematorium

11 is thus proven, BUT THAT IS ALL.” (Pressac’s emph.)

In purely logical terms, this document does not even demonstrate the
existence of a gas chamber, but only a mere project, the realization of
which depended on the shipment of the ventilation equipment.

2.1.2. The Historical Context

Bischoff’s letter of January 29, 1943, is one of the documents
around which there is a documental void, as can be seen clearly from
the general historical context.

On December 28, 1942, Himmler ordered a lowering of the camp
mortalities in the concentration camps to be aimed for with the highest
priority. The same day, SS-Brigadefiihrer Richard Gliicks, head of
Amtsgruppe D at SS-WVHA, addressed a letter to the physicians in the
concentration camps concerning “Medical activity in the concentration
camps.”® On January 20, 1943, on Himmler’s orders, Gliicks became
active again in this matter, writing to the concentration camp command-
ers that they should “try to lower the mortality rate in the camp by all
available means” and made the camp commanders and the heads of the
administration personally responsible “for the exhaustion of any and all
means toward the maintenance of the working ability of the detainees”
(NO-1523).

Concerning Auschwitz, on January 11, 1943, Kammler realized that
it was impossible for the construction of the crematoria to be terminated
on schedule® and hence ordered Bischoff to keep him informed of the
progress by weekly telex reports.®” The first report was drawn up by Bi-
schoff and sent to Kammler on January 23. With respect to crematorium
II it states:®®

% AGK, NTN, 94, pp. 142-143.

% Crematorium II started up on January 31%, crematorium III on March 31%, and cremato-
rium IV on February 28, 1943.

7 Letter from Kammler to Zentralbauleitung of January 11, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 59.

% Bericht Nr. 1 of Zentralbauleitung of January 23, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 54.
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“Cellar 1. Plastering finished. Aeration and de-aeration channels
set into brickwork. Machinery parts from Messrs. Topf not yet ar-
rived.”

All later reports have been lost. As can be seen from its Bezug (refe-
rence), Bischoff’s letter of January 29, 1943, was the reply to a telex no.
2648 from Kammler of the day before, which has also been lost. Up un-
til that time, there is not the least reference in the ZBL files to use Lei-
chenkeller 1 of crematorium II for any “Vergasung,” which means that
the matter must have been discussed between January 24 and 28. The
letter of January 29 signifies, in fact, that Kammler knew the matter
well and had either ordered the “Vergasungskeller” or approved a pro-
posal by Bischoff. The conclusion is that all documents which could
have shed light on the matter, seem to have disappeared, to put it mild-

ly.

2.1.3. The Significance of the Document

In the letter Bischoff states that it had been impossible to remove the
planking of the concrete ceiling of Leichenkeller 2 because of frost, but
that this was of no importance, because “hierfiir” (for this) the “Verga-
sungskeller” could be used. Practically, the “Vergasungskeller” could
take over the function of “Leichenkeller 2,” which could not have been
that of an undressing hall for the victims. Because if, in fact, it is as-
sumed that the function of “Leichenkeller 2” was that of an undressing
hall for the victims and that of “Vergasungskeller” a homicidal gas
chamber, how could a homicidal gas chamber simultaneously function
as an undressing hall? It is, of course, possible to argue that a homicidal
gas chamber could well be used as an undressing hall at the same time,
but then why did ZBL build — as we have heard from Tauber and Pres-
sac — an alleged barrack in front of the crematorium as an undressing
hall for the victims? (See chapter 2.3.)

It is essential to stress that the matter had a strictly limited character
and was valid only as long as “Leichenkeller 2” was not operational: the
“Vergasungskeller” could be used “hierfiir,” i.e. as a morgue (“Leichen-
keller”) on January 29, 1943, and on the days immediately following.
Yet since during this period, as Bischoff states in the above letter, Topf
had not yet shipped the “aeration and de-aeration system” “on account
of freight restrictions,” the “Vergasungskeller” could not have been op-
erational as a homicidal gas chamber. The interpretation of official his-
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toriography — the undressing room for the victims is not operational but
that is of no importance, because the homicidal gas chamber could be
used for this purpose — is thus nonsensical a fortiori: if the alleged ho-
micidal gas chamber was not operational, why should it be used as an
undressing hall for victims? And victims of what, if the homicidal gas
chamber did not work?

In conclusion, we can say that the victims could not undress in “Lei-
chenkeller 2” because the room was not operational. While they could
undress in the “Vergasungskeller,” they could not be gassed there, as
the ventilation system had not yet arrived. Therefore, the “Vergasungs-
keller” must have had some other function.

2.1.4. The Function of the “Vergasungskeller”

When things are considered calmly, it becomes obvious that the ex-
planation of Bischoff’s letter is quite different: “Leichenkeller 2 could
not be used as a morgue and/or an undressing hall for the registered de-
tainees who had died of “natural” causes, because it was not ready for
use, but that was of no importance, because the corpses could be placed
into the “Vergasungskeller.” What remains to be clarified is the essen-
tial question: why was “Leichenkeller 27 called “Vergasungskeller”?

The alleged transformations of the half-basement of crematorium II
toward criminal ends is said to have began at a time when the typhus
epidemic that had broken out in July 1942 had not yet been stamped
out. The mortality among the detainees had clearly decreased, but still
stood at a high level: there were about 8,600 deaths in August, some
4,500 in September, around 4,100 in November, 4,600 in December,
and roughly 4,500 in January 1943.%

On January 9, 1943, Bischoff wrote Kammler a letter concerning
“Hygienische Einrichtungen im K.L. und K.G.L. Auschwitz” (hygienic
installations at KL and PoW camp Auschwitz) in which he listed all dis-
infestation and disinfection installations available at the time: five units
at KL Auschwitz and four at KGL Birkenau. The letter ends with the
following observations:”’

“As can be seen from the foregoing, the hygienic installations are
essentially sufficient; in particular, once the barrack for the conti-

% Statistical evaluation of the Auschwitz Sterbebiicher (death books) by the author.
" RGVA, 502-1-332, pp. 46-46a.
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nuous treatment of the civilian workers is ready, a large number of

persons can be deloused and disinfested at any time.”

However, in the days that followed, the hot-air disinfestation device
(Heifluftapparat) in block 1 of the main camp, built by Topf & S6hne
Co., the Heifsluftapparat in the “men’s and women’s disinfestation bar-
racks of KGL,” i.e. the Entlausungsbaracken BW 5a and 5b, built by
the Hochheim Co., and also the one of the troop disinfestation unit
broke down because of fires. These mishaps occurred at a time, when
the typhus epidemic had not yet been brought under control.

On December 17, 1942, Bischoff wrote to “Wehrmeldeamt Sachgeb.
W (military registry office, dept. W) at Bielitz:”'

“In reply to your inquiry of December 8., 1942, Zentralbaulei-
tung informs that it is unlikely the camp quarantine can be lifted
over the next three months. While all available means have been
mobilized to fight the epidemic efficiently, fresh cases have not been
squashed completely.”

The same day, Bischoff sent the following letter to the camp com-
mander:”

“In accordance with the order issued by the garrison surgeon,
the first delousing and/or disinfestation of the civilian workers is to
be carried out on Saturday, December 19, 1942. In this connection it
is necessary for the disinfestation units in the KL to be made availa-
ble. This also goes for the individual delousings for the civilian
workers scheduled to begin on December 22, 1942. Your approval is
requested.”

By “Standortbefehl Nr.1/43” (local order) of January 8, 1943, the
Auschwitz commander informed (Frei et al., p. 208):

“The head of Amt D III'"™ informed by radio message of January
4, 1943, that the camp quarantine for KL Auschwitz will be main-
tained as before.”

On January 5, 1943, cases of typhus were diagnosed in the police jail
of Myslowitz (some 20 km north of Auschwitz), spreading rapidly
among the prisoners. The local government representative (Regie-
rungsprdsident) for the district who had his office at Kattowitz sug-

' RGVA, 502-1-332, p. 113.
2 RGVA, 502-1-332, p. 47.
? Sanititswesen und Lagerhygiene, headed by SS-Obersturmfiihrer Lolling.
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gested to send the patients to Auschwitz. In a letter to the camp com-
mander he wrote:™*

“I am also quite aware of the fact that these new prisoners may
introduce new cases of infection into the Auschwitz camp. As, on the
other hand, typhus in the Auschwitz camp is far from having died
down and large-scale protective measures have been taken there, [
find myself prompted to suggest this.”

On January 13 Hoss replied that there were only a few isolated cases
of typhus (“einzelne Fleckfieberfille) still diagnosed in the camp, but it
was no longer an epidemic ( “besteht die Fleckfieberepidemie nicht”).
He refused the proposal of the Regierungsprdsident, because with the
arrival of sick inmates the resurgence of an epidemic would have been a
great danger.”

The Kattowitz Polizeiprdsident, however, ordered the corpses of
prisoners having died of typhus in the Myslowitz jail to be moved to
Auschwitz by hearse to be incinerated there, after having been treated
with a disinfestation liquid and placed in a coffin.”® The hygienic and
sanitary situation at Auschwitz was not as reassuring as Hoss described
it. On January 25, 1943, in the “Hausverfiigung Nr. 86” (local decree)
Bischoff ordered:”’

“On the basis of a disposition by the SS garrison surgeon at KL
Auschwitz, all members of the SS, presently housed in the Bauleitung
housing barrack, will undergo a 3 week quarantine.”

During January 1943 a resurgence of the typhus epidemic was ob-
served, which reached its peak during the first ten days of February and
prompted SS-Brigadefiihrer Gliicks to order drastic measures to be tak-
en. (See chapter 2.6.3.)

Let us return to the “Vergasungskeller.” In the light of what we have
just described, the most reasonable scenario is that toward the end of
January 1943 the SS authorities, desperate to get the typhus epidemic
under control, planned to use Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium II tempo-
rarily as a gas chamber employing hydrogen cyanide. The name “Ver-

7 Letter from Regierungsprésident in Kattowitz to commander of KL Auschwitz of January

9, 1943. APK, RK 2903, p. 10.

“weil damit die Gefahr des neuerlichen Auftretens einer Fleckfieberepidemie sehr gross
wiirde,” letter from commander of Auschwitz to Polizeiprisident Kattowitz, January 13,
1943. APK, RK 2903, p. 20.

Letter from Polizeiprasident in Kattowitz to Regierungsprisident in Kattowitz of January
21, 1943. APK, RK 2903, p. 22. Cf. chapter 2.6.3.

77 RGVA, 502-1-17, p. 98.

75

76
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gasungskeller” (gassing cellar) was obviously taken over from the hy-
drogen cyanide gas chambers of BW 5a and 5b which were also named
“Vergasungsraum” (gassing room).”

The initiative probably came from Amtsgruppe C of SS-WVHA.
This is supported by the fact that at the end of January Amt C/III (Tech-
nische Fachgebiete) (technical departments) of SS-Wirtschafts-Verwal-
tungshauptamt (SS-WVHA) had requested a cost estimate from the
Hans Kori Co. of Berlin for a “Heifslufi-Entwesungsanlage” (hot-air
disinfestation unit) for the Auschwitz camp. Kori replied on February 2
by means of a letter addressed to the above authority concerning “Ent-
lausungsanlage fiir Konz.-Lager Auschwitz” (Delousing unit for con-
centration camp Auschwitz),” a “list of steel quantities required for the
hot-air delousing unit, Auschwitz concentration camp” for a total
weight of 4,152 kg of metal® and a “cost estimate for a hot-air delous-
ing unit for the Auschwitz concentration camp” for a total cost of
4,960.40 Reichsmark.”

On the same day, February 2, 1943, SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer Kother,
head of Hauptabteilung C/VI/2 (Betriebswirtschaft) (commercial ques-
tions) undertook a “Besichtigung der Entwesungs- und Sauna-Anlagen
im KL Auschwitz” (inspection of disinfestation and sauna units at KL
Auschwitz). In the respective report, written by SS-Standartenfiihrer Ei-
renschmalz, head of Amt C/VI at SS-WVHA, it is said about the “Ent-
wesungsanlagen” that the hot-air equipment (HeifSluftapparate) had in-
itially been designed for disinfestation with hydrogen cyanide (Blau-
sdure-Entwesung), which required a temperature of 30°C, but had been
used for a hot-air disinfestation (Heifjluftentwesung), which required an
air temperature of 95°C. Hence those facilities had been subject to ex-
cessive heat stress they had not been designed for:*

“The arrival of many detainees, increasing day by day, results in

a greater strain on the units, and the corresponding wear under

conditions of continuous operation can only be countered by the in-

stallation of suitable coke fired air-heaters.
In an effort to counter an expected break-down of the unit, cast-
iron air-heaters for the existing units have been proposed to the lo-

® Erlauterungsbericht zum Vorentwurf fiir den Neubau des Kriegsgefangenenlagers der

Waffen-SS, Auschwitz O/S. RGVA, 502-1-233, p. 16.
7 RGVA, 502-1-332, pp. 15-15a.
% RGVA, 502-1-332, p. 18
$1 RGVA, 502-1-332, pp. 20-21.
% RGVA, 502-1-332, pp. 37-37a.
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cal administration. On checking with the supplier, it was learned

that these would be delivered in three weeks’ time for the continued

fight against the epidemic.

The fires that have occurred were mostly due to overheating and
it is therefore urgently necessary to observe closely the technical
rules pertaining to the use of such plants.”

The idea to use Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium II as an emergency
disinfestation chamber employing hydrogen cyanide was then extended
also to the other crematoria, and the respective documental traces were
later interpreted by Pressac as “bavures” (slips) which allegedly re-
ferred to homicidal gas chambers.

There are at least two indications supporting my thesis in extant
documents. The first one is the content of an undated “Aufstellung”
(list) coming from Topf Co., which sets out the metal requirements for
various installations, among them:®

“2 Topf disinfestation ovens for Krema Il at Auschwitz PoW
camp.”

The second one stems from a document drawn up by VEDAG Co.
(Vereinigte Dachpappen-Fabriken Aktiengesellschaft; United Roofing
Felt Producers Ltd.) which specifies, among other things, the insulation
jobs pertaining to the crematoria. It is an invoice dated July 28, 1943.
Its subject is “Auschwitz-Krematorium” and concerns “ausgefiihrte Ab-
dichtungsarbeiten fiir die Entwesungsanlage” (sealing work done for
disinfestation unit).** It is known with certainty that the two Entwe-
sungsofen supplied by Topf were later installed in the Zentralsauna, but
this does not prevent them from being referred to crematorium II in the
above document.

The VEDAG invoice as well concerns the hot-air disinfestation units
(Heipluft-Entwesungskammern) installed in the Zentralsauna. This is
borne out clearly by a technical review of the invoice done by the per-
son in charge at ZBL, in which it is correctly attributed to “BW 32 =
Entwesungsanlage,” i.e. precisely to the Zentralsauna. But then why
does the VEDAG invoice refer to “Auschwitz-Krematorium”? This
heading has an obvious relationship with the Topf list of April 13, 1943,
mentioned above, which concerned the “2 Topf Entwesungsofen fiir das
Krema II” (“2 Topf disinfestation ovens for Krema 11I”’) which were lat-
er set up in the Zentralsauna. The two documents establish, in any case,

5 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 47. Cf. document 4.
¥ RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 137. Cf. document 5.
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a correlation between crematorium II and disinfestation and represent
the idea of a project or at least an intention on the part of ZBL to bring
together, in the same building, cremation and disinfestation.

In this connection it is significant that the two hot-air disinfestation
units from Topf began to be discussed precisely on January 29, 1943.
Taking reference to a prior meeting involving Bischoff, SS-Unterschar-
fiihrer Janisch, and Topf chief engineer Kurt Priifer, Topf sent to ZBL
the cost estimate for the disinfestation unit on February 5,* although the
construction of the Zentralsauna building itself began only on April 30,
1943.%

Little more than three months into the project work of ZBL, in early
May 1943, Kammler launched his program of “Sondermassnahmen fiir
die Verbesserung der hygienischen Einrichtungen” (special measures
for the improvement of hygiene installations) in the Birkenau camp.
Subsequently all projects related to the use of rooms in the crematoria
as emergency disinfestation chambers were thrown out in one swoop,
and with them all “criminal traces” which are absent from May 1943
onward.

This definitive disappearance can be explained in the most natural
way by the fact that the improvement program for the normal disinfesta-
tion and disinfection plants launched in May 1943 made redundant all
the projects for the installation of emergency disinfestation units in the
crematoria. At the end of July 1943, disinfestation and disinfection
plants for a throughput of 54,000 inmates per day existed or were in
various stages of progress in the complex of Auschwitz-Birkenau.*” In
view of this, the original project was abandoned in favor of installing
emergency showers for the detainees in the crematoria, to be discussed
in chapter 4. below.

2.1.5. Objections and Replies

Two major objections have been raised against the explanation that
the “Vergasungskeller” was an emergency disinfestation unit, which I
had proposed in a rudimentary way in 1994 (Mattogno 1994b, p. 64,

% Letter from Topf to Zentralbauleitung of February 5, 1943, RGVA, 502-1-336, pp. 89-90,
and “Kostenanschlag {iber eine Entwesungs-Anlage bestehend aus 2 Ofen mit 4 Kam-
mern” of February 5, 1943. RGVA, 502-2-27, pp. 27-30.

8 Baubericht of the Birkenau camp of October 2, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-320, p. 7.

¥ Aufstellung iiber die im KL. und KGL. Auschwitz eingebauten Entwesungsanlagen,
Béder und Desinfektionsapparate, prepared by civilian employee Jéhrling on July 30,
1943. RGVA, 502-1-332, pp. 91.
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69). The first objection concerns the capacity of the suction/pressure
blowers of Leichenkeller 1, suitable for a normal morgue (about 10 air-
exchanges per hour), but much lower than that used in the Degesch-
Kreislauf hydrogen cyanide (HCN) disinfestation chambers (72 air-
exchanges per hour). While such a ventilation capacity is at odds with
the hypothesis of a homicidal gas chamber, it is also at odds with a dis-
infestation chamber. The objection is valid for the homicidal gas cham-
ber because Leichenkeller 1 was transformed — according to holocaust
theses — into a #ypical gas chamber, losing its original function of a
morgue and would therefore have had to be equipped at least in a man-
ner similar to that of a typical gas chamber. According to the hypothesis
which I have announced above, on the other hand, Leichenkeller 1 re-
mained a typical morgue but was modified in such a way that it could
also be used as an emergency disinfestation chamber.

The second objection refers to the minimal concentrations of resi-
dual cyanides found in Leichenkeller 1 by Fred Leuchter and by Germar
Rudolf as opposed to those in the HCN disinfestation chambers found
in BW 5a (see Leuchter et al. and Rudolf 2003b). If Leichenkeller 1 was
a disinfestation chamber using HCN as well, the cyanide residues found
in it walls should be considerably higher. The objection is actually
based on a double hypothesis which I cannot accept, namely that 1) Lei-
chenkeller 1 was transformed into a disinfestation chamber employing
hydrogen cyanide and 2) that it was actually used as such. What I assert
is only that ZBL launched the project of using Leichenkeller 1 as an
emergency gas chamber in January 1943 and equipped it accordingly
(actually, only a gas-tight door was installed), but nothing tells us that it
was later actually used for disinfestation. Rudolf’s investigations have
shown that the cyanide residues found in Leichenkeller 1 of cremato-
rium II are of an order of magnitude comparable to those found in the
camp’s other barracks.*®

2.1.6. Van Pelt’s Comments and Objections

The alleged “slip” regarding the term ‘“Vergasungskeller” is ex-
plained by van Pelt in the following words (2002, p. 297):

“Historiographically, Bischoff’s letter is important because it vi-

olated the general policy in the architectural office in the main camp

% Rudolf 2003b, pp. 254f. The highest value found in Leichenkeller 1 was 7.2 mg/kg, in the
barracks of the camp 2.7 mg/kg; the highest value found in the delousing room of BW 5a
was 13,500 mg/kg.
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never to use the term ‘gas chamber’ in documents or blueprints. The

letter was drawn up hastily in response to an urgent request from

Berlin for information on the progress of construction, and Bischoff

did not notice the ‘slip.” When the letter was archived in the crema-

torium dossier of the Auschwitz Zentralbauleitung, however, some-

one did, and marked the forbidden word ‘Vergasungskeller’ with a

red pencil, writing on the top of the letter the words ‘SS-Ustuf (F)

Kirschneck!.” It was clear that Kirschneck was responsible for the

slip and should be told of 'it.”

This explanation is purely imaginary, and we shall soon see why.
The reference mark in the letter is “Bftgb.Nr.: 22250/43/Bi/L.,” i.e.
“Brieftagebuch Nummer: 22250/1943/Bischoff/Lippert” (daily letter
registry no. ...). The civilian employee Lippert was working at the Bau-
leitung des Kriegsgefangenenlagers (i.e. the PoW camp at Birkenau).
Hence, the letter was dictated by Bischoff and typed by Lippert, where-
as the handwritten note “SS-Ustuf (F) Kirschneck” merely means that
Kirschneck, in his quality of Bauleiter of Bauleitung der Waffen-SS und
Polizei Auschwitz (the main camp), was to receive a copy. In fact, Kir-
schneck appears on the “Verteiler” (distribution list)* at bottom left: 7
SS-Ustuf Janisch u. Kirschneck, 1 Registratur (Akte Krematorium),”
which means one copy to SS-Unterscharfiihrer Janisch who was head
of Bauleitung des Kriegsgefangenenlagers i.e. the Birkenau camp, one
for Kirschneck as head of Bauleitung at the Auschwitz camp and one
for the Akte (file) concerning the crematoria. This is all the more true, as
the same handwritten note appears both in the letter written by Bischoff
to Hoss on February 2, 1943, to which Priifer’s report of January 29,
1943, was attached, as well as in Priifer’s report itself which does not
contain the term “Vergasungskeller.””

Just as fanciful is the atmosphere imagined by van Pelt to make the
“slip” believable: the alleged urgency of the request and the alleged
haste of the reply. In fact, the letter in question had as a reference a “te-
lex (Fernschreiben) from SS-WVHA, no. 2648 dated Jan. 28, 1943”
(which has not been preserved), to which Bischoff responded in good
time — the day after. The use of the telex machine by SS-WVHA was
perfectly normal and does not, by itself, convey any kind of haste.

%" This is the term used for the distribution of copies of letters to the offices concerned.
% Letter from Bischoff to Hoss of February 2, 1943. APMO, BW 30/34, p. 99. Priifer’s re-
port of January 29, 1943. APMO, BW 30/34, p. 101. Cf. document 6.
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Actually, the general context is the following: on January 11, 1943,
department CV (Zentralbauinspektion, the central inspection office of
the central construction offices) sent a letter to the Auschwitz ZBL,
which Bischoff — in a letter to Kammler dated 23 January, 1943, and
referring to “Auschwitz PoW camp, completion of the crematoria”
(KGL. Auschwitz. Fertigstellung der Krematorien) and “1 telex” (I
Fernschreiben) — summarizes as follows:”!

“By the above letter, Zentralbauleitung was ordered to send via
telex separate weekly reports about the progress of work on the
crematoria.”

Bischoff sent Kammler his first such report, on January 23, 1943, by
telex, as instructed.

As to van Pelt’s remark that “in the copy of the letter preserved in
Auschwitz, only the word Vergasungskeller is underlined (2002, p.
454),” it apparently never occurred to him that this could have been the
work of Dawidowski or judge Sehn who had already tuned their anten-
nas to the term “Vergasungskeller” appearing in this letter (see chapter
1.1.). It is to be noted, furthermore, that the document in question is not
the original nor a carbon copy thereof, but a retyped duplicate (4bsch-
rift) prepared by SS-Untersturmfiihrer Josef Pollok, at the time head of
Bauleitung Hauptwirtschaftslager der Waffen-SS und Polizei und Trup-
penwirtschaftslager Oderberg (Bauleitung of main supply camp of
Waffen-SS and Police and troop supply camp at Oderberg) whose signa-
ture appears on the left below the abbreviation “F.d.R.d.A.” (Fiir die
Richtigkeit der Abschrifi=copy certified correct). There is also a copy of
the copy in which the term “Vergasungskeller” appears likewise:”” it
also shows the handwritten entry but the only underlined words are
“Berlin-Lichterfelde-West” in the address of the recipient.

How can one seriously believe that “the forbidden word” would
have mindlessly been written into two separate copies of the letter with-
out anyone noticing the “slip”? And when someone did notice, why was
not a fresh duplicate of the letter made without “the forbidden word”
and the tell-tale one destroyed? Instead — so van Pelt’s claim — some-
body even highlighted it by underlining it in red! Whichever way we
look at the matter, van Pelt’s conjecture comes out unsubstantiated.

! Letter from Bischoff to Kammler dated January 23, 1943, RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 53
%2 APMO, BW 30/27, p. 33.
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Arguing polemically against Wilhelm Stéglich, van Pelt brings up
two more general objections which he formulates as follows (2002, p.
310):

“First of all, the rooms designed for fumigation of clothing and
other objects with Zyklon B have never been referred to as Verga-
sungskeller. They were either called simply gas chambers (Gas-
kammer), or standard gas chambers (Normalgaskammer), or de-
lousing chambers (Entlausungskammer). The only time the noun
Vergasungskeller appears is in the letter of January 29. Further-
more, these delousing gas chambers were always constructed in
such a way that they had two doors: one entrance and one exit. The
entrance door opened to the unreine (unclean) side, the exit door
opened to the reine (clean) side.”

With respect to the first objection, as I have already explained
above, in the explanatory memo on the construction of the Birkenau
camp, the Zyklon B disinfestation chamber of the “Entlausungsba-
racke,” the future BW 5a and 5b, was called “Vergasungsraum,” which
was thus used as a perfect equivalent of “Gaskammer” for disinfesta-
tion. In another document, dated January 9, 1943, this gas chamber,
with specific reference to BW 5a and 5b, is called “Kammer fiir Blau-
sdurevergasung” (chamber for hydrogen cyanide gasification):”

“Furthermore, attached to the delousing barrack, there is a
chamber for hydrogen cyanide gasification, which has been in oper-
ation since autumn of 1942.”

Let me add that at all times when the noun “Vergasung” (gassing) or
the verb “vergasen” (to gas) appears in Auschwitz documents, the texts
refer always and exclusively to disinfestation operations. Some signifi-
cant examples are:

“Building no. 54, destined for use by the guard detail was gassed
against vermin and diseases.”*

“Block 14, washing and toilet facilities have been completed, fur-
ther work could not yet be done as [block 14] is completely occupied
because of gassing of block 16.”

Kommandantur-Befehl no. 2/42 of January 22, 1942, which prohi-
bited the use of the Auschwitz cinema because cases of typhus had been
identified, describes under nine items all the operations related to “Ver-

% Letter from Bischoff to Kammler of January 9, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-332, p. 46a.
 Titigkeitsbericht of A. Schlachter of July 12, 1940. RGVA, 502-1-214, p. 97.
> Tatigkeitsbericht of A. Schlachter of July 12, 1941. RGVA, 502-1-214, p. 25.
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gasung des Stabsgebiudes” (gassing of staff building).”® On July 22,
1942, KL Auschwitz received permission from SS-WVHA to pick up
“gas for gassing the camp” at Dessau (Gas zur Vergasung des Lag-
ers).”” Even the Sonderbefehl (special order) of August 12, 1942, cited
by Pressac designates as “Vergasungen” the disinfestation gassings
(1989, p. 201):

“An incident of slight poisoning by hydrogen cyanide noted today
has prompted us to remind all personnel involved in gassings, as
well as all other SS-personnel, that on opening of the gassed rooms
SS-personnel without masks must observe for at least 5 hours a dis-
tance of 15 meters from the chamber. The direction of the wind must
be taken into account in particular.”

A sentence passed by an SS tribunal on July 24, 1944, mentions the
sorting and storage of Jewish personal items “after execution of the
gassing” (“nach Durchfiihrung der Vergasung”) with regard to the “Ef-
fektenkammer des K.L. Auschwitz” (the storage facilities of the so-called
Kanada I section).”® Finally, van Pelt himself brings in another impor-
tant example of the significance of the term Vergasung in connection
with the diary of Dr. Johann Paul Kremer. He shows a page of the orig-
inal text in which, under the date of September 1, 1942, we read:”

“In the afternoon [present] at the gassing of a block with Zyclon
[sic] against lice.”

In conclusion, the framework of indications which results from the
document mentioning the term “Vergasung” (or the respective verb) re-
fers exclusively to disinfestations and does not even vaguely sustain the
thesis of homicidal gassings. Therefore, the term “Vergasungskeller” is
documentarily compatible only with the hypothesis of disinfestations.

Van Pelt’s second objection regarding the number of doors makes
sense only with respect to the standard Degesch-Kreislauf disinfestation
gas chambers. Any emergency chambers could indeed have a single
door, such as the one which was located at the western corner of block 1
at Auschwitz.'” For crematorium II, as we will see in chapters 2.9.2.

% Kommandantur-Befehl Nr. 2/42 of January 22, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-36, p. 4.

7 Kogon et al., p. 223. Cf. chapter 7.5.

% SS-und Polizeigericht XV, Zweigstelle Kattowitz. Feld-Urteil dated 24 July, 1944. AGK,
NTN, 119, p. 200. Cf. Mattogno 2004h., p. 49-50.

Van Pelt 2002, p. 282. Van Pelt’s translation, on p. 280, reads: “In the afternoon was
present at the gassing of a block with Cyclon B against lice.”

1% Pressac 1989, pp. 28f.

99
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and 4.4., there was also the possibility of a double arrangement, one
side “unrein” (unclean) and the other “rein” (clean).

2.1.7. “Gaskeller”

On February 17, 1943, Topf received a telephone call from the
Auschwitz ZBL. The gist of this call was summarized on the same day
by an employee of the company in a note entitled “Aeration and de-
aeration installation.” The most significant part reads as follows:'"’

“Herr Schultze called and informed us as follows: The aeration
blower no. 450 for the gas cellar [Gaskeller] cannot be found there

[i.e. at Auschwitz], although it is said to have been shipped by us.

Herr Heinemann has meanwhile ascertained that it was indeed

shipped on November 18, 1942, which means that it should by now

be in store there. As it cannot be found and is urgently needed, how-
ever, according to Herr Schultze, we are to ship it again right away
and manufacture it expeditiously.”

On the back of this document, under item 3), it says:'"'

“Furthermore, the aeration grates for de-aeration installation in
the dissecting and the laying-out rooms are missing as well as the
nozzles for the piping in the L-Keller. They, too, are to be shipped
along instantly [with the blower]. ”

This document, which is unknown to van Pelt, stems from J.-C.
Pressac’s estate. He had found it in the archives of the company EMS/
Erfurter Mdlzerei und Speicherbau of Erfurt, successors to the Topf
company, but for some strange reason he never published it.'” As we
will see in chapter 2.8., this blower was destined for Leichenkeller 1 of
crematorium II, which means that this room was called “Gaskeller.”
The significance of this term is analogous to “Vergasungskeller” and
fits perfectly into the explanation I have given above.

Considered from van Pelt’s point of view, however, the use of this
term is totally out of place. Little more than two weeks after Kirschneck
is claimed to have been reprimanded for his “slip” of January 29, 1943
— i.e. for having written down the prohibited term “Vergasungskeller,”
thus violating the alleged rule never to use the term “gas chamber” — we

"% The document has been published at: www.codoh.com/incon/incontopf.html.

192 Cf. “Réponse au livre de Roger Garaudy par un exterminationniste trés connu et impor-
tant. Par un anonyme qui cache mal un certain Jean-Claude Pressac,” in:
www.vho.org/aaargh/fran/arvs/mieuxfaire/JCPgaraudy.html.
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have here, in fact, a member of ZBL spreading not only the term “Gas-
keller” but doing so toward civilians to boot!

R.I.P. Rule of secrecy of Zentralbauleitung.

Besides, the back of the document designates Leichenkeller 2 pre-
cisely by “L-Keller,” morgue basement, and not by “Auskleidekeller,”
the alleged undressing room which could not be unknown to the Topf
employee, if he had known about a sinister kind of “Gaskeller,” i.e.
about an alleged homicidal gas basement.

2.2. “Gasdichte Tiir,” “Gastiir’ — Gas-Tight Door

In the context of the “Vergasungskeller” as an emergency disinfesta-
tion chamber, discussed in the preceding chapter, the presence of a gas-
tight door in Leichenkeller 1 was a perfectly normal matter. What is a
little disturbing, at first sight, is the presence of a peep-hole with a pro-
tective grid, as one can see it in Pressac’s photographs (pp. 50, 232 and
486). The existence of this device has prompted the French historian to
state that it “certainly belonged to a homicidal gas chamber in one of
the four Birkenau Krematorien” (p. 486).

Actually, there is no proof that the door in question ever belonged to
one of the Birkenau crematoria. It was found in the Auschwitz Bauhof
(materials yard) in which construction materials were stored. The gas-
tight doors for Leichenkeller 1 of crematoria II and III are described in
the letter written by Bischoff to the DAW office on March 31, 1943. It
refers to an order dated March 6 concerning a “gas door 100/192 for
Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium III, BW 30a,” which was to be fa-
shioned “exactly like the cellar door of crematorium II opposite in type
and size, with peep-hole of double 8 mm glass, rubber seal and fixtures”
(1989, p. 436). This description does not, in fact, mention the protective
grid.

In 1945 a gas-tight door was found in the ruins of crematorium V
and photographed. It is presently preserved in the furnace hall of crema-
torium L.'"" Pressac comments on the photograph as follows (1989, pho-
to 26 on p. 425):

“An almost intact gas-tight door found in the ruins of the western
part of Krematorium V and presented by the man in shirt sleeves
from Photo 24 (with the shaved neck). This door has no peephole
even though it was used for homicidal gassings.”

'% T have shown the two photographs in Mattogno 2005¢, p. 132.
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In this way, Pressac demolishes his own “criminal trace,” i.e. the
peep-hole with protective grid.

As far as the door with the metal protection is concerned, Pressac
himself presents photographs showing the door of the disinfestation
chamber of the so-called “Kanada 1” section of the camp (BW28, de-
lousing and storage barracks, pp. 46-49). This door had a round inspec-
tion opening with a metal grid on the inside which obviously protected
also the glass. Hence, we can see that protection of the peep-hole on the
inside also applied to a normal disinfestation plant.

The fact that the door mentioned above had a protection on the in-
side does not necessarily mean that it served a homicidal purpose, but
may also mean — in the context of a disinfestation plant — that the inside
was in greater danger of being damaged. In what way? Here, too, Pres-
sac furnishes us with the cue for the answer. He publishes photographs
of hot-air disinfestation units in the Zentralsauna which show clearly
the metal carts from which were hung the garments to be disinfested
(pp. 84f). Similar carts were also used in the gas chambers employing
hydrogen cyanide (see document 7), and it is clear that, while they were
being pushed in or out, they could strike the inner side of the door and
break the glass of the inspection port.'®*

Van Pelt has no explanation for the presence of protective grids
(2002, p. 477) or even for the presence of peep-holes in the doors men-
tioned (p. 476), although all the doors of the HCN disinfestation cham-
bers had them (Pressac 1989, photos on pp. 46-50). As I have explained
elsewhere (Mattogno 2004m, pp. 150-155), the peep-holes were speci-
fied in the safety regulations, which strictly prohibited anyone from en-
tering the gas chamber alone; anyone entering had to be permanently
observed by a second disinfector — through a peep-hole — for immediate
aid in case of any emergency.

Van Pelt’s ignorance changes into the “impossibility” of finding an
alternative explanation and thus into a “slip” in favor of the “reality” of
homicidal gas chambers.

'% The doors of the disinfestation gas chambers opened toward the outside; the operators

could therefore see the inside of the doors.
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2.3. “Auskleideraum,” “Auskleidekeller” and the Barrack in
Front of Crematorium II

2.3.1. “Auskleideraum” and “Auskleidekeller”

In some documents “Leichenkeller 2” of crematoria Il and III is re-
ferred to as “Auskleideraum™ (undressing room) or “Auskleidekeller”
(undressing cellar). For Pressac this designation represents a “criminal
trace” pointing to a presumed exterminatory activity of these cremation
plants. The term appears for the first time in a letter dated March 6,
1943, sent by Bischoff to Topf, in which he writes in respect of “Lei-
chenkeller 2” (Pressac 1989, pp. 432f.):

“We also request you to send us a supplementary offer for the
changes to the de-aeration system in the undressing room [Ausklei-
deraum].”

But did this “Auskleideraum” really constitute an undressing room
for the intended victims of a gas chamber?

2.3.2. Origin and Function of the “Auskleideraum” of
Crematorium II

Two documents which were unknown to Pressac and which refer to
the decision to set up an “Auskleideraum” in the half-basement of cre-
matorium II allow us to settle this question once and for all. On January
21, 1943, the SS-Standortarzt (garrison surgeon) of Auschwitz, SS-
Hauptsturmfiihrer Eduard Wirths, wrote a letter to the camp command-
er:105

“1. The SS garrison surgeon at Auschwitz requests to install a
partition in the dissecting hall planned for the new crematorium
building at Birkenau, dividing the hall into 2 rooms of equal size and
to have 1 or 2 wash basins installed in the first of these rooms, be-
cause the latter will be needed as an autopsy room, whereas the 2™
room will be needed for anatomical preparations, for the preserva-
tion of files and writing materials and books, for the preparation of
colored tissue sections and for work with the microscope.

2. Furthermore it is requested to provide for an ‘undressing
room’ [Auskleideraum] in the cellar rooms.”

Highly important conclusions for our topic derive from this letter.
Before setting them out, we must outline the implications of the alleged

1% RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 57.
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decision to transform “Leichenkeller 1” of crematoria Il and III into

homicidal gas chambers.

If we follow Pressac, the ZBL decided in November 1942 “to equip
the crematoria with homicidal gas chambers” (1993, p. 66). This deci-
sion is said to have begun to permeate the crematoria projects such as
blueprint no. 2003 of December 19, 1942 (see chapter 2.9). Because a
ventilation with aeration and de-aeration had been planned only for
“Leichenkeller 1,” it is clear that this room had to become the homicidal
gas chamber. And because it was planned to implement mass extermi-
nations, it is also clear that “Leichenkeller 2” had to be turned into the
undressing room for the future victims, in keeping with the procedure
already tried out — according to Pressac — in crematorium 1. Hence, the
decision to transform “Leichenkeller 1” into a homicidal gas chamber
implied the decision to transform “Leichenkeller 2” into an undressing
room, and the two decisions were taken at the same time.

This having been said, let us go back to the letter discussed above.

1. The decision to create an “Auskleideraum” in the crematorium was
taken neither by the Kommandantur (the camp commander, i.e.
Hoss) nor by ZBL (Bischoff) but by the SS garrison surgeon.

2. The garrison surgeon did not specify anything in particular in his re-
quest, presenting it as a mere afterthought to the sanitary and hygie-
nic requirements set out for the autopsy room.

3. In hygienic and sanitary matters, as well as in matters relating to fo-
rensic medicine, the crematorium was attached to the garrison
surgeon who knew the corresponding projects very well and occa-
sionally intervened — as in this case — with ZBL asking for modifica-
tions.

4. The letter cited demonstrates that the SS garrison surgeon was com-
pletely unaware of the alleged plan to change “Leichenkeller 2 into
an undressing room for the victims to be gassed: he requested for an
“Auskleideraum” to be provided, in a very general way, “in den Kel-
lerrdumen” (in the cellar rooms) without specifically mentioning
“Leichenkeller 2” or excluding “Leichenkeller 17 for this purpose.
However, in view of his position, the SS garrison surgeon could not
have been unaware of a decision, allegedly taken three months earli-
er, to create an “Auskleideraum” in “Leichenkeller 2,” because oth-
erwise, considering his position in the camp hierarchy, such a deci-
sion could not actually have been arrived at. Yet as results from the
above document, the idea of an “Auskleideraum™ was conceived by
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the SS garrison surgeon only in January 1943 and conveyed to the
Auschwitz camp commander on January 21,
On February 15, Janisch replied to the SS garrison surgeon’s letter
by a handwritten note stating:'®
“item 1.) has been launched
item 2.) for undressing, a horse-stable barrack has been erected
in front of the cellar entrance.”
Why should a crematorium have an “Auskleideraum”? And why was
a barrack built for such a purpose?

2.3.3. The Barrack in Front of Crematorium II

Pressac has noted that a horse-stable type barrack (Pferdestallba-
racke) in front of the crematorium does indeed appear on the map en-
titled “Lageplan des Kriegsgefangenenlagers Auschwitz O/S.” and
dated March 20, 1943. It is at the location mentioned by Janisch, i.e. “in
front of the cellar entrance.” Pressac writes (p. 462):

“The drawing confirms the erection of a hut of the stable type in
the north yard of Krematorium Il in March 1943. We know little
about this hut, except that after serving as an undressing room for
the first batch of Jews to be gassed in this Krematorium, it was
quickly dismantled — only a week later according to the Sonderkom-
mando witness Henryk Tauber. The first mention of an access stair-
way through Leichenkeller 2 found in the PMO archives, BW 30/40,
page 68e, is dated 26/2/43 [Document 7a]. As soon as this entrance
was operational, the undressing hut was no longer required.”
Pressac treats the matter also elsewhere, but provides a different rea-

soning (p. 227):

“On Sunday 14th March, Messing continued installing the venti-
lation of Leichenkeller 2, which he called ‘Auskleidekeller 1I/Un-
dressing Cellar I1.” In the evening, about 1,500 Jews from the Cra-
cow ghetto were the first victims to be gassed in Krematorium II.
They did not undress in Leichenkeller 2, still cluttered with tools and
ventilation components, but in a stable-type hut temporarily erected
in the north yard of the Krematorium.”

He later comes back to the first interpretation (p. 492):

“This Bauleitung source confirms the erection in mid-March
1943 of a hut running south-north in the north yard of Krematorium

1% RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 57a.
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1I, which was used, according to Henryk Tauber, as an undressing
room, apparently because the access to the underground undressing
room (Leichenkeller 2) was not yet completed.”

Pressac refers to the following statement by Henryk Tauber (1945b,
p. 136):

“They [the alleged victims] were pushed into a barrack which
then stood perpendicular to the building of the crematorium on the
side of the entrance to the yard of crematorium no. Il. The people
entered into this barrack through a door located near the entrance
and went down [into the half-basement of the crematorium] along
steps which were to the right of the Miihlverbrennung [sic] (garbage
incinerator). This barrack was used at the time as an undressing
place. But it was used for more or less one week and was then dis-
mantled.”

Pressac publishes map 2216 of March 20, 1943, in its entirety, but
with illegible writing (p. 226). However, he points out a detail from
another version of this map (corresponding to another negative at the
Auschwitz Museum) in which the entries are clearly visible (p. 462).
The barrack in front of the crematorium is shown as a light-colored rec-
tangle, a symbol which corresponds neither to a “fertiggestellt” (fi-
nished) barrack, which would have been a dark rectangle, nor to a bar-
rack “im Bau” (under construction), which would have had slanted
shading, but to a barrack “geplant” (planned). This shows up even more
clearly in another detail of this map also published by Pressac (p. 256).

There is, moreover, yet another map of Birkenau, drawn up imme-
diately prior to the one shown by Pressac, in which the barrack in ques-
tion does not appear at all. It is the Bebauungsplan fiir den Auf- u. Aus-
bau des Konzentrationslager u. Kriegsgefangenenlagers, Plan Nr. 2215
(Overall map for the construction and enlargement of the PoW camp)
dated “March 1943.”'"7 As it has the number 2215, it was prepared im-
mediately before the one numbered 2216 and therefore dates from
March 20, 1943, or before.

It is not clear why this barrack appears only on map 2216. Even
though it had already been erected in front of crematorium II on Febru-
ary 15, 1943, it is not indicated on map 1991 of February 17, which
otherwise shows barracks planned, under construction, and terminated
(Pressac 1989, p. 220). This is probably due to its being an emergency

1 RGVA, 502-1-93, p. 1.
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stop-gap measure. One does not know when the barrack was taken
down. What is certain, however, is that the erection of this barrack had
nothing to do with the alleged homicidal gassings.

Pressac’s first explanation — that the barrack was erected because
access to “Leichenkeller 2” was not yet ready — does not hold much wa-
ter. Speaking of crematorium III, he affirms that work on the entrance
to “Leichenkeller 2” of crematorium III began on February 10, 1943,
and that for crematorium II the only reference to the realization of an
entrance is dated February 26, which would lead us into an irresolvable
paradox (1989, p. 217). In fact, there is no paradox, because Pressac’s
dates for crematorium III are in error (see chapter 3.4.). On March 14,
1943, the entrance was perfectly serviceable, and there would therefore
have been no need for an undressing barrack.

On March 20, 1943, the day on which map 2216 was being pre-
pared, the SS garrison surgeon at Auschwitz, in a letter to the camp
commander, mentioned the removal of the corpses from the detainee
hospital to the crematorium (zum Krematorium).'® This makes the mat-
ter very clear. The SS garrison surgeon was worried about the poor sa-
nitary and hygienic conditions in which the corpses of the detainees
were kept on account of the inadequacy of the then existing morgues.
These were simple wooden sheds (Holzschuppen) which could not keep
rats from feeding on the corpses with the risk of an outbreak of the pla-
gue, as he writes clearly in his letter of July 20, 1943,'” about a situa-
tion which must already have existed in January.

The SS garrison surgeon thus intended to have the corpses taken to a
safer place, from a sanitary point of view, and the best places were ob-
viously the two Leichenkeller of crematorium II which, at that time, was
the farthest advanced. On January 21, 1943, he requested the provision
of an “Auskleideraum” for these corpses “in the cellar rooms” of crema-
torium II. On January 29 Bischoff replied that the corpses of the detai-
nees could not be placed in “Leichenkeller 2,” but said that this was ir-
relevant because they could be placed in the “Vergasungskeller” instead
(see chapter 2.1.).

On February 15 Janisch informed the garrison surgeon that “a horse-
stable type barrack in front of the cellar entrance” had been erected at

198 1 etter from SS-Standortarzt to commander of KL Auschwitz dated March 20, 1943, con-
cerning “Héftlings-Krankenbau— KGL.” RGVA, 502-1-261, p. 112. Cf. chapter 12.7.
Letter from SS-Standortarzt to Zentralbauleitung of July 20, 1943 concerning “Hygie-
nische Sofort- Massnahmen im KL.” RGVA, 502-1-170, p. 263.

109
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crematorium II as an undressing room for the corpses. This barrack was
therefore built between January 21 and February 15 and, for that reason
alone, it could not have had a criminal purpose. This is confirmed by
the fact that crematorium II went into operation on February 20, 1943.
A report by Kirschneck dated March 29, 1943, states the following
about this crematorium:''?

“Brickwork completely finished and started up on February 20,
1943.”

Thus, the crematorium went into operation even before the ventila-
tion had been installed in “Leichenkeller 1,” which means that it re-
ceived corpses even before that room could theoretically have been
used as a homicidal gas chamber. But why then was an outdoor barrack
needed? The answer is simple. On February 11, 1943 — four days before
the date of Janisch’s reply to SS garrison surgeon — work on the instal-
lation of the ventilation equipment in Leichenkeller 1 had begun,''' and
therefore this room was no longer available as “Auskleideraum.” Be-
sides, Leichenkeller 2 was not operational either from January 1943
onwards. In “Report no. 1” from Bischoff to Kammler dated January 23
on the subject “Krematorien Kriegsgefangenenlager. Bauzustand”
(crematoria PoOW camp, state of advancement) we can read:''

“Cellar Il. Ferroconcrete ceiling finished, removal of planking
subject to weather conditions.”

In his report dated January 29, 1943, Priifer confirmed:'"

“Ceiling of Leichenkeller 2 cannot yet be freed of planking be-
cause of frost.”

On the same day, Kirschneck confirms in a note for the files (4kten-
vermerk):'**

“Leichenkeller 2 on the whole terminated, except for removal of
planking from ceiling, which can only be done on days without
frost.”

Finally, as we have already seen, Bischoff informs Kammler in his
letter of January 29, 1943:'">

"% Titigkeitsbericht des SS-Ustuf. (F) Kirschneck, Bauleiter fiir das Schutzhaftlager und fiir
landwirtschaftliche Bauvorhaben. 1. Jan. 1943 bis 31. Marz 1943, of March 29, 1943.
RGVA, 502-1-26, p. 59.

" APMO, BW 30/31, p. 30.

"2 RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 54.

'3 APMO, BW 30/40, p. 101.

"4 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 105.

'3 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 100.



78 CARLO MATTOGNO + AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1

“The ferroconcrete ceiling of the Leichenkeller could not yet be
freed of its planking because of frost conditions.”

In the first two weeks of February 1943, there were, at Birkenau, at
least 10 days with morning temperatures between -1 and -8°C; mini-
mum temperatures during the night were even lower, whereas the max-
imum temperatures in the afternoon fluctuated between -3 and +6°C,''®
which makes it highly likely that “Leichenkeller 2” remained non-
operational for some time longer because of the impossibility to remove
the planking boards from the concrete.

On March 8, 1943, Messing, the technician, began to install the
Entliiftungs-Leitung in “Leichenkeller 2” which, in his weekly work-
sheets, he regularly calls “Auskleidekeller.”"'” The work was finished
on March 31, 1943 (“Entliiftungsanlagen Auskleidekeller verlegt” — de-
aeration undressing cellar installed).''® Therefore, already by March 8,
ZBL — acting on the request of SS garrison surgeon — had decided to
create an “Auskleideraum” in the half-basement of crematorium II,
more specifically in “Leichenkeller 2.” As against this, “Leichenkeller
1” became operational from March 13 (“Be- u. Entliiftungsanlagen Kel-
ler I in Betrieb genommen” — aeration and de-aeration installations of
cellar 1 put into service).''” On March 20, the day of the alleged gassing
of 2,191 Greek Jews (Czech 1989, p. 445), the SS garrison surgeon was
occupied only with the removal of the corpses of detainees from the
camp hospital to crematorium II without any reference to any alleged
gassing victims.

We now have the answers to the two questions raised in the begin-
ning:

1) The “Auskleideraum” was used for the corpses of the detainees
who had died in the camp. At the Belsen trial, SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer Jo-
sef Kramer, commander of the Auschwitz camp from May 8, 1944, de-
clared in this respect (Phillips, p. 731):

“Whoever died during the day was put into a special building
called the mortuary, and they were carried to the crematorium every
evening by lorry. They were loaded on the lorry and off the lorry by
prisoners. They were stripped by the prisoners of their clothes in the
crematorium before being cremated.”

16 Tagesberichte of the firm W. Riedel & Sohn, Eisenbeton- und Hochbau, at Bielitz. AP-
MO, BW 30/4/28, pp. 96-112.

"7 Arbeitszeit-Bescheinigung of Topf for the period of March 8-14, 1943. APMO, D-
ZBau/2540, p. 26.

"8 Ibid., p. 23.
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2) Initially a barrack set up in front of the crematorium was used as
“Auskleideraum,” because “Leichenkeller 2 was not yet operational on
January 21, 1943, the day SS garrison surgeon requested an “Auskleide-
raum”; Leichenkeller 1 was available from February 11.

The existence of an undressing room in the crematorium is therefore
entirely normal, as results moreover from the assignment of rooms in
crematorium I of the main camp: Laying-out room (Aufbahrungsraum),
corpse washing room (Waschraum) and morgue (Leichenhalle). As the
corpses were cremated without a coffin, the Aufbahrungsraum was not
a “hall for the placement of the corpse on a stretcher” but a room in
which the bodies were undressed before being washed in the room next
door and finally placed naked in the morgue.

2.3.4. Van Pelt and the “Auskleidekeller”

Van Pelt handles this “criminal trace” in an extremely superficial
way. He limits himself to stating that “the work sheets of Topf” mention
“an ‘Undressing Basement’” (2002, p. 401) and then to repeating in his
list of “proofs” (p. 424):

“Timesheet for a fitter from Topf & Sons (manufacturer of cre-
matoria-ovens) working on crematoria 2 and 3, referring to work on
the ventilation system of the ‘undressing basement’.”

And that is all. Surprisingly, van Pelt publishes the original text of
the letter of January 21, 1943, written by the Auschwitz SS garrison
surgeon to the camp commander which I have mentioned above (to
which he ascribes the date of its registration, January 22) but without a
translation and without any commentary (p. 447). On the other hand, he
reports a passage from the trial proceedings in which counsel Rampton
asked Irving (p. 446):

“In January 1942 an SS doctor at Auschwitz wrote an internal
memo to the Kommandantur at Auschwitz, on the one hand making
requests for the detailed provision for the dissection room in the new
crematoria [the request actually concerned only crematorium II],
and on the other hand requesting that there should be in the keller
rooms, cellar rooms, of that edifice an undressing room. Why would
the SS doctor want an undressing room next to'"'*) the dissection
room?”

"9 1t is known that the “dissection room” (Sezierraum) was located on the ground floor of

the crematorium whereas the “Auskleideraum” was to be arranged “in den Kellerrdumen”
(in the basement rooms), thus the undressing room was not “next fo the dissection room.”
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The answer to this question constitutes a confirmation of the expla-
nation I have given above in the sense that an autopsy room is compati-
ble with an undressing room for corpses, not for live people.

2.4. “Sonderkeller” — Special Cellar

Pressac illustrates the significance of this term in the following man-
ner:

“Concerning this matter, Wolter informed Bischoff by a note en-
titled ‘De-aeration of the crematoria (Il and I11),” in which he desig-
nated ‘cellar for corpses’ [Leichenkeller 1] of crematorium Il as
‘Sonderkeller’.” (1993, p. 60)

This memo, written by SS-Untersturmfiihrer Fritz Wolter on No-
vember 27, 1942, is said to be part of a plan by ZBL “to move the gass-
ing activities from bunkers 1 and 2 into a room in the crematorium
which had a mechanical ventilation” and to constitute “the first evident
criminal slip,” i.e. the first reference to “an unusual use of the cremato-
ria that cannot be explained other than by a massive treatment of human
beings by gas” (Pressac, ibid.) The term “Sonderkeller” (special cel-
lars), as it appears in this memo, is thus considered to be a code-word
for a homicidal gas chamber. Pressac’s argument is based solely on the
presence of this term, which has, however, a quite different meaning. In
the memo in question, Wolter, referring to what Priifer had told him
over the telephone, wrote: '

“The company would have a fitter available in something like a
week’s time who is supposed to install the de-aeration unit once the
ceilings of the special cellars are ready; also the suction draft for
the five 3-muffle ovens.”

If we follow Pressac, as we have seen above, the term “special cel-
lars” designated the “Leichenkeller 1” of crematorium II. However, in
this document the terms “the ceilings” and “over the special cellars” are
in plural, and we may in any case exclude that they referred also to
“Leichenkeller 17 of crematorium III, because, although the document
is headed “Entliiftungen fiir Krematorien” (de-aerations for crematoria)
i.e. for crematoria II and III, it actually refers only to crematorium II.
Only at this site had construction work advanced far enough by that
time to soon allow closing the ceiling of the half-basement. Actually, on
January 23, 1943, the ferroconcrete ceiling of the cellars 1 and 2 had

2% Note of SS-Untersturmfithrer Wolter of November 27, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 65.
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already been poured, while in the corresponding rooms of crematorium
III the work was still limited to the insulation of the floors from the
groundwater.'”!

Also, the reference to the installation of the “Saugzuganlage” (suc-
tion draft) makes sense only for crematorium II, in which both the five
triple-muffle ovens, the flue ducts, and the chimney had by then been
erected, as opposed to crematorium III, where the chimney had only
been brought up to the level of the crematorium ceiling.'*!

On the other hand, the basements of crematorium II for which a “de-
aeration system” had been planned were two in number, “Leichenkeller
1” and “Leichenkeller 2.” The former also had a “Beliiftungsanlage”
(aeration system), the latter only an “Entliiftungsanlage” (de-aeration
system), which was installed between March 15 and 21, 1943."2 1t is
thus clear that the “Sonderkeller(s)” in Wolter’s memo were both “Lei-
chenkeller(s)” of crematorium II. These half-basement rooms were
“Sonder-" precisely because, out of the six rooms which made up the
half-basement,'” they were the only two morgues which had an artifi-
cial ventilation.

The term “special cellar” also appears in another document, un-
known to Pressac. It is the “Baubericht fiir Monat Oktober 1942 (con-
struction report for the month of October, 1942) written by Bischoff on
November 4, 1942, in which we can read on the subject of crematorium
11124

“Concrete pressure plate placed in special cellar. De-aeration
shafts erected in brickwork and start of internal brickwork of cel-
lar.”

The “concrete pressure plate” was the massive concrete floor (Kel-
lersohle) of the basements in the crematoria, whose function was to
contain the ground water pressure (Grundwasserdruck).'” It is possible
to argue that the “special cellar” was “Leichenkeller 1,” but was its
“special” use a criminal one?

"2 Bericht Nr. 1 about construction progress at the crematoria written by Bischoff for

Kammler on January 23, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-313, pp. 54-55.

'2 Topf, Arbeits-Bescheinigung by Messing for March 15-21, 1943. APMO, BW 30/31, p.
25. Cf. chapter 16.

' According to plan 1311 of May 14, 1942, which was still in force on November 27. Cf.
Pressac 1989, p. 294.

124 Baubericht fiir Monat Oktober 1942. RGVA, 502-1-24, p. 86.

2 Letter from Bischoff to Huta Co. of October 14, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 112.
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According to Pressac, at the end of October 1942 the ZBL had de-
cided to move the alleged homicidal gassing activity from the so-called
“bunkers” 1 and 2 “into a room of the crematorium having a mechanical
ventilation, as had been practiced in December 1941 in the morgue of
crematorium 1 (1993, p. 60). Pressac explains how the alleged homi-
cidal gassings were carried out in that crematorium (ibid., p. 34):

“Three square openings were broken into the ceiling of the mor-
gue [Leichenhalle] and arranged in such a way as to permit the Zyk-
lon B to be poured in. It was poured directly into the room, the two
doors of which had previously been made gas-tight.”

Therefore, if the “special cellar” of crematorium II had been des-
tined to become a homicidal gas chamber modeled upon the alleged one
of crematorium I, ZBL would have planned to fit the openings for the
introduction of Zyklon B in the ferroconcrete ceiling of “Leichenkeller
17 already at the stage when the ceiling was laid. However, the ceiling
was realized without such openings.'*® Hence, ZBL, having decided to
transform “Leichenkeller 1” into a homicidal gas chamber at a time
when only the water-proof floor had been poured in this room, had cov-
ered it with a ceiling devoid of openings — essential elements for a ho-
micidal gas chamber using Zyklon B — only to allegedly open up later,
with hammer and chisel, four openings for Zyklon B in this concrete
slab 18 cm thick!"*’

Unfortunately for Pressac, the ZBL engineers were not that stupid.
In the ferroconcrete ceiling of “Leichenkeller 2 they had provided for
one round opening for the passage of the de-aeration channels when
they poured the concrete (Pressac 1989, p. 365, photos 17 & 18), and
they did the same for the hot-air exhausts in the ceiling of the furnace
hall (ibid., p. 366-367, photos 20-23).

Hence, the term “Sonderkeller” (special cellar) can easily be ex-
plained by the fact that “Leichenkeller 1,” being equipped, as it was,
with an aeration/de-aeration system, was probably planned — as Pressac
himself hypothesizes — “to take corpses several days old, beginning to
decompose,” and therefore the room had to be well ventilated (1989, p.
284).

1% This can be seen on a photo of the “Kamann” series taken in January 1943 which shows
the outside of “Leichenkeller 1” of crematorium II. APMO, negative no. 20995/506. Cf.
Pressac 1989, p. 335.

12" Measurements by the author in the ruins of Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium II.
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2.5. “Drahtnetzeinschiebevorrichtung” and “Holzblenden”
2.5.1. The Discovery of the Indications

Pressac notes that the “Krematorium inventories, drawn up when the
buildings were completed, also provide an almost incredible supplemen-
tary proof: mention of the device for introducing Zyklon B into a Lei-
chenkeller.” In the inventory for crematorium II, Pressac did, in fact,
read the entries “4 Drahtnetzeinschiebvorrichtung” and “4 Holzblen-
den,” which he interprets as “wire mesh introduction devices” and
“wooden covers” (1989, p. 429).

In the original document, the above entries are handwritten (whereas
the remainder of the document is typed). The document, from the Mos-
cow archives on Viborgskaya street, is clearer than the copy kept at the
time in the Auschwitz Museum, which Pressac used (see document 8).
Pressac’s deciphering is correct, except for the omission of a vowel: the
word in question is actually spelled “Drahtnetzeinschiebevorrichtung”
(see document 9). “Holzblenden” is correct.

In the inventory of the half-basement (Kellergeschoss) of cremato-
rium II, however, these devices are assigned to Leichenkeller 2 and not
to Leichenkeller 1. Pressac explains this incongruity as follows (1989,
p- 430):

“However, drawing 2197 from the ‘October Revolution’ archives
indicates that Leichenkeller 1 had 16 lamps and 3 taps and Leichen-
keller 2, 10 lamps and 5 taps,” whereas the inventory gives 5 taps to
‘Leichenkeller 1’ and 3 taps to ‘Leichenkeller 2.”

Pressac correctly comments (ibid.):

“There has been inversion of the lines on the inventory as from
the number of lamps.”

In other words, in the line devoted to the term “Zapfhdhne” (taps,
faucets) there had been a flip in the entries, and hence the two numbers
were changed around. But from this he draws the unjustified conclusion
that also the lines referring to “Drahtnetzeinschiebevorrichtung” and
“Holzblenden” had been inverted and that the items actually were part
of “Leichenkeller 1.” The value of this assertion will be discussed in the
following chapter.



84 CARLO MATTOGNO + AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1

2.5.2. Significance of the Terms and Localization of the Devices

The devices in question are mentioned only in this document, and
hence their function can be analyzed solely on the basis of their desig-
nation. In this light, one has to underline that “Drahtnetzeinschiebevor-
richtung” cannot designate a device for the introduction of Zyklon B,
because the verb “einschieben” signifies fo push in. While it is certainly
permissible to think of the “can” which, in Tauber’s description, moved
up and down in this device, controlled by a wire, it was still the can
which moved and not the device itself. Furthermore, the function of the
alleged device was the introduction of Zyklon B into the gas chamber
and not the movement of one of its elements, and the use of the words
“wire mesh device for movement or introduction” would not make any
sense whatsoever.

Nor is “Holzblenden” any clearer. Blende does not mean lid (in
German Deckel), as Pressac suggests, but a blind, a screen, a hide. In
wartime architecture, a “Blende” frequently referred to a protective
cover of a window against both (shell) fragments and gas. For example,
the letter written on August 26, 1944, by SS-Obersturmfiihrer Werner
Jothann on the “Transformation of the old crematorium for the sake of
anti-aircraft protection” (“Ausbau des alten Krematoriums fiir Lufi-
schutzzwecke™) explicitly mentions “16 pcs. protective windows
screens, gas and [bomb] fragment proof” (“16 St Fensterblenden Gas
und splittersicher”). But such a screen is incompatible with a cover for
the presumed Zyklon B introduction chimneys.

If these devices actually were what holocaust historiography tries to
make them to be, they would have been called “(Drahtnetz)Einwurf-
vorrichting” or “Einfiihrvorrichtung” and “Holzdeckel” (or “Abdeck-
ung”). In the documentation surrounding the crematoria, introduction
devices have, in fact, similar designations:
> the opening allowing material to be thrown from the outside of the

crematorium into the “Miillverbrennungsraum” (garbage incinerat-

ing room)'*® for refuse to be burned was called, in fact, “Ein-
wurfblende”'?’ (where “Blende” is precisely a screen or a little door);

"2 The shed for the oven in which the garbage was burnt.
"% Hgss trial, vol. 11, p. 84 (list of orders from Zentralbauleitung to Schlosserei concerning
the crematoria, prepared by Jan Sehn).
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> the window allowing coal to be supplied from the outside to the coal

storage rooms of crematoria [V and V was called “Kohleneinwurf-

fenster.”'*°

In terms of localization, the devices in the inventory of the half-
basement of crematorium II are assigned to Leichenkeller 2 and not Lei-
chenkeller 1. 1t is true, as Pressac points out, that the figures in the col-
umn “Zapfhdhne” are inverted, i.e. the faucets of Leichenkeller 2 are
accidentally assigned to Leichenkeller 1 and vice versa, but this does
not apply to the columns listing the lights; here the assignments are cor-
rect (16 lights for Leichenkeller 1 and 10 for Leichenkeller 2). There-
fore, nothing demonstrates that the columns “Drahtnetzeinschiebevor-
richtung” and “Holzblenden™ have, in fact, been inverted and that the
devices must hence be assigned to Leichenkeller 1. Pressac claims,
though, that the proof of their presence in that very room would be fur-
nished by an aerial photograph (1989, p. 430):

“The aerial photograph of August 24 [recte: 25], 1944 taken by
the Americans shows that the 4 introduction devices were indeed in-
stalled in Leichenkeller 1/gas chamber 1 of Krematorium II, and not
in Leichenkeller 2/undressing room.”

In chapter 13.3.3. we will examine the value of this proof.

2.5.3. Michat Kula’s Testimony

In his interpretation of the four “Drahtnetzeinschiebevorrichtungen,”
Pressac relies in particular on M. Kula, former detainee no. 2718. In his
questioning of June 11, 1945, he declared having fashioned the devices
himself, and he provided a detailed description down to their dimen-
sions: they were wire-mesh columns having a height of 3 meters and a
square cross-section with sides 70 cm long (H&ss trial, vol. 2, pp. 991.).
Kula belonged to the metal workshop of ZBL (Hdftlings-Schlosserei)
working as a turner (Dreher). His ID number appears in a document
stamped with the date of February 8, 1943, headed “Hdftlings-
Schlosserei. List of detainees,” in which the ID numbers of the 192 de-
tainees working in this shop are given."'

The Hiftlings-Schlosserei was a Kommando of the Werkstitten
(workshops) of ZBL — specialized shops for the various building trades,
employing Kommandos of detainees, most of them tradesmen in a par-

1 Tagesbericht of Riedel & Sohn of March 11 an 12, 1943. APMO, BW 30/4/28, pp. 36f.
BIRGVA, 502-1-295, p. 63.
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ticular area. The Kommandos of the Werkstitten could be assigned to
any Bauwerke (sites), including the crematoria. In 1942 the practice was
that the Bauleiter (site supervisor) or Baufiihrer (foreman) who needed
a certain service first of all made an application to the supply store (A4n-
forderung an die Materialverwaltung) on a numbered sheet. If the re-
quest was approved (genehmigt), then the Werkstdttenleiter (head of
workshops) passed the order (Auftrag) to the appropriate Kommando by
means of a numbered form specifying the type of work to be performed.
The Kommando doing the work then wrote out a job card (Arbeitskarte)
which listed the number of the order, the Kommando, the destination,
the beginning, and the end of the work; on the reverse side, under the
heading Materialverbrauch, were listed the materials consumed, the
cost of materials, and time spent.

The Hdftlings-Schlosserei had a different form listing the work sec-
tions (Kolonne), the object (Gegenstand), the source (Antragsteller), the
beginning (4Angefangen), and the end (Beendet) of the job, the names,
qualifications, and the time spent by the detainees who carried out the
work; the reverse side was the same as for the other shops.

The Kommandos were split up into Kolonnen (sections) working un-
der the supervision of a Kolonnenfiihrer (section head) or of an Ober-
capo. If the job concerned an object to be fashioned, the receiver coun-
tersigned a numbered Empfangsschein (receipt) on delivery.

On February 8, 1943, the 192 detainees of Hdftlings-Schlosserei,
who reported to SS-Unterscharfiihrer Walter Kywitz, were taken over
by D.A.W. (Deutsche Ausriistungswerke), and the new shop was given
the name of D.A.W. WL (= Werkstittenleitung [shop management]
Schlosserei). From the next day on, the orders received by the shop
were noted in a ledger labeled WL-Schlosserei, which had the following
columns: reception date of the order (Eingegangen am...), job number
at D.A.W. (Lauf. Nr. D.A.W.), reference (Betrifft), name of piece (Ge-
genstand), time spent (Arbeitsstunden), beginning (Angefangen) and
end (Beendet) of the work. The respective data were copied from the
Arbeitskarten. The ledger also listed the number and the date of the or-
der copied from the respective forms. ZBL supplied the shops with the
necessary materials, accompanied by a delivery slip (Lieferschein). Af-
ter execution of the job, D.A.W. would send their respective invoice to
ZBL (see Mattogno 2005h, pp. 49f). The numbered form specifying the
kind of work to be done (4ufirag) normally showed a sketch giving the
shape and dimensions of the piece to be fashioned and listed the neces-
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sary materials, as for example Auftrag no. 67 of March 6, 1943."** This
“Auftrag” appears in the ledger of “WL-Schlosserei” in the following
way (Hoss trial, vol. 11, p. 86):

“8.3.43. No. 165, PoW camp incineration plant BW. 30b and c.
Piece: 64 pcs. stone screws from steel bar 5/8" diam. according to
sketch. Delivery: urgent! Bauleitung order no. 67 dated 6.3.43. Ter-
minated: 2.4.43.”

Now, if Kula actually did produce the device described above, it
would have been recorded in a specific order from ZBL, complete with
a sketch showing the structure and the dimensions of the various parts
of the device. Furthermore, if this were so, this order would have to
show up in the ledger of WL-Schlosserei. On July 25, 1945 — a few
months after having heard the witnesses Tauber and Kula — judge Sehn
drew up a paper in which he summarized all the orders related to the
crematoria which were found in the ledger mentioned (ibid., p. 82):

“In the book, there are i.a. the following entries which refer to
the jobs done by slusarna (= metalworking shop) for the erection
and the maintenance of the crematoria: [...]”

He then lists all the jobs ordered by ZBL for the crematoria. How-
ever, in this long list of 85 entries, the piece described by Kula does not
appear at all. The first entry is an order (Bestellschein) from ZBL dated
October 28, 1942, (ibid.) therefore the absence of Kula’s device cannot
be attributed to reasons of chronology. It does not depend on alleged
reasons of secrecy, either, because the ledger has a number of entries
for gas-tight doors (gasdichte Tiiren) for the alleged gas chambers in the
crematoria.'>> On the other hand, the ledger even has an entry for a job
— the only one mentioned in the entire list — done personally by Kula. At
the end of his list, Sehn, in fact, writes (ibid., p. 97):

“Moreover, under the number 433 of the book we have an entry
dated May 20,1943 concerning: ‘X-ray station in women’s camp.
Piece: 2 pcs. unions for rubber hose, delivery: urgent. Hand over to
Prof. Schumann. Assigned: Kula. Terminated 21 May 43.” Compare
minutes of interrogation of witness Michat Kula of June 11, 1945.”
Hence, judge Sehn knew perfectly well that Kula’s assertion con-

cerning the introduction columns for Zyklon B was not backed up by
the documents and thus false. But when Kula testified as a witness in

32 APMO, BW 1/31/162, pp. 328-328a.
'3 Auftrag 323 of April 16, 1943, Héss trial, vol. 11, p. 92. Other references on p. 84 (“4
dichte Tiiren”) and p. 90 (“Gasduchte [sic] Tiiren”),
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the session of March 15, 1947, of the Hoss trial and furnished again the
description of the columns mentioned,"”* no one objected saying that
the respective entry did not appear in the ledger of WL-Schlosserei. It is
easy to see why. Furthermore, and this is even more surprising, in the
interrogation of June 11, 1945, Kula explicitly speaks of the work done
for Dr. Schumann mentioned above and even gives the exact job num-
ber in the WL-Schlosserei ledger (Hoss trial, vol. 2, p. 83.):

“From the book of the Slusarna (= Schlosserei) one can clearly

see that at the time I had to repair the pump, job number 433.”

He therefore already knew this ledger, but then why is there no “job
number” for the columns in question? In this case, too, the answer is
quite simple. The conclusion is that Kula never built the alleged Zyklon
B introduction devices and therefore the four “Drahtnetzeinschiebevor-
richtungen” could not be those devices.

It should be noted, however, that there exists documentation for oth-
er, strikingly similar, but at once distinctly different devices, which
were made specifically for the crematoria II and III, yet by the inmate
Dyntar Mirek of the metal workshop, see chapter 2.9.2.

2.5.4. What the “Drahtnetzeinschiebevorrichtungen” Were Not

I have explained above that at the present time there are no other
documents in this respect, therefore the only thing one can do about the
matter is to state what the devices were not. The only established facts
are as follows:

1. In the inventory attached to the acceptance protocol of crematorium
IT dated March 31, 1943, the respective devices are assigned to the
alleged undressing room and not to the alleged gas chamber.

2. In the inventory attached to the acceptance protocol of crematorium
III dated June 24, 1943."%° there is not the slightest trace of either
any Drahtnetzeinschiebevorrichtungen nor of any Holzblenden:
how, then, were the gassings carried out in the alleged gas chamber
of that crematorium?

3. Devices with features as described by Kula were never fashioned in
the Schlosserei of ZBL, therefore they never existed.

134 AGK, NTN, 107, p. 467-523; in this deposition, Kula stated that the columns were 2.5
meters high, because he believed that the ceiling of Leichenkeller 1 was at a level of 2
meters; ibid., p. 498.

'3 RGVA, 502-2-54, pp. 77-78. Cf. document 10.
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4. The openings for the introduction of Zyklon B never existed. This
question will be treated in chapter 13.

2.5.5. Van Pelt’s Comments

As usual, van Pelt distinguishes himself by his sloppiness and his
lack of scientific rigor. He mentions the “Drahtnetzeinschiebevorrich-
tungen” in the following context (2002, p. 401):

“We reviewed a collection of written construction documents, in-
cluding the work sheets of Topf that referred to work done on an
‘Undressing Basement’ in Crematorium 2 and the inventory of Cre-
matorium 2 that mentioned not only the presence of 4 ‘wire mesh in-
troduction devices’ in Morgue 1 of Crematorium 2 — the gas col-
umns constructed by Kula — but also 4 ‘wooden covers,” which ob-
viously referred to the covers for the four chimneys that capped the
wire-mesh columns.”

Then, arguing polemically against Germar Rudolf, he repeats (p.
503):

“Furthermore, he ignored important evidence that does support
the existence of these columns, such as an inventory of Crematorium
2 that mentions in Morgue 1 four instruments identified as Draht-
netzeinschiebvorrichtung[en], which translates as wire mesh intro-
duction device[s].”

In chapter 2.5.2. I have demonstrated that the devices, in the inven-
tory of crematorium II, are assigned to Leichenkeller 2 and not to Lei-
chenkeller 1, hence van Pelt’s assertion is false. Furthermore, he hides
the certainly not irrelevant fact that the inventory of the half-basement
of crematorium III does not speak at all of such devices. He also keeps
quiet about the fact that Tauber speaks of “concrete covers” (p. 193),
not of “wooden covers.” This is all the more obscure and the substitu-
tion of the alleged “covers” all the more improbable, as the “wooden
covers” show up in the acceptance protocol of March 31, 1943, whereas
Tauber stayed in crematorium II only until mid-April 1943, which
would mean that the “covers” would have been changed within a mere
two weeks.

Van Pelt quotes Kula’s testimony according to which “these col-
umns were around 3 meters high, and they were 70 centimeters square
in plan,” (p. 206) but he obviously keeps quiet about the fact which I
have documented in chapter 2.5.3., viz. that the ledger of WL-
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Schlosserei does not contain any trace of those alleged “wire-mesh col-
umns.”

He presents furthermore a drawing allegedly “based on the testimo-
ny of Tauber and Kula,” (p. 208) but which actually contains two con-
tradictory elements. First of all, a reduction in the cross-section of the
columns at the height of the ceiling in such a way that the length of the
sides tapers off from 70 cm inside Leichenkeller 1 to 48 cm within the
ceiling and at the outside. The aim of this trick is easy to see: in the pa-
per “A Report on Some Findings Concerning the Gas Chamber of Kre-
matorium II in Auschwitz-Birkenau,” which van Pelt mentions at the
end of his book (p. 495), Daniel Keren, Jamie McCarthy and Harry W.
Mazal assert to have found three openings of 50x50 cm in the concrete
ceiling of Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium II (see chapter 13.2.). But the
alleged columns with their square cross-section of 70x70 cm and their
height of 3 meters had to pass through the ceiling and stick out 41 cm,
which would have been impossible with a cross-section of 70x70 cen-
timeters. To resolve the problem, all that needed to be done was to in-
vent a reduced size at the level of the ceiling from 70x70 down to
48%48 centimeters!

The drawing furthermore presents an inner device (for the Zyklon B)
which ran down almost to the floor and was controlled by a rope. This
description corresponds to Tauber’s statement, but not to Kula’s, ac-
cording to whom the inside was an empty column made of galvanized
steel which had an opening like a funnel and which was placed into the
upper part of the column, as Pressac shows in his drawing (1989, p.
487). A comparison of this drawing and of that presented by van Pelt
shows better than anything else the divergence of the two statements;
for his part, van Pelt ignores it and creates a new entirely fictitious
“convergence.”

And this is how van Pelt justifies the absence of any columns for the
introduction of Zyklon B in the drawings of the crematoria (2002, pp.
369ft.):

“In November and December 1942, when [ believe the wire mesh
columns were designed, Crematoria 2 and 3 were under construc-
tion, and at that time working drawings were the major tool of com-
munication between architect and contractor. Changes would have
been made in the working drawings. The archive of the Auschwitz-
Birkenau State Museum contains a list with sixteen working draw-
ings for Crematorium 2 which all carry general number 7015/1V.
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One of these drawings concerns ‘Reinforcement for the ceiling over
morgue 1.” It was drawn on October 22, 1942, and it was given the
number 7015/1V-109/6. 1t is likely that this working drawing was the
instrument to make modifications that introduced the holes and pos-
sibly the gas columns. It is important to note that shortly before the
liquidation of the camp, the Auschwitz Zentralbauleitung requested
Huta to send all working drawings back, both originals and copies.

The only possible explanation is that architects wanted to remove

incriminating evidence. The working drawing of the roof of Morgue

1, which most likely would have contained the change involving the

wire-mesh column, drawing 7015/1V-109/6, was returned, but it did

not survive.”

This explanation is historically and documentarily inconsistent. First
of all, if the alleged columns for the introduction of Zyklon B were de-
signed “in November and December of 1942,” then one cannot see why
a blueprint drawn on October 22 could be “the instrument to make mod-
ifications that introduced the holes and possibly the gas columns” and
could already contain such a modification. This would be even more
nonsensical, because the concrete ceiling of Leichenkeller 1 was poured
without openings, as | have explained in chapter 2.4. This means that
the holes were planned and drawn into the blueprint of October 22,
1942, then completely forgotten during the work on the ceiling of the
room, only to be manually broken through later on with a hammer and
chisel, grinding through a slab of reinforced concrete 18 cm thick!

The caption on blueprint 7015/IV-109/6 is “Bew. der Decke iiber
Keller 1,” where “Bew.” stands for “Bewehrung,” reinforcement. The
blueprints 7015/1V-109-5, and 109-7, drawn on October 20 and No-
vember 6, 1942, respectively, concern the rebars (reinforcing bars) of
the ceilings in “Keller II” and “Keller III,” respectively.'*® That the blu-
eprint 7015/IV-109-6 should contain “most likely” the drawing for the
openings and the Zyklon B columns is an unfounded conjecture on the
part of van Pelt.

The return of the 15 drawings from Huta Co. to ZBL is borne out by
a letter dated December 19, 1944 (Pressac 1989, p. 318), but “the only
possible explanation” proposed by van Pelt makes no sense at all. The
real reason is contained in Hausverfiigung (internal regulation) No. 108

136 Undated list entitled “Waffen SS Auschwitz Nr 7015.” APMO, BW30/25, p. 27.
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of May 5, 1943, which Zimmermann quotes as follows (2000, pp.
377%):

“As is stated in this decree, SS-Lieutenant Colonel Dejaco
personally responsible that all in- and outgoing plans are registered
in an orderly fashion in a specific book. All outgoing plans have to
be signed by the person receiving them. Furthermore, all this work
is related to econo-military tasks that must be kept secret. Specifical-
ly, the plans for the crematoria must be strictly controlled [streng-
stens zu beaufsichtigen]. No plans are to be passed to the work bri-
gade of others. During the construction work they are to be kept un-
der lock and key. [...] In particular attention should be paid to the
regulations of D.V. 91 (secret matters/documents). [Verschluss—Sa-
chen].”

A letter from the SS-Neubauleitung of Dachau of September 30,
1940, mentions the fact that “according to the order of Reichsfiihrer-SS,
all blueprints of buildings in concentration camps are to be considered
as secret blueprints.”"*® It is therefore obvious that Huta had to return to
ZBL the blueprints received from it. Furthermore, we should stress here
the fact that the return to ZBL of those 15 drawings on December 19,
1944, at the explicit request of the latter, is in glaring contradiction with
van Pelt’s assertion that the SS, in January 1945, “overlooked the ar-
chive of the building office that had been closed some months earlier,”
with the result that this archive remained “more or less intact” (see
chapter 1.2.).

All we have to do now is to draw our conclusions. Van Pelt claims
without proof that “the wire-mesh columns were totally dismantled after
the cessation of gassing and before the demolition of the crematoria,” in
order to explain why “no remains were found” of these devices (2002,
p- 207). This is all the more extraordinary, as the Soviets found various
items of the “extermination machinery” at Auschwitz: two gas-tight
doors allegedly belonging to the presumed homicidal gas chambers of
the crematoria at Birkenau, the wooden benches of the “undressing
rooms” of crematoria Il and III, the temporary freight elevator of cre-
matorium II, various gas-tight covers of the presumed homicidal gas

[137] ;¢

7 Actually, Dejaco was SS-Untersturmfiihrer (second lieutenant) at the time. Another ex-
ample of the crass ignorance of Zimmerman and his group of translators.

8 RGVA, 502-1-280, p. 187: “laut Befehl des Reichsfiihrer-SS sémtliche Pléne iiber Bauten
in Konzentrationslagern als Geheimpline zu betrachten sind.” The letter was written be-
cause at the time of his transfer to Auschwitz, SS-Obersturmfiihrer Fritsch was pursuing
various plans for Dachau.
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chambers of crematoria IV and V, and the ductwork of the ventilation
system of Leichenkeller 2 of crematoria Il and IIl. Yet no trace was
found of the eight alleged introduction devices for Zyklon B.

Therefore we have no trace of these ghostly columns, neither in the
planning stage, nor in the construction phase, nor when they were dis-
mantled, nor did they leave any scrap behind — there is no trace what-
soever to show that they ever existed. And this includes the total lack of
any traces in the concrete of both ceiling and floor of Leichenkeller 1 of
crematorium II, to which those devices would inevitably have to have
been bolted. And of the testimonies, Kula’s most fundamental statement
is refuted by the ledger of the “WL-Schlosserei.”

2.6. “Gaspriifer” and “Anzeigegeriite fiir Blausdure-Reste”
2.6.1. Pressac’s Interpretation

In his book Les crématoires d’Auschwitz Pressac writes (1993, p.
711£):

“As soon as Messing’s erection work was sufficiently advanced,
Bauleitung sent Topf a telegram on February 26 [1943] requesting
the immediate dispatch of 10 gas testers already specified for BW 30
(crematorium Il). The SS wanted to check whether the new ventila-
tion capacity in Leichenkeller 1 had compensated the original lay-
out of an aeration close to the ceiling and a de-aeration near the
floor, typical for a morgue, but which should have been inverted for
a gas chamber requiring rather a de-aeration above and an aeration
below.

On March 2, Sander and Priifer answered as follows: [...]”

He then gives the French translation of the letter;"*’ here we will
quote the English translation provided by van Pelt (2002, p. 312):

“Re: Crematorium, Gas detectors.

We acknowledge receipt of your telegram specifying: ‘Imme-
diately send ten gas detectors as agreed, price quote to follow.’

We hereby inform you that two weeks ago we inquired, of five dif-
ferent companies, concerning the residual prussic acid detection de-
vices sought by you. We have received negative responses from three
companies and two have not yet answered. When we receive infor-

9 RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 44.
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mation on this matter, we shall immediately contact you, in order to

put you in touch with a company that makes these devices.”

Then Pressac goes on to say (1993, p. 72):

“Bauleitung received this letter on March 5. This document is the
definitive proof for the existence of a homicidal gas chamber in cre-
matorium 11.”

Actually, this document proves neither the existence of a homicidal
gas chamber nor even the existence of any sort of gas chamber in cre-
matorium II. Replaced into its historical context — as we shall see — it
even loses the purely indicative character it appears to have at first
sight.

The conclusion of the matter, according to Pressac, was as follows
(1993, p. 84):

“On March 10, Schultze and Messing tested the aeration/de-
aeration of the gas chamber in crematorium Il over a period of 16
hours. Apparently, the unit did not yet work satisfactorily, because
Messing worked on it for another 11 hours on the 11" and for 15
hours on the 13™. Tests were made with prior introduction of Zyklon
B. Measurement of residual hydrogen cyanide was apparently done
by means of a chemical method and not with the gas testers, as these
had been ordered too late to be shipped in time.”

In the discussion below my aim is to show on the one hand that
Pressac’s interpretation is historically unfounded and technically non-
sensical, and on the other hand to furnish an alternative explanation
which is in keeping with the historical and technical context of the do-
cumental framework.

2.6.2. The Destination of the “Gaspriifer”

Pressac’s explanation is technically wrong and historically un-
founded. The idea that a de-aeration from below would be unsuitable
for a gas chamber using hydrogen cyanide has no valid technical rea-
son. In fact, in the lay-out of disinfestation chambers operating accord-
ing to the Degesch system using hydrogen cyanide in circulation (Ent-
lausungskammern mit DEGESCH-Kreislaufanordnung) the exhaust in-
take (Ansaugdffnung) could be located indiscriminately high or low in
the gas chamber.'*” What determined a good performance was only the
capacity of the blowers (in pressure and in suction).

"% For the second case cf. for example the layout that appears in Peters/Wiistinger, p. 193.
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Pressac’s explanation that “measurement of residual hydrogen cya-
nide was apparently done by means of a chemical method and not with
the gas testers” is likewise unfounded both historically and technically.
Actually, for one thing, no document ever mentioned any “measurement
of residual hydrogen cyanide” in Leichenkeller 1, and secondly, such a
test (Gasrestprobe) for residual HCN can only be done in a chemical
way, namely by Pertusi and Gastaldi’s method, which was later per-
fected by Sieverts and Hermsdorf (Sieverts/Hermsdorf; Puntigam et al.,
p- 21 and 111). If we accept Pressac’s claim that the tests were done “by
means of a chemical method” instead of by means of Gaspriifer, the lat-
ter cannot have involved a chemical process, which means that they
could not have been used for the “Gasrestprobe.” With this “slip,” Pres-
sac inadvertently demolishes his whole argument. Actually, the technic-
al designation for the HCN residue testing equipment was neither
Gaspriifer nor “Anzeigegerdit fiir Blausdure-Reste,” but Gasrestnach-
weisgerdt fiir Zyklon (residual gas indicating equipment for Zyklon
[B])."*! This apparatus was not an instrument, but a box containing var-
ious chemical products.'” An official Waffen-SS booklet gives detailed
guidance in this respect (Mrugowski, pp. 124f.):

“Test for residual gas.

The test will be carried out by the person responsible for the
gassing operation or by a person designated by him, using the ap-
proved residual gas testing equipment (according to Pertusi and
Gastaldi).

It contains:

1 light-colored glass bottle with solution I (2.86 g of copper ace-
tate in 1 liter of water)

1 brown bottle with solution Il (475 cm?® of a [aqueous] solution
saturated at room temperature with benzidine acetate and diluted
with water to 1 liter)

1 tube of calcium cyanide with cork stopper (testing tube)

3 tubes with cork stopper for moistened paper strips

1 light-colored tube with powder for % liter of solution I

1 brown tube with powder for ¥ liter of solution 11

1 officially stamped color plate

'! Letter from Tesch & Stabenow toVerwaltung of KGL Lublin dated July 29, 1942.
APMM, sygn. 1d 2, vol. 1, p. 107. I have reproduced the document in: Mattogno 1994b,
p. 123.

Cf. the photograph of a “Gasrestnachweisgerit” found by the Soviets at Auschwitz in
Mattogno 1994b, p. 124.

142
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Filter paper strips no. 597 from Schleicher-Schiill, Diiren

Directions for use of residual gas indicating equipment.

Fill mixing vessel with equal parts of solutions I and II, place
stopper and shake. Dip several strips of filter paper half-way into
mixture. By dipping into testing tube with calcium cyanide solution
verify that mixture reacts with hydrogen cyanide (blue coloration!).

If there is blue coloration, the previously aerated room must be
tested with other moistened strips of filter paper. This operation
must be done using a gas mask. If, after 10 seconds, there is no colo-
ration stronger than the lowest (weakest) color on the color plate,
the room can be definitively accepted for normal use. If not, ventila-
tion is to be continued and a new test has to be made.

Preparation of solutions I and 1l is done as follows: the contents
of 1 brown tube (for solution 1) and 1 light-colored tube (for solution
1) will be diluted in half a liter of distilled water each and the solu-
tion filtered. Solutions showing a sediment are unsuitable and must
be discarded. Mixing of solutions I and Il must be done only imme-
diately prior to the test.

The color plates must be renewed every five years. Access may be
authorized only if after careful execution of the test [in the open
space of the room, transl.] there is also no trace of hydrogen cyanide
between two superimposed objects [i.e. garments, transl.]; otherwise
ventilation must be continued and the test repeated.”

2.6.3. The Historical Context

The telegram of ZBL was sent at a time when there was a renewed
wave of typhus (Fleckfieber), an epidemic which had sprung up at
Auschwitz in early July 1942. On February 8, 1943, the camp com-
mander, SS-Obersturmbannfiihrer Rudolf Hoss, promulgated Standort-
befehl Nr. 2/43 which informed all of his subordinates of the follow-
ing:1#

“By order of Amtsgruppenchef D, SS-Brigadefiihrer und Gene-
ralmajor der Waffen-SS Gliicks, a complete closure of KL Auschwitz
is again in force. The order by Amtsgruppenchef, received by telex,

specifies i.a. the following:

'3 APMO, Standort-Befehl, D-Aul-1, p. 46.
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‘Because of a renewed incidence of typhus among members of
SS, the previously practiced easing in approving leave must be can-
celled again.””

On February 12, Bischoff sent Kammler a letter concerning “in-
crease of typhus cases” to inform him of Glicks’ order. Bischoff
wrote:'**

“As a consequence of a strong increase in typhus cases among
the guard personnel, SS-Brigadefiihrer und Generalmajor der Waf-
fen-SS Gliicks has ordered the complete closure of KL Auschwitz on
February 9, 1943. In this connection, disinfestation of all detainees
has been implemented since February 11, 1943, and [the detainees]
may not leave the camp. As a consequence, work on sites to which
detainees had temporarily been assigned had to be stopped. Zentral-
bauleitung will report on resumption of work.”

On the same day, SS-Unterscharfiihrer Franz Weislav, who worked
in the administration (Verwaltung) of ZBL, drew up a note for the file
(Aktenvermerk) describing the idleness of the detainee details
(Hiftlingskommandos) on February 11 and 12:'%

“As a consequence of the implementation of delousing of all de-
tails, still continuing in part, the details requested by this office
could not leave [the camp], either partly or not at all.”

After having mentioned the vital Kommandos that had gone out to
work and that the Kommando assigned to the offices and the one work-
ing in ZBL had been fully employed after delousing (rach erfolgter
Entlausung), Weislav continues:

“The detainee Kommandos at KGL and FKL have moved out in
full force on the days mentioned. Delousing in these camps will be
carried out at a later date.”

On February 13, Bischoff returned to the letter of the day before and
informed the head of Hauptabteilung C/VI at SS-WVHA, SS-Standar-
tenfiihrer Eirenschmalz, that

“there are more and more cases of civilian workers coming down
with typhus, too. Normally, civilian workers who are housed togeth-
er with those ill are put on 3 weeks quarantine by the garrison

146
surgeon.”

" RGVA, 502-1-332, p. 108.
5 RGVA, 502-1-26, p. 37.
16 RGVA, 502-1-28, p. 221.
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In Standortbefehl Nr.3/43 of February 14, Hoss defined precisely the
limits of the Sperrgebiet (off-limits zone) and informed about the meas-
ures taken by SS-Standortarzt (the garrison surgeon):'’

“Delousings will be implemented in direct coordination with the
garrison surgeon. [...] The instructions of the garrison surgeon with
respect to the disinfestation of the guard detail accompanying trans-
ports must be strictly adhered to.”

On February 18, Bischoff, following up on the letter of the 12, in-
formed Kammler that “the disinfestation of the detainees has been done
and work has resumed on February 16, 1943.”'* On February 20 cre-
matorium II went into operation, albeit at a reduced rate.'*” On February
25 the Auschwitz garrison surgeon summed up the situation in the camp
in a letter to the head of department D III of SS-WVHA:'?’

“As has been reported previously, the typhus epidemic that had
practically been brought under control at KL Auschwitz in the
months of November and December has again flared up among both
the detainees of KL Auschwitz and members of the SS on account of
the transports arriving from the east. In spite of immediate counter-
measures taken, it has not been possible, as of today, to arrive at a
complete subsidence of the typhus cases.”

The SS garrison surgeon intended to stamp out the epidemic once
and for all by taking drastic measures, the most important one being a
general disinfestation:

“Except for a few vital Kommandos (food sections, agricultural
laborers in the animal husbandry section and office personnel) all
work in the major camps of KL Auschwitz, viz. Main Camp, MKL
[men’s camp] and FKL [women’s camp] at Birkenau, as well as
PoW Phase 2 would have to be stopped for a duration of 3 weeks.
During this time, a thorough delousing and disinfestation would be
conducted twice throughout these camps in such a way that at the
end of the 3-week quarantine the lice problem in the camp will have
ceased to exist and the risk of new cases of typhus will have been
eliminated.”

On the following day, February 26, 1943, ZBL sent Topf the well-
known cable:""'

47 APMO, Standort-Befehl, D-Aul-1, pp. 48-49.
8 RGVA, 502-1-332, p. 106.

9 RGVA, 502-1-26, p. 61.

50 RGVA, 502-1-68, pp. 115-116.

51 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 48.
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“Immediately send ten gas detectors as agreed, submit cost esti-
mate later.”

If these Gaspriifer had really been “residual prussic acid detection
devices” (Anzeigegerdte fiir Blausdure-Reste), the request of ZBL
would rather fit into the very real historical context of an typhus epi-
demic being fought throughout the camp by means of hydrogen cyanide
(Zyklon B) than into the purely hypothetical context of the installation
of a homicidal gas chamber in Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium II. I am
speaking of a purely hypothetical context, because the Topf letter of
March 2, 1943, as such does not prove anything: as | have stressed
elsewhere (1996, p. 34), Pressac presents at this point a classical exam-
ple of a petitio principii: the Gaspriifer have a criminal function be-
cause there is a homicidal gas chamber in crematorium II and, vice ver-
sa, there is a homicidal gas chamber in crematorium II because the
Gaspriifer have a criminal function!

The historical context by itself would suffice to sustain Robert Fau-
risson’s interpretation according to which the “detection devices” —
merely alleged, in my opinion — were used for normal disinfestations of
the crematorium.'*” In support of this interpretation one might add that,
in keeping with the dispositions of the SS garrison surgeon, the 200 de-
tainees who worked in crematorium II at the end of February 1943'%
would have been able to return to work only after a personal disinfesta-
tion and, obviously, a disinfestation of their workplace, i.e. crematorium
1L

Disinfestation of the two morgues in the half-basement of cremato-
rium II was normally practiced when corpses of detainees having died
from typhus were placed there. Confirmation of this fact can be found
in the following dispositions of the police president at Kattowitz (der
Polizeiprdsident in Kattowitz) concerning the inmates of the provisional
police jail at Myslowitz where typhus had broken out in January
1943

'*2 Faurisson 1994, p. 49; “Reply to Jean-Claude Pressac...,” in: Rudolf 2005, pp. 85-86.

'3 Letter from Zentralbauleitung an die Kommandantur — Abteilung I1la (Héftlingseinsatz)
of February 20, 1943: “At crematorium II, the Kommando was only 40 strong instead of
200 on February 18, 1943, and 80 strong instead of 200 on February 19, 1943.” [“Bei
Krematorium II war das Kommando am 18.2.43 statt 200 Haftlinge nur 40 Héftlinge
stark, und am 19.2.43 statt 200 nur 80 Héftlinge stark”]. APMO, BW 30/34, p.74.

Letter from Polizeiprisident to Regierungsprisident at Kattowitz, Jan. 21, 1943. APK,
RK 2903, p. 22.

154
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“The bodies of persons who have died of typhus are to be treated
with a disinfecting agent and an anti-lice solution and placed in cof-
fins as soon as possible. The coffin must be closed at once and
moved to a special hall. For incineration, the corpses will be trans-
ferred to Auschwitz by hearse.”

The project of using Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium Il temporarily
as an emergency disinfestation chamber employing hydrogen cyanide,
as discussed above, must be viewed against the background of a strong
flare-up of typhus which occurred at that time.

In conclusion, even if Pressac’s assumptions were true, his conclu-
sions would be historically unsustainable and the historical context
would lend support to the revisionists’ interpretation. One could, there-
fore, conclude that the order of the mysterious “gas detectors” had the
perfectly innocent purpose of checking the usability of Leichenkeller 1
as a disinfestation chamber and let it go at that.

But is Pressac’s interpretation correct? Before we can answer that
question, we must look at the bureaucratic context of the documents.

2.6.4. The Bureaucratic Context

In January 1943 ZBL had reached the zenith of its life as an organi-
zation and consisted of 14 sections (4bteilungen) and 5 Bauleitungen.
The sections were the following:

1. Sachgebiet Hochbau (buildings)

Sachgebiet Tiefbau (civil engineering)

Sachgebiet Bewisserung (irrigation)

Sachgebiet Meliorationen und Vermessung (soil improvement and
surveying)

Sachgebiet Planung (projects)

Rohstoffstelle und Einkauf (raw materials and purchasing)
Verwaltung (administration)

Fahrbereitschaft (motor pool)

9. Technische Abteilung (technical department)

10. Arbeitseinsatz (work force management)

11. Werkstitten (workshops)

12. Zimmereibetrieb und Dachdeckerbetrieb (carpentry and roofing)
13. Gartengestaltung (gardening)

14. Sachgebiet Statistik (statistics).

Rl

S A

The 5 Bauleitungen were
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I: Bauleitung der Waffen-SS und Polizei Auschwitz. K.L. Auschwitz
und Landwirtschaft Auschwitz (KL and farm Auschwitz);

II: Bauleitung des Kriegsgefangenenlagers (PoW camp);

III: Bauleitung Industriegelinde Auschwitz (Auschwitz industrial area);

IV: Bauleitung Hauptwirtschaftslager der Waffen-SS und Polizei Au-
schwitz und Truppenwirtschaftslager Oderberg (Oderberg materials
storage);

V: Bauleitung Werk und Gut Freudenthal und Gut Partschendorf
(Freudenthal factory and farm and Partschendorf farm; see Mattog-
no 2005h, pp. 18-24, 144f.).

ZBL was exclusively concerned with construction projects and was
therefore attached to Amtsgruppe C (Bauwesen; construction) at SS-
WVHA, headed by SS-Brigadefiihrer und Generalmajor der Waffen-SS
Hans Kammler. Financial questions — among them payment of invoices
and of private firms — were handled by Amt V/2a (Haushalt und Rech-
nungslegung; budget and accounting).

As opposed to this, sanitary and medical tasks — among them pur-
chasing and use of hydrogen cyanide (Zyklon B) and auxiliary equip-
ment — were the exclusive domain of the SS-Standortarzt (garrison
surgeon) who reported to Amtsgruppe D 11l of SS-WVHA, headed by
SS-Obersturmbannfiihrer Dr. Lolling. In February 1943 the SS garrison
surgeon at Auschwitz was SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer Eduard Wirths, his
deputy was SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer Eduard Krebsbach. The SS garrison
surgeon had at his orders the Truppenarzt (troop surgeon) who took
care of medical questions regarding the military, the Lagerdrzte (camp
surgeons) who took care of the detainees, and the Sanitdtsdienstgrade
(SDG) (paramedics), auxiliary personnel consisting of SS-Unterfiihrer
or SS-Mdnner specifically trained for such tasks. Each camp (Lager)
and each camp section (Lagerabschnitt) had a Lagerarzt (camp surge-
on). Lagerarzt at KGL-Birkenau was SS-Obersturmfiihrer Helmut Vet-
ter.

One of the foremost tasks of the SS garrison surgeon was the pre-
vention of and the fight against the recurring epidemics of typhus by all
means available for this purpose, including disinfestations with Zyklon
B. He was directly responsible both for the disinfestation and disinfec-
tion units in the camp and for the disinfestation of individual buildings
or entire construction sections (Bauabschnitte) of the camp. The latter
activity was carried out by a group of paramedics, the Desinfektions-
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kommando (disinfestation detail) headed by SS-Oberscharfiihrer Joseph
Klehr.

The Zyklon B used by the Desinfektoren (disinfectors) was procured
in the following manner: the SS garrison surgeon filed a written request
with the head of the administration (Leiter der Verwaltung) stating the
reason; the request was then passed on to Amt D IV of SS-WVHA.
Once the approval from that office had been received, SS-Sturmbann-
fiihrer Willi Burger, the head of administration, sent the order to the
firm Tesch & Stabenow'> together with the Wehrmacht-Frachtbriefe
(military freight papers) needed for the shipment of the goods. The sup-
plies could also be picked up by the administration directly at Dessau,
once Dessauer Werke fiir Zucker und chemische Industrie, manufactur-
er of the Zyklon B (together with Kaliwerke A.G. Kolin), had cabled
that the Zyklon B was “abholbereit” (ready for pick-up).'°

Payment of the invoices from Tesch & Stabenow was done by Amt
D IV/I at SS-WVHA. Along this route, the disinfectors at Auschwitz
obtained not only Zyklon B itself, but also the various paraphernalia
needed for the disinfestations, which were also supplied by Tesch &
Stabenow, i.e. tools for opening the cans of Zyklon B (Schlageisen),
rubber lids (Gummikappen) for the open cans, gas masks (Gasmasken),
special mask filters “J” (Atemeinsdtze J) and the test equipment for re-
sidual gas (Gasrestnachweisgerdite fiir Zyklon). The SS garrison surge-
on or, by delegation, the Lagerarzt was responsible for the storage, the
use and the handling of all of these goods.

It is important to note here that this bureaucratic path would also
have applied in the case of a criminal use of Zyklon B. At Auschwitz
the practice was such that it was impossible to use Zyklon B without the
approval of the SS garrison surgeon — or behind his back.

2.6.5 Problems Not Solved by Jean-Claude Pressac

From what has just been stated one can clearly see that the two doc-
uments about the Gaspriifer, from Pressac’s point of view, presented
serious problems of interpretation, on which the French historian pre-
ferred to close his eyes. In his first book, Pressac — who had already
taken the meaning of the term Gaspriifer in the telegram from ZBL of

'3 Auschwitz was located in the Zyklon B sales area that had been assigned to Tesch & Sta-
benow.
13 APMM, sygn. 1d 2, vol. 1; Graf/Mattogno 2003b, pp. 194f.
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February 26, 1943, to be gas detectors for hydrogen cyanide — raised in
this regard a highly significant problem (p. 218, 223):

“Since Topf’s production consisted essentially of brewery equip-
ment (cauldrons, vats, etc.), metal conduits and containers (ventila-
tion ducting, grain silos, etc.), together with the associated compo-
nents (fans, valves and cocks) and, of course, incineration furnaces,
they did not manufacture gas detectors, objects associated with sys-
tems totally foreign to their spheres of activity, so they must neces-
sarily have had to order them from another civilian firm. Why did
the SS use Topf as an intermediary instead of directly approaching a
specialist supplier? The answer must be that, in this way, they
avoided awkward questions or the putting of two and two together
that might have occurred if some civilian firm not knowing the ‘spe-
cial activity’ of the Auschwitz camp had received such an order. On
the other hand there were no such worries in dealing with Priifer,
who was after all technical advisor for the Krematorien.”

This interpretation is disarmingly superficial. By February 1943 the
two disinfestation chambers using hydrogen cyanide (Kammer fiir
Blausdurevergasung) of the disinfestation installations at BW 5a & 5b
had already been in operation for several months."”” The two chambers
had floor areas of some 108 m? (10.9%9.9 m). The gas was removed by
means of two blowers set in the wall opposite to the two entrance doors
(Pressac 1989, p. 55, 59). Such an arrangement required the normal
procedures for residual gas testing to be applied before the gas cham-
bers could be entered. The instructions must have been similar to those
in force at the disinfestation chamber of Gusen, set out on February 26,
1942, by SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer Krebsbach, at that time SS garrison sur-
geon at Mauthausen, who in 1943 — as we have seen above— was the
deputy of the SS garrison surgeon at Auschwitz. The disinfestation
chamber at Gusen had a volume of some 100 m* and was equipped with
an exhaust blower and windows. These instructions specified, under
item 13:"*

'37 Letter from head of Zentralbauleitung to head of Amtsgruppe C of SS-WVHA of January
9, 1943 concerning: “Hygienic installations at KL and KGL Auschwitz.” RGVA, 502-1-
332, p. 46a.

'*¥ Dienstanweisung fiir die Bedienung der Blausiure-Entwesungskammer im K.L.M. Unter-
kunft Gusen (Instructions for the operation of the hydrogen cyanide disinfestation cham-
ber at K.L.M. subcamp at Gusen), drawn up by SS-Standortarzt of KL Mauthausen, SS-
Hauptsturmfiihrer Eduard Kressbach on 25 February, 1942. ODMM, M 9a/1. Cf. in this
respect Mattogno 2004m.
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“1% hours later, at the earliest, the residual gas test must be car-
ried out at a window from the outside. If the residual gas test is still
positive, de-aeration must be continued. In any case, the residual
gas test must be carried out with a gas mask being worn.”

The SS garrison surgeon was responsible for the functioning of the
gas chamber, for the use of Zyklon B, and for the proper storage of all
items needed for the disinfestations. The safety regulations applied
likewise to the disinfestation gas chambers of BW 5a and 5b which, as
far as aspects of hygiene and sanitation were concerned, fell under the
competence of the SS garrison surgeon at Auschwitz. These installa-
tions required conspicuous quantities of Zyklon B every day (see chap-
ter 14.2.) as well as supplies for the residual gas tests, so why should a
possible order for such items with “some civilian firm” have raised any
“awkward questions”?

Thus, Pressac’s interpretation does not explain anything and leaves
open all kinds of questions which are far more numerous and far more
serious than what he thought. They can be summarized in the following
way:

As the residual gas testing equipment

i) fell within the competence of the SS garrison surgeon,

ii) was supplied by the Tesch & Stabenow company,

iii)was called Gasrestnachweisgerdite fiir Zyklon and not Gaspriifer,

iv) was available at Auschwitz in February 1943,

then why was it

a) ordered by ZBL and not by the SS garrison surgeon,

b) with the Topf company and not with Tesch & Stabenow,

c) under the designation Gaspriifer instead of Gasrestnachweis-
gerdte fiir Zyklon,

d) even though it was available within the Auschwitz camp?

Let us look separately at each of these objections.

a) The ZBL had no authority to order test equipment for residual
gas, just as it had no authority to order Zyklon B. If it had actually or-
dered such items, it would not have been able to emit payment vouch-
ers, because they did not come within the competence of Amt V/2 of SS-
WVHA. In other words, an invoice could not have been paid — and any-
one familiar with the operation of ZBL knows how important these bu-
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reaucratic procedures were — unless Bischoff would have wanted to pay
for these Gaspriifer out of his own pocket!

Pressac has also overlooked another fundamental problem: a possi-
ble check on the suitability of the ventilation system of Leichenkeller 1
in crematorium II for its use in connection with homicidal gassings
would inevitably have involved the following supplies:

1) Zyklon B

2) gas masks

3) special filters “J” type (Atemeinsdtze “J”)

4) opening tools for the cans of Zyklon B (Schlageisen)

5) the Gasrestnachweisgerdit fiir Zyklon.

Then why would ZBL have ordered only the Gaspriifer? Obviously
because it did not need the rest, but it is also obvious that they did not
need the rest because they would have been able to get all they needed
from the SS garrison surgeon. In this way, however, they would also
have been in a position to obtain Gasrestnachweisgeridite fiir Zyklon, but
then why would they have to go to Topf for something like that?

In this context, Pressac’s assertion that “tests were made with prior
introduction of Zyklon B” raises further problems: if this had been so,
where did ZBL obtain the Zyklon B? From Topf — or from the SS garri-
son surgeon who, in matters of hygiene and sanitation, ruled also over
all crematoria? This question, though, is a purely hypothetical one, be-
cause Pressac’s assertion not only has no foundation in documents, it is
also in disagreement with the accounts of Topf’s fitter Messing and
even with Pressac’s own comments. Messing did the following work:
> March 10 and 11, 1943: “Be- u. Entliiftungs-Anlagen fiir L.Keller 1

versuchsweise einprobiert” (de-aeration and aeration units for

L.Keller I setup tentatively): 16 and 11 hours of work respectively.
> March 12, 1943: “Entliiftungs-Anlagen Auskleidekeller gearbeitet”

(worked on de-aeration units undressing cellar): 11 hours of work.
> March 13, 1943: “Be- u. Entliiftungsanlagen Keller I in Betrieb ge-

nommen” (start-up of de-aeration and aeration units in Keller 1): 15

hours of work.'”

Pressac comments (1993, p. 73):

“Apparently, the unit did not yet work satisfactorily, because

Messing worked on it for another 11 hours on the 11" and for 15

hours on the 13".”

"% Messing’s Arbeitszeit-Bescheinigung for the week of March 8-14, 1943. APMO, BW
30/41, p. 28.
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Hence, on March 10, 11, and 13 Messing did only test the mechani-
cal ventilation system. But then, when were those “tests” with Zyklon B
actually done, if the first homicidal gassing is said to have taken place
“during the night of February 13 to 14”? (Pressac, ibid.) And why did
Messing never mention this? The matter is all the more puzzling as
Messing, if we follow Pressac, wanted to reveal the “truth” at least part-
ly by writing “Auskleidekeller” instead of “Leichenkeller” (ibid., pp.
741).

Let us now look at item b): assuming, for the sake of the argument,
that the SS garrison surgeon was temporarily out of Gasrestnachweis-
gerdte fiir Zyklon, why would ZBL have had to order them with Topf —
a company that neither manufactured nor sold such things — rather than
with Tesch & Stabenow who certainly sold them? Pressac’s explanation
in this regard is decidedly childish: according to their letter of March 2,
1943, Topf had not acted as an “intermediary” to cover the alleged nefa-
rious secrets of Auschwitz — as he says — but had simply brought ZBL
in touch with possible suppliers of such equipment:

“When we receive information on this matter, we shall imme-
diately contact you, in order to put you in touch with a company that
makes these devices.”

In other words, Topf would have had to inquire with Tesch & Stabe-
now about the Gasrestnachweisgerdte fiir Zyklon and, if they were
available there, Topf would have put ZBL in touch with them! This
round-about procedure would have had quite the opposite effect of what
Pressac tries to tell us: receiving an order for Gasrestnachweisgerdite fiir
Zyklon from ZBL rather than from the camp administration, their usual
customer, would really have been a reason for Tesch & Stabenow to be-
come curious!

Let us go on to item ¢). If we accept Pressac’s interpretation, we find
ourselves confronted by another point which the French historian has
not considered: a possible test on the ventilation system of Leichenkel-
ler 1 for homicidal gassings with Zyklon B would have involved the SS
garrison surgeon and would thus have been planned and carried out by
the Desinfektoren; Messing, for his part, would have taken care of his
specific area, the mechanical ventilation. Now, if ZBL could do the test
only with the help of the disinfection group who knew the terminology
of their trade very well, how can one explain the request for Gaspriifer
as opposed to Gasrestnachweisgerdte fiir Zyklon?
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We have thus arrived at the last item. The hypothesis I have prof-
fered under point b), namely that the SS garrison surgeon had tempora-
rily run out of Gasrestnachweisgerdte fiir Zyklon, is not applicable be-
cause the test for residual gas was not only in accordance with the rules
but also prescribed by law (Mattogno 2004m, pp. 150-155). As the test
was necessary and indispensable in cases of work with hydrogen cya-
nide, one may infer with certainty from the activity of the gas disinfes-
tation chambers in BW 5a and 5b and from the use of hydrogen cyanide
for the disinfestation of the camp in February 1943 that Gasrestnach-
weisgerite fiir Zyklon were indeed available.'® But then, why would
they have to be ordered from Topf?

2.6.6. What Were the “Gaspriifer”?

Now that Pressac’s interpretation has been demonstrated to be un-
founded, even absurd, we can furnish an alternative explanation which
will resolve, at the same time, all the other problems already touched
and left aside by the French historian.

To begin with, let me state that the word Gaspriifer was, indeed, a
technical term designating an instrument used in the analysis of com-
bustion gases (Rauchgasanalyse) by physical methods.'®! In the early
1940s various instruments were used in connection with combustion
gases, from equipment for the analysis of spent gases (Rauchgasana-
lyse-Anlagen), transmitters for %CO,, to indicators for %CO, and for
%CO+H, (dnzeiger fiir % CO, and fiir % CO+H,).'"”* Crematorium
ovens were usually equipped with one such instrument. Engineer Ri-
chard Kessler, one of the foremost German experts in the cremation
field in the 1920s and 30s, recommended as “unbedingt notwendig” (in-
dispensable) for the proper operation of crematorium ovens the installa-
tion of a series of controls, among them “a high-quality CO- and CO,-
meter, in order to achieve an efficient combustion while observing
smoke development at the same time” (Kessler 1927, pp. 137f.). As late
as the early 1970s, Hans Kraupner advised (p. 4):

“It is important that for the control of smoke development mea-
suring instruments are placed directly behind the oven, advising the

' The Gasrestnachweisgerite fiir Zyklon were available even in January 1945: The Soviets

found several in the Aufnahmebaracke mit Entlausung (BW 28) and photographed them.
Cf. Mattogno 2004m, photo I11.4 on p. 144.

' “Hiitte” 1931, vol. I, pp. 1010-1013. Mattogno 2004m, document IIL5 on p. 145.

"% Ibid., photo IIL.6 on p. 148.
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operator of an incipient smoke development by a suitable signal.”

(Emph. in original)

The most reasonable hypothesis would thus be that ZBL had ordered
the Gaspriifer for the Birkenau crematoria. Let us see whether this hy-
pothesis resolves all the problems referred to above.

The telegram of February 26, 1943, has the following typed indica-
tion of the sender: “Zentralbauleitung Auschwitz gez. Pollock SS-Unter-
sturmfiihrer”; it shows, moreover, three handwritten entries: at top right
the abbreviation “BW30” (Bauwerk 30 = crematorium II), at bottom
right the abbreviation “Jdh” i.e. the initials of civilian employee Jéhr-
ling, finally at bottom left, next to the date and time of the dispatch of
the telegram the name of Kirschneck, preceded by his rank “Ustuf.”
(= Untersturmfiihrer).'®

Topf’s letter of March 2, 1943,'* has the incoming stamp of Regi-
stratur (mail service) of March 5 as well as two handwritten entries:
Jéhrling (on the left) followed by the date of March 8, 1943, and Janisch
(on the right) preceded by the date of March 6. Let us see who these
persons were and what duties they had within ZBL.

SS-Untersturmfiihrer Josef Pollock was Bauleiter'® at Bauleitung
Hauptwirtschafislager der Waffen-SS und Polizei Auschwitz und Trup-
penwirtschaftslager Oderberg; SS-Untersturmfiihrer Hans Kirschneck
was Bauleiter at Bauleitung der Waffen-SS und Polizei Auschwitz. K.L.
Auschwitz und Landwirtschaft Auschwitz; SS-Untersturmfiihrer Josef
Janisch was Bauleiter at Bauleitung des Kriegsgefangenenlagers; the
civilian employee Rudolf Jahrling finally, a professional Heizungs-
Techniker (specialist in [central] heating), belonged to Technische Ab-
teilung of ZBL.

The telegram of February 26 was written by SS-Untersturmfiihrer
Josef Pollock because his competence — in view of his training as an
architectural engineer in general as well as his responsibilities in vari-
ous areas related to buildings such as financial or safety matters, con-
struction permits, or materials allocation — also included the Bauleitung
des Kriegsgefangenenlagers, i.e. the Birkenau camp.'®® SS-Untersturm-
fiihrer Kirschneck, on the other hand, had no competence as far as the
Kriegsgefangenenlager at Birkenau was concerned and was merely kept

1% APMO, BW 30/34, p. 48. Cf. document 11.

% RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 44. Cf. document 12.

' Head of a Bauleitung.

' RGVA, 502-1-57, p. 306 (notes on the personalities of some members of Zentralbaulei-
tung written by Bischoff in January 1943).
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informed. His handwritten name, as it appears on this document, was
not his signature.

The most important person mentioned in the cable was actually
Jahrling who, in view of his specialty as a heating engineer, took care of
all heating and combustion units in the camp, the largest of which was
the district heating plant (Fernheizwerk) which had a daily consumption
of 45 to 50 tons of coal.'®” Jihrling was also in charge of thermal ques-
tions relating to the crematoria ovens; it was he, for example, who
wrote the note for the file (4dktenvermerk) of March 17, 1943, concern-
ing the evaluation of the coke consumption in the Birkenau cremato-
ria.'®® In 1944 Jahrling was the head of heating technology section
(Heiztechnische Abteilung) of ZBL. The fact that Jahrling was involved
in the order of the Gaspriifer is thus another confirmation of the fact
that these pieces were simply instruments for the analysis of the com-
bustion gases in the ovens of the crematoria. This interpretation is fur-
thermore in good agreement with the historical context: On January 29,
1943, Priifer inspected the worksites of the crematoria and wrote a re-
port in which he noted, for crematorium II:'%’

“The 5 pcs. triple-muffle incineration ovens have been completed
and are now being dried by heating.”

In his work report of March 29, 1943, Kirschneck wrote about cre-
matorium II:'”°

“Brickwork completely finished and started up on February 20,

1943.”

It is thus clear that ZBL, when it ordered flue gas analyzers, wanted
to make sure of an efficient operation of the crematorium ovens. It is
also clear why ZBL, for the procurement of these heat technology in-
struments, turned to Topf which was a “Maschinenfabrik und feue-
rungstechnisches Baugeschdft” (manufacturer of machines and con-
struction company for combustion technology)."”

The urgency of Bischoff’s request must be seen in the light of the
difficulties of supplying power to crematoria Il and III which had arisen

'7 Letter from F. Boos Co. to Zentralbauleitung of June 27, 1942 concerning: “Heizwerk
K.L. Auschwitz.” RGVA, 502-1-138, p. 513.

' APMO, BW 30/7/34, p. 54. Cf. chapter 8.8.3.

' Priifbericht des Ing. Priifer of January 29, 1943. APMO, BW 30/34, p. 101.

" RGVA, 502-1-26, p. 61.

"7 In the field of heat technology, the business of Topf was divided into four departments
(Abteilungen): D I — Kesselhaus- u. Feuerungsbau (Boiler plants and hearths), D I —
Topf-Rost Bau (Topf-Grids), D III — Industrieschornsteinbau (Industrial chimneys), D IV
— Ofenbau (Ovens). SE, 5/411 A 174, List without heading. Cf. appendix.
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in January 1943. The note for the file (4ktenvermerk) written by SS-
Unterscharfiihrer Heinrich Swoboda, head of the technical section
(Technische Abteilung) at ZBL on January 29, 1943, deals with a meet-
ing he had that day with engineer Tomitschek of the local office of
AEG at Auschwitz. Because of supply problems, it was not possible to
complete the electrical power connection to crematorium II (and it was
impossible to ensure the hook-up for crematorium III) and therefore this
unit could not go into operation before February 15, 1943. In this con-
nection, Swoboda noted:'”

“This start-up must, however, be limited to a reduced operation
of the existing machines (an incineration with simultaneous special
treatment is assured), as the cable leading to the crematorium is
rated too low for the latter’s requirements.”

This document will be analyzed in detail in chapter 6.3. What is im-
portant here is that the “existing machines” which consumed so much
energy were the three Saugzug-Anlagen (forced draft suction equip-
ment) in the three ducts of the chimney and the five blowers (Druckluft-
Anlagen) of the crematorium ovens. As we have already seen, cremato-
rium II went into operation on February 20, but at a reduced rate'” — for
the very reason that the power line allowed only “a reduced operation of
the existing machines.” Because of this, the Gaspriifer were needed in
order to check whether the reduced operation of the forced draft equip-
ment and of the blowers still allowed an efficient combustion.

What remains to be elucidated is a question Pressac avoided and
which further confirms the explanation given above: why did the ZBL
request concern precisely 10 Gaspriifer? The answer is simple: they
were to go into the 10 flue ducts (Rauchkandle) of crematoria 11 and
'

172 Aktenvermerk of SS-Unterscharfiihrer Swoboda of January 29, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-26,
p. 196.
' The crematorium went into operation at full load after March 5, the date of the arrival at
Auschwitz of detainee August Briick, former Kapo of the crematorium at Buchenwald
(equipped with 2 triple-muffle ovens of a type identical to those at crema II and III at Bir-
kenau), who became Kapo of crematorium II.
The flue ducts (Rauchkanile) were accessible through appropriate manholes (Fuchseins-
teigeschéchte). The chimneys of crematoria II-V had a total of 10 flue ducts
(Schornsteinrdhren), but only the chimneys of crematoria II and III were equipped with
cleaning traps (Reinigungstiiren). Therefore, the “Gaspriifer” were certainly intended for
the flue ducts. The reference”’BW 30” in the telegram of February 26, 1943, does not nec-
essarily mean that the “Gaspriifer” were destined for crematorium II; as in other cases, it
could also mean that the administrative competence for the purchase lay with Registratur
of BW 30. For example, Bischoff’s report of January 23, 1943, was registered in the Re-

174
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Summarizing, if the Gaspriifer were normal instruments for the con-
trol of the combustion gases, it is easy to see
a) why the order came from ZBL and not from the SS garrison surge-

on;

b) why the order went to Topf and not to Tesch & Stabenow;

c) why they were ordered under the name of Gaspriifer and not as Gas-
restnachweisgerdite fiir Zyklon;

d) what their function was;

e) why exactly10 were ordered;

f) why, aside from the Gaspriifer, there was no order for either Zyklon
B, gas masks, gas mask filters, or opening tools for Zyklon B cans.
Let us consider finally the Topf letter dated March 2, 1943. As al-

ready noted, it bears the marks of Janisch, Bauleiter at Bauleitung des

Kriegsgefangenenlagers and of Jahrling, which fits perfectly with the

explanation given above. As far as the text of the letter is concerned,

one notes first of all that the request for information on the part of Topf

“bereits vor 2 Wochen” (already two weeks ago) preceded by at least 10

days the cable from ZBL, which referred to a prior discussion (‘“wie be-

sprochen,” as discussed) of which there is, however, no trace. The text

of the telegram — “absendet sofort 10 Gaspriifer wie besprochen” (im-

mediately send ten gas detectors as agreed) —indicates that Topf already

had such Gaspriifer and was ready to ship them.

The reference, further on, to a Kostenangebot (lit.: cost offer) and
Topf’s answer raise another problem: normal bureaucratic practice was
that upon the request of ZBL Topf, like all other suppliers, would sub-
mit an offer (Angebot) in the form of a cost estimate (Kostenanschlag);
if the offer was accepted, ZBL gave an order, possibly orally, which
was always confirmed in writing (Aufiragserteilung). In this context,
the term Kostenangebot was rare and designates certainly the cost esti-
mate (Kostenanschlag). In the documents in question, the normal pro-
cedure thus seems to have been turned on its head: the order from ZBL
preceded the offer and the cost estimate by the supplier. Basically, ZBL,
on the one hand, could not order any merchandise without having re-
ceived an offer and a cost estimate from the supplier, and, on the other
hand, Topf could not present an offer and a cost estimate for merchan-
dise which it neither produced nor handled commercially.

gistratur of BW 30, even though it concerned all four crematoria. RGVA, 502-1-313, p.
53.
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Secondly, as Gasrestnachweisgerdte fiir Zyklon were normally dis-
tributed by Tesch & Stabenow, Heerdt & Lingler, and Degesch, which
was known at least to the SS garrison surgeon, it is difficult to see why
Topf ran into problems find out who produced them.

Thirdly, one does not understand either why ZBL would have asked
Topf for such information which could easily have come from the SS
garrison surgeon.

Finally, “Anzeigegerdte fiir Blausdure-Reste” (indicating instru-
ments for hydrogen cyanide residues) do not actually exist, and the term
“Anzeiger,” moreover, is not applicable to a chemical apparatus, but ra-
ther to an instrument: it refers both to the entire instrument (Anzeigein-
strument) and to the pointer (Zeiger) of the instrument, for example this
could refer to an instrument for the measurement of %CO, or %CO+Ho,.

This designation, unknown in all of the specialized literature on the
subject of Zyklon B disinfestations, appears solely in this letter and was
coined especially for it. How to explain these oddities? And why did
Pressac pass them by completely? If a historian affirms that a document
furnishes “the ultimate proof” of some fact, he must also address and
resolve all the problems which arise in this connection and he must not
evade this burdensome task. This reproach must be extended, all the
more so, to van Pelt, who has handled this question with his habitual
negligence. He writes (2002, p. 311):

“Certain ‘slips,” however, could not be avoided. Sometimes the
Central Construction Office had to be specific in order to get exactly
what they wanted.”

He then introduces the telegram from ZBL of February 26, 1943,
which deals with the “Gaspriifer.” In an effort to obfuscate the fact that
they were simply instruments for the analysis of flue gases, van Pelt
then mentions triumphantly the Topf letter of March 2, 1943, in respect
of the “Anzeigegeridte fiir Blausdure.” In this way, ZBL, when it needed
“exactly” those “Gasrestnachweisgerdte fiir Zyklon” to run their tests
on gas residues in the light of the alleged homicidal gassings, ordered
“Gaspriifer,” instruments for analyzing flue gases, and in return re-
ceived information on “Anzeigegeridte fiir Blausdurereste,” instruments
which did not really exist. And such most glaring anomalies did not
prompt van Pelt to utter even one word of comment.
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2.6.7. Priifer and the “Gaspriifer”

During his interrogation by his Soviet captors on March 4, 1948,
Priifer was shown a photocopy of the famous Topf letter of March 2,
1943, dealing with the “Gaspriifer.” The Topf engineer gave the follow-
ing comment:'"”

“The gas testers which are mentioned in the photocopy of my let-
ter of March 2, 1943, addressed to the SS-Bauleitung of the Ausch-
witz concentration camp as shown to me here, were looked for by me
at the request of the head of said Bauleitung, von [sic] Bischoff, in
order to install them in the gas chambers of the camp crematoria.

When von Bischoff approached me with the respective request he
explained to me that, after the poisoning of the detainees in the gas
chambers, there were often cases of vapors of hydrogen cyanide still
remaining in them even after their aeration, leading to the poisoning
of the operating personnel working in these chambers.

Therefore, von Bischoff asked me to find out which companies
were manufacturing gas testers with which one could measure the
concentration of hydrogen cyanide vapors in the gas chambers in
order to render the work of the operating personnel risk-free.

1 was unable to comply with von Bischoff’s request, because |
could not identify any company that would have manufactured such
gas testers.”

These explanations are totally baseless. First of all, the reason be-
hind the request concerning the Gaspriifer given by Priifer (accidental
poisoning in the alleged homicidal gas chambers) is not borne out by
any document. One does know, on the other hand, of at least two cases
of intoxication by hydrogen cyanide in connection with disinfestation
gassings: one, already mentioned in chapter 2.1.6., was cited by Hoss in
his Sonderbefehl of August 12, 1942; the other occurred on December
9, 1943, when a civilian operator forced his way into an Unterkunftsba-
racke which had just been disinfested.'”

Aside from not being grounded in documents, such a reason also
makes very little sense: after having allegedly gassed 200,000 persons
in the Birkenau “bunkers” (see chapter 18.4.), the SS is said to have
suddenly remembered that there were risks involved in the handling of
hydrogen cyanide and to have ordered those elusive “gas testers” even

' Interrogation of K. Priifer on March 4, 1948. FSBRF file N-19262. Cf. Graf 2002, p. 412.
' RGVA, 502-1-8, p. 25.
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before they launched the alleged gassing activity in crematorium II. But
as | have already explained, Bischoff was not entitled to even place
such an order, as this was the responsibility of the SS garrison surgeon.
Priifer’s statement that he could “not identify any company that would
have manufactured such gas testers” is just as absurd, as all that was
needed to find out who sells them was to ask the garrison surgeon.

Secondly, Priifer speaks of “Ausriistung” (in Russian: “oborudova-
nie”'’’) of the Gaspriifer in the alleged gas chambers, as if they had
been mechanical monitors one could permanently have installed some-
where. Actually, as we have seen above, the real Gaspriifer were indeed
mechanical monitors for the control of combustion gases normally in-
stalled in combustion equipment, but for precisely that reason it did not
make sense to place them into an alleged homicidal gas chamber work-
ing with hydrogen cyanide. As opposed to this, the “Gasrestnachweis-
gerdte fiir Zyklon” were chemical devices for the instantaneous prepara-
tion of strips of paper soaked with a solution reacting with hydrogen
cyanide; for that reason, they could not be “installed” once and for all in
some kind of room.

What is astonishing from this point of view is not so much the re-
quest for some sort of “Gasrestnachweisgerdt” for the alleged homicid-
al gas chamber, as the actual fact that such a device was never used in
any alleged homicidal gas chamber, neither earlier nor later, even
though it would have been an essential piece of equipment for the safety
of the detainees and SS men assigned to the “gassings” and even though
it was mandatory in the disinfestation chambers (Mattogno 2004m, pp.
150-155). As a matter of fact, no “eyewitness” has ever spoken of a test
for residual gas in the alleged gas chambers.

For all these reason the Topf letter of March 2, 1943, is at least sus-
picious. Although it seems formally authentic, its content is utterly un-
tenable.

2.7. “Warmluftzufiihrungsanlage”
2.7.1. Statement of the Problem

The letter written by Bischoff to Topf on March 6, 1943, starts with
the following lines:'”®

"7 The interrogations of the Topf engineers arrested by the Soviets were conducted directly
in Russian, through interpreters. There is no German text.
'8 APMO, BW 30/25, p. 7.
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“On the basis of your proposal this office accepts pre-warming
cellar 1 with the exhaust air from the rooms with the 3 forced-draft
suction units. The supply and the installation of the necessary duct-
ing and of the blower must be done as soon as possible. As you state
in your a.m. letter, execution was to take place within this week.”
Bischoff was referring to a letter dated February 22, 1943, which has

been lost. In another document, which I will discuss later, the device is
called Warmluftzufiihrungsanlage, hot air supply unit. Pressac com-
ments laconically (1989, p. 454):

“Heating a mortuary is nonsensical. The extracts from these two
letters are criminal traces of capital importance.”

On a different page Pressac lays out his argument in greater detail
(p. 375):

“This document constitutes damning evidence. If, as the revision-
ists claim, Leichenkeller 1 remained a ‘morgue,’ it would be mad or
stupid to want to ‘preheat’ a place, by definition cool or cold, des-
tined for the temporary storage of corpses. Clinging to the theory of
the ‘typical morgue’ without taking account of its evolution, amounts
to denying the authenticity of this letter. ‘Preheating’ makes sense
only for a gas chamber using Zyklon B, where the temperature has
to be raised to 27°C for the hydrocyanic acid"™ to evaporate.”

The rigor of this argument is deceptive. In his classical treatment on
crematoria, Wilhelm Heepke states (Heepke 1905b, p. 95):

“If morgues exist in a crematorium, they must, of course, be
equipped with a separate heating system, preferably in the form of a
continuously operating stove; but heating of the morgues must al-
ways be made possible and is frequently specified by the authori-
ties.”

And in another handbook, dealing with cemeteries and crematoria,
Prof. Ernst Neufert writes:'*

“The temperature level in the mortuary [must be] > 2 — < 12°C,
never lower, because frost may cause the corpses to expand and to
burst. By means of collective heating and cooling, this level has to
be maintained, with constant ventilation, especially in the summer.”

' The term “hydrocyanic acid” is misleading, as HCN = hydrogen cyanide turns into a

(very weak) acid only when dissolved in water. Subsequently the term hydrogen cyanide
is used thoughout this book.

'8 Neufert 1938, p. 271. A copy of this book is in the Zentralbauleitung archive. RGVA,
502-2-87.
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Instead of being up in arms, Pressac ought to have reflected on how
his star witness Tauber described the corpses lying in the morgue of
crematorium I (1989, p. 482):

“All were frozen and we had to separate them from one another
with axes.”

Thus, heating a typical morgue was not that “mad or stupid.” But
there was also another reason. In the letter to the (then) Bauleitung
dated November 4, 1941, Topf explains that for the new crematorium
(the future crematorium II) three forced-draft units had been planned
(instead of two in the original project) also in view of the fact that:'®'

“frozen corpses will be incinerated, requiring more fuel which
causes the exhaust gas volume to increase.”

In our case, a heating device for the air in Leichenkeller 1 was all the
more useful, if the temperature of the air was to be kept within Neu-
fert’s limits, because the outside air temperature was very much lower
in winter. This would also have allowed less fuel to be consumed for
the cremation. The reason why heating was planned only for Leichen-
keller 1 is, on the other hand, explained by Pressac when he says that
“Leichenkeller 1 was to take corpses several days old, beginning to de-
compose and thus requiring the room to be well-ventilated, to be incine-
rated as soon as possible” (1989, p. 284). In practice, Leichenkeller 1
was the actual storage room for corpses, whereas Leichenkeller 2, ac-
cording to the intentions of ZBL at the time, was to be an “Auskleide-
raum,” where the corpses would be undressed.

2.7.2. Pressac’s Explanation

Let us now look at the “criminal” explanation Pressac gives. He af-
firms, as we have seen, that “‘preheating’ makes sense only for a gas
chamber using Zyklon B, where the temperature has to be raised to
27°C for the hydrocyanic acid to evaporate.” Pressac confuses evapora-
tion with boiling, though. The temperature he cites is in fact the boiling
point of hydrogen cyanide, i.e. the temperature at which its vapor pres-
sure is equal to earth’s atmospheric pressure at sea level. Taking water
as an example makes this easier to understand. Water boils at 100°C at
sea level, but it evaporates also at much lower temperatures. In the same
way hydrogen cyanide can even evaporate at temperatures below 0°C,

81 RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 83.



CARLO MATTOGNO - AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1 117

its melting point being —13°C, i.e. it is a liquid between this temperature
and its boiling point.

The experience obtained in Germany in connection with the disin-
festation of military barracks performed on a large scale in 1940 and
1941 at temperatures between minus 4 and plus 8°C showed in fact that
“in all cases, the essential phase of the gas release is complete after one
or, at the most, two hours” (Peters/Rasch, p. 136). No doubt, a tempera-
ture of 27°C or higher would have sped up the evaporation of the hy-
drogen cyanide, but would this have necessitated the installation of a
heating device? As I have shown elsewhere (1994b, p. 65), the body of
an adult standing on his feet generates 1.72 kcal per minute
(Flury/Zernik, p. 29); 1,800 bodies would thus generate 3,096 kcal per
minute. The latent heat of evaporation of hydrogen cyanide is -6.67 kcal
per mol; as its molecular weight is 27.03, the heat required for the eva-
poration of 6 kg of hydrogen cyanide would be (6,000%6.67)+27.03 =
1,480 kcal, less than half of the heat generated by 1,800 bodies within 1
minute.

An antirevisionist cardiologist has argued in a similar way (Rotondi,
pp- 90f.):

“Because at rest 0.3 liters of oxygen are consumed [per minute]

the heat generated by a person in one minute is about 1.5 kcal (5
kecal x0.3 liter). The 1,500 to 2,000 persons pressed together in a gas
chamber generated 2,250 to 3,000 kcal per minute (1.5 kcal>1,500
or 2,000 persons), quite sufficient to reach, in a room of 200 m?
floor area and a volume of some 500 m?3 the boiling point of HCN
within 2 minutes, starting out from an initial ambient temperature of
0°C. This does not even take into account that the heat produced by
the organism increases greatly in stress situations (as was the case
for the victims of the gas chambers).”

Hence, a heating unit was as useless for a homicidal gas chamber as
it would have been in the furnace hall, unless one wanted to assume that
the engineers in ZBL were not even able to do computations of that
kind. This is all the more absurd as the useless device cost ZBL 1,070
Reichsmarks, rather more than the cost of the Demag-Elektrozug
(freight elevator) which came to 908 Reichsmarks.

What remains to be clarified is the nature of the Warmlufizufiih-
rungsanlage, its purpose, and why Bischoff’s letter of March 6, 1943,
speaks of preheating. Straight away, the letter makes it clear that the
preheating of Leichenkeller 1 was not an idea that came from ZBL. Ra-
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ther, it came from Priifer, who was a known expert in matters of crema-
torium ovens, not of homicidal gas chambers. This aspect by itself
should cause one to be careful. Topf had manufactured units of this kind
for public crematoria since the 1920s. A promotion leaflet describes
their structure and operation in detail (Topf 1926, p. 3):

“In recent times, we have arranged air-heaters for recovery [of
heat] from the exhaust gases. These units are mounted in the flue
duct just ahead of the chimney. They consist of a heat exchanger
with a large number of so-called pockets in which the flue gases and
the air are circulating separately,; an outside blower takes in fresh
air and pushes it into the air-pockets. The exhaust gases are passing
through the adjoining pockets, in this way, the air is heated and can
be taken into the funeral chapel, heating the latter. A separate cen-
tral heating system thereby becomes superfluous.

Aside from the fact that the capital cost is much lower than would
be the case for an independent boiler, the operating costs, due to the
small blower, are so low that heating can be accomplished practi-
cally free of charge.”

On the last page of the leaflet, letters from various German munici-
palities express their satisfaction with the Topf ovens installed in their
respective crematoria. One such letter, from “Der Stadtdirektor Arn-
stadt i. Th. Abteilung IV is dated February 10, 1925 and states i.a.:

“Linked to the channel for the removal of the exhaust gases to-
ward the chimney, an air heater for heating the funeral chapel has
been installed by Messrs. Topf & Soehne. At the outlets into the cha-
pel the air temperature is 50°C on average. When incinerations are
carried out, the chapel can be heated without any fuel in a very short
time.”

Here we cannot but mention van Pelt’s incredible comment on this
kind of equipment (2002, p. 215):

“A final development in German perversity was the attempt to
use the heat generated in the ovens to warm water.”

The device proposed by Priifer was simpler. Bischoff’s letter of
March 6, 1943, actually mentions only the ductwork and the blower, but
not the heat exchanger, which means that the idea was to remove only
the hot air (“Abluft”’) from the three forced-draft chambers which ob-
viously became superheated.

If we want to understand how the “Warmluftzufiihrungsanlage” of
crematorium II was to work, we must first of all look at the discharge
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system of the combustion gases from the ovens (see chapter 8.4.3.).
Crematorium II (and IIl) had six smoke conduits (flues), i.e. one for
each of the five ovens and one for the garbage incinerator (Miillver-
brennungsofen). Each pair of channels ended up in a single one, which
led to the three smoke channels that made up the chimney. Each of the
smoke channels was linked through a vertical shunt to a forced-draft
unit working in suction (Saugzuganlage) housed in a special room; at
the end of the three vertical conduits, below the respective blower, was
a special vane (Schieberplatte), a plate of 1,250 by 840 mm which
could close the vertical conduit, allowing the chimney to work in natu-
ral draft condition.

On March 24 and 25, 1943, Priifer and his colleague Karl Schultze
were summoned to Auschwitz by ZBL to discuss break-downs that had
taken place in crematorium II a few days before. On the 25" Kirschneck
drew up a note for the files which noted the decisions of ZBL:'®?

“In view of the fact that the three forced-draft units have not per-
formed satisfactorily in any respect and were even damaged on the
first occasion of full operation, they will be dismantled and taken
back by this company at their expense.

ZBL expects that it will not suffer any loss of metal allocation*
and that it will be credited the respective amount of steel. On the as-
sumption that they were not damaged by the high temperatures, ZBL
will take over the three electric motors (15 HP each) with clutch,
switch, and starter. The hot-air supply unit for Leichenkeller 1 must
be dropped because of the change in design and will be put into sto-
rage by ZBL.”

The dismantling of the three forced-draft devices obviously elimi-
nated the overheating problem in the places where they were housed.
For the same reason, the heating device which was to supply heat to
“Leichenkeller 1” became useless.

On August 20, 1943, Topf sent ZBL a list of invoices still unpaid,
among them was the one concerning order no. 43/219 for “Warmluftzu-
fiihrung fiir Krema. II. Rechnung v. 11.6.43,” in an amount of 1,070
RM." The device in question thus bore the name of “Warmlufizufiih-
rung” (hot air supply). However, Bischoff’s above letter speaks of pre-

183]

182 Aktenvermerk of March 25, 1943. APMO, BW 30/25, p. 8.

'8 «Kennzifferverlust.” The Kennziffer was the allocation of metal to private firms by the
SS-Rohstoffamt (raw materials office) at Berlin-Halensee.

'8 RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 26.
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heating (“vorgewdrmt”) the air. The reason is that — in keeping with the
rules laid down by the SS garrison surgeon — the corpses were to be
taken to the morgues in the crematoria twice a day, in the morning and
in the evening (see Mattogno 2004k, pp. 280f.; see chapter 12.7.). Seen
in that light it makes sense to speak of preheating.

In his second book, Pressac came back to this question, writing
(1993, p. 73):

“When the draft devices were in operation, the temperature on
the vanes rose dangerously. As early as February 19 Priifer had
pointed out this dangerous tendency and suggested to use the excess
heat to warm up the morgue of crematorium Il. In advising to do
this, he made another technical slip, because a morgue is, by defini-
tion, a place that has to be kept cool. Wanting to change this meant
that the function of the room had been altered. The heat was to en-
sure a more rapid diffusion throughout the chamber of the hydrogen
cyanide, which vaporizes at 27°C.

The idea was immediately accepted by the SS, and Topf shipped,
by ordinary freight on February 22, a wrought-iron blower no. 450
with a 4 HP motor for an exhaust volume of 9 — 10,000 m? per hour,
costing 522 RM. All that now remained to be made was the trident-
shaped metal manifold, located in the attic between the roof of the
housing of the forced-draft vanes and the blower which fed into the
outlet duct of the gas from the gas chamber. By fitting a gate valve
in this duct, between its upper end and the blower, closing the duct
and starting the blower, the air-flow could be reversed with the
warm air now travelling backwards down the brick conduit of the
toxic gas exhaust. From there, it arrived in the gas chamber, pre-
heating it before use. The order for the supply of the manifold was
officially given on March 6, for a price of 1,070 RM, and the piece
was manufactured within the week.”

The reference to a suggestion by Priifer on February 19, 1943, is on-
ly a conjecture on Pressac’s side, as can be deduced from the fact that
he quotes as a source Bischoff’s letter of March 6, 1943.'% Still, there is
the fact that the three forced-draft devices were housed in three cham-
bers, 3.38 m long and respectively 3.36, 3.30, and 2.60 m wide, going
from left to right. The two lateral chambers had a window each, 1.10 by
1.65 m,'™ too small, no doubt, to ensure proper cooling of the devices,

'8 pressac 1993, note 224 on p. 106.
'8 Plan 109/15 of September 24, 1943. Pressac 1989, p. 327.
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which were massive metal structures. As can be deduced from the
drawings of crematorium II,'"" each device consisted of a large no. 625
blower, housed in a metal frame, shaped like a drum and measuring
about 1 m in width by 1.8 m in diameter. Together with the ducting that
linked it with the chimney, each device was about 2.5 m long, had suc-
tion/pressure connections 62.5 cm in diameter and weighed 775 kilo-
grams.'®

In addition to the heat content of the combustion gases from the
ovens which passed through the device, the unit also had to remove the
heat generated by the powerful 15 HP electric motor.'® Actually, as we
have seen above, when they were first run at full load, all three devices
caught fire. This signifies that the “Warmluftzufiihrungsanlage” was
more of a structure to cool the forced-draft housings than one to heat
Leichenkeller 1.

Likewise mere conjecture on Pressac’s side is the assertion that Topf
had shipped the blower for the hot-air device with its electric driver to
Auschwitz on February 22, sending the ducting later. In a list of unpaid
invoices submitted by Topf in December 1944, there is an entry dated
May 24, 1943, in an amount of 522 RM for a “three-phase electric mo-
tor,” and another on June 11, amounting to 1,070 RM concerning “Lie-
ferung einer Warmluft. fiir Kremator. I1.”"° Hence, what cost 1,070
RM was the entire device, as it would be otherwise absurd to believe
that the metal ducting was more than twice as expensive as the blower
with its motor.

As far as the design of the ductwork is concerned, we must stress
that, in Pressac’s conjectural system, it was planned to make use of the
de-aeration channel (Entliiftungskanal) of Leichenkeller 1, because the
de-aeration shaft (Entliiftungsschacht) was closer to the chambers with
the forced-draft devices than the aeration shaft. Thus, in a simple man-
ner, one would have obtained two results with a single device: cooling
of the forced-draft units and heating of the real and true mortuary.

2.7.3. Van Pelt’s Explanation

To this “criminal trace” van Pelt has devoted only a few lines repeat-
ing Pressac’s thesis (2002, p. 211):

'87 Plans 933 and 934. Pressac 1989, pp. 282-283.

'8 Topf shipment note of June 18, 1942. RGVA,502-1-313, p. 165.

'8 Topf, Schluss-Rechnung Nr. 69 of January 27, 1943. RGVA, 502-2-26, pp.230-230a.
0 RGVA, 502-1-96, p. 33.
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“Correspondence explained that these ventilation ducts were
connected to a ventilator driven by a 3.5 horsepower electric motor
and that the space was also equipped with a separate system for in-
troducing air into it — an arrangement that made no sense if the
space was used as a morgue (because corpses must be stored cold)
but which made a lot of sense if the space was used as a Zyklon B
gas chamber (because hydrogen cyanide, which has a boiling point
of around 27 °Celsius, works much faster when used in a preheated
space [...].”

He later returns to the question, bringing in a new argument:

“There are also German documents that attest to the fact that the
gas chamber was heated, a fact which, as I have pointed out above,
strongly suggests that that room was not intended to be used as a
morgue anymore. The most important is a letter the chief architect of
Auschwitz, Karl Bischoff, sent to Topf on March 6, 1943.”

After quoting the letter, van Pelt goes on (p. 372):

“Both Bacon’s testimony and Bischoff’s letter demolished Leuch-
ter’s argument that the gas chamber of Crematorium 2, and by im-
plication the gas chamber of Crematorium 3, was not heated.”

This means that, in van Pelt’s opinion, the “Warmlufizufiihrungsan-
lage” was actually installed and operated not only in crematorium II but
also in crematorium III. The ignorance of this “expert” when it comes to
historical facts and their documentation is really dumbfounding! As al-
ready stated, the operation of the device in question depended on the
forced-draft units feeding the chimney of crematorium II. But on March
24 and 25, 1943, when they were damaged by overheating, ZBL de-
cided to dismantle them and not to install them in crematorium III in the
first place. Thus, the “Warmluftzufiihrungsanlage” of crematorium II
became unusable and for crematorium III, obviously, such a device was
never ordered.

We have yet to examine Yehuda Bakon’s “confirmation.” At the
Eichmann trial in Jerusalem he declared that, when the “Rollwagen-
kommando” in which he worked had finished their work near the cre-
matoria and it was cold (van Pelt 2002, pp. 371f.),

“the Kapo of the Sonderkommando took pity on us and said:
‘Well, children, outside is cold, warm yourselves in the gas cham-
bers! There is nobody there!’

0.: And you went to warm yourselves inside the gas chambers?
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A.: Yes. Sometimes we went to warm ourselves in the Klei-
dungskammer,"*" sometimes in the gas chambers.’
Thus, for the witness even the alleged undressing room was heated,

which is in disagreement with all documentary evidence; not only that,
but the alleged gas chamber was heated even when no homicidal gass-
ings were scheduled — what for, if the “preheating” of the room was
done to facilitate the vaporization of the hydrogen cyanide? Besides,
Bakon speaks in a general way of a crematorium, without saying which.
The above quotation continues (State of Israel, pp. 1247f.):

“It sometimes happened that, when we came to crematorium, we
were told: ‘You cannot enter now — there are people inside.” Some-
times, it was in crematorium number 3, after they had been burned,
we took the ashes, and in winter the ashes were to be used for the
roads.”

What Bakon designated as “crematorium number 3” was cremato-
rium [V. As far as the reliability of the declaration, it must be stressed
that, according to Miklos Nyiszli, non-authorized detainees were not
allowed to enter the crematorium area, not even the “Leichenkomman-
do” (corpse command; Nyiszli 1961, p. 51):

“The Sonderkommando chief came hunting for me and an-
nounced that an SS soldier was waiting for me at the door of the
crematorium with a crew of corpse-transporting kommandos. [ went
in search of them, for they were forbidden to enter the courtyard.”
But then, why was it possible for the entire “Rollwagenkommando”

to be invited without any fuss right into the homicidal gas chamber? If
we listen to van Pelt, however, Bakon could also wander around the in-
ner yard of the crematorium quite leisurely (2002, p. 171):

“During his testimony [at the Eichmann trial] Bacon [sic] did not
mention that he had also seen the roof of the underground gas
chambers. As he wandered one day through the compound of Cre-
matorium 3, he climbed up the low rise that marks the gas chambers
and had a close look at one of the four little chimneys on that pla-
teau. He removed one of the wooden covers and looked down into
the central pipe, which was riddled with little holes; it was one of the
four gas columns.”

As his source, van Pelt gives personal information supplied to him
by Bakon on November 16, 2000 (note 113, p. 522). The witness did

>

19! «Clothing chamber,” no real meaning in German, probably intended to mean something
like” Auskleidungskammer” or “undressing room” in holocaustic perspective.
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not talk about this at the Frankfurt Auschwitz trial, during which he de-
clared that there were 20 boys in his group who could thus certainly not
have gone unnoticed!'”” We shall return to this witness in chapter
13.3.1. Van Pelt then goes on to discuss the objection that heating of
Leichenkeller 1 was done to keep the deposited corpses there from
freezing, to which he replies (p. 443):

“Yet this did not explain why there was no trace of heating before
the building was completed. Why was this suddenly so urgent in
March 1943 when the design dated back to October 1941?”

As I have explained above, when ZBL ordered the “Warmlufizufiih-
rungsanlage” they did so in response to a suggestion from Priifer who
was a heat engineer, not a specialist for gas chambers. His suggestion
was, in fact, related to the overheating of the forced-draft equipment,
and for that reason in particular the “Warmluftzufiihrungsanlage” had to
be built “schnellstens” (a.s.a.p.).

When the three devices of the forced-draft system were damaged
beyond repair by the high temperatures of the combustion gases, the
problem went away and the equipment would lie around unused in the
“Bauhof,” the materials yard. It would have been possible to install
some sort of “Lufterhitzer” in one of the three main flue conduits, which
entered the three smoke ducts of the chimney, as was the case for heat-
ing units which Topf built for public crematoria. The fact that ZBL nev-
er opted for this simple solution and never even thought of installing a
“Warmluftzufiihrungsanlage” in Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium III
proves that the order for such a device to be used with crematorium II,
as Pressac has correctly explained, was only a measure temporarily con-
sidered, but then abandoned, in order to eliminate the excess heat which
was generated in the three chambers housing the forced-draft blowers.

2.8. “Holzgeblise” — Wooden Blower

On this subject Pressac stated (1993, p. 70f.):

“In the letters and telegrams that went back and forth between
Bauleitung and Topf on February 11 and 12 in relation to this in-
complete delivery, reference is made to a wooden blower. As Priifer
would explain later, it was to be used for the de-aeration of Leichen-
keller 1. To say that it was a blower made of wood constituted a
‘technical slip’ which allowed only one possible conclusion, viz. that

12 Frankfurt Auschwitz trial, 106th session on October 30, 1964, p- 23165.



CARLO MATTOGNO - AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1 125

the air to be extracted no longer came from a mortuary and was thus

loaded with noxious and foul-smelling substances, but that it was

mixed with an aggressive chemical product which could be extracted
only with a corrosion-resistant blower, made entirely of wood, cy-
press being the most suitable type.

The poison gas used in the gas chambers was hydrogen cyanide
at a high concentration (20 g/m?), and acids are corrosive.”

A few pages on, Pressac adds that on March 25, 1943, the SS de-
cided “to substitute the wooden blower in the de-aeration of the gas
chamber by a metal one (because Schultze had exaggerated the risk of
corrosion)” (p. 77). This recreated scenario has no foundation. On Feb-
ruary 11 the head of ZBL wrote Topf a letter, in which he complained
about the delays in the shipments and about promises not kept. In this
context he underlined:'”

“Thus, on January 21, 1943, you wrote that all of the equipment
for the aeration and de-aeration unit would be shipped on January
22, 1943. On arrival of the freight-car, these parts were missing,
and your fitter Messing could not continue his job. Over the tele-
phone your Mr. Priifer stated that all parts had been shipped. When
[we] checked with you again, another gentleman told us that the re-
maining parts had not yet been finished. In the end we were told that
the finished parts were held in storage. Now we have received a bill
of lading with a shipment date of February 6, 1943. After verifica-
tion and contact with your fitter, it was found that a blower no. 450
with its 3.5 HP motor is missing again, and it happens to be the
blower for L.-cellar I which is the one most urgently needed. Also,
one 7.5 HP motor for exhaust blower no. 550 of L.-cellar II [is miss-
ing].

Therefore, a cable was dispatched to you again in this matter:
‘Ship immediately blower 450 with 3.5 HP motor for L.-cellar I and
motor 7.5 HP for exhaust blower no. 550 for L-cellar Il not shown
on your bill of lading of 6.2.43, as otherwise unit cannot be started
up. Recable’.”

In their reply dated February 12, 1943, Topf stated, referring to the
above cable:'™*

“Blower no. 450 was shipped on 8.11.42 and blower no. 450
(wooden blower) on 25.1.43. For the latter blower, the 7.5 HP motor

1% APMO, BW 30/34, p. 88. The words in italics are underlined in the original.
19 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 84.
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was still missing, we had urged our supplier repeatedly in this mat-

ter — both by telephone and by cable.”

But the blower with the 7.5 HP motor was no. 550 for the de-
aeration of Leichenkeller 2, not no. 450 for Leichenkeller 1, hence the
wooden blower was type 550 — a mistake made by Topf. Pressac him-
self had come to this obvious conclusion in his first book, when he
translated the above passage (1989, p. 361):

“The No. 450 blower was dispatched on 8.11.42 and the No. 450
[error: it should be 550] (wooden blower) on 25.1.43.”

The Topf memo of February 17 says explicitly that it concerned the
“Beliiftungsgebldse,” i.e. the blower feeding fresh air into Leichenkeller
1 from the outside; it could thus not have come into contact with hydro-
gen cyanide vapors in any case (see chapter 2.1.7.). The note for the file
of March 25, 1943, on the other hand, states:'*’

“For the de-aeration unit of morgue 1 a wrought-iron blower
will be selected for execution instead of the wooden blower. ZBL will
absorb the additional expense for the blower housing.”

But there is another document which complicates the matter still fur-
ther. It is a letter written by Bischoff addressed to Topf and dated
March 29, 1943, which begins:'*®

“We hereby confirm the order given orally for the replacement of
the wooden housings of the exhausters of the 2 de-aeration units by
wrought-iron [housings] air-tight type.”

Hence, both de-aeration blowers, i.e. no. 450 for Leichenkeller 1 and
no. 550 for Leichenkeller 2, had wooden housings. Confirmation is
found in the expense ledger (Bauausgabenbuch) for crematorium III,
which has a payment to Topf in an amount of 842 RM under the date of
July 15, 1943, for “Gehduse zu Gebldsen” (housings for blowers),
which had evidently been substituted as per the above order. This fact
by itself is enough to invalidate Pressac’s “criminal trace,” because no
one claims that hydrogen cyanide was ever planned to be used in Lei-
chenkeller 2.

Let us continue, though. If we follow Pressac, the wooden blower
was suggested by Schultze who, “informed by Priifer about the particu-
lar aspect of the aeration/de-aeration of morgue 1, had planned the re-
moval of the acid gas” (1993, p. 71), but had simply “exaggerated the

195 APMO, BW 30/25, p. 8.
19 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 53.
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risk of corrosion” by hydrogen cyanide.'”” However, no document links
Schultze to the wooden blower. What Pressac writes is not only pure
fantasy, but also unrealistic, because it is known that the disinfestation
chambers using hydrogen cyanide in the recirculating “Degesch-Kreis-
lauf” system were equipped with devices entirely made of metal — not
only the blower and the respective ductwork, but also the recirculation
equipment (Kreislaufgerdt, cf. document 13). These metal units were
exposed to hydrogen cyanide at a concentration of 20 g/m*® several
times a day, and ZBL was perfectly well aware of this: As early as
1941, the then SS-Neubauleitung of the main camp had, in fact, planned
19 disinfestation chambers using hydrogen cyanide in the Degesch-
Kreislauf system for the reception building (Aufnahmegebdude; see
chapter 6.1.). The contracting firm Friedrich Boos, doing the construc-
tion work, had obtained from the Heerdt-Lingler company, the distribu-
tor of Zyklon B, two technical papers on this product, i.a. the article by
Peters and Wiistinger. SS-Neubauleitung had received the two articles
on July 3, 1941.""® This literature was rediscovered on July 21, 1942, by
the civilian employee Jéhrling who supervised the erection of the units,
when the negotiations with Boos began. On September 12, 1942, Boos,
in fact, drew up a cost estimate (Kostenanschlag) “about the installation
of 19 delousing chambers for the hydrogen cyanide delousing plant at
KL Auschwitz,” which Jahrling checked on September 30."” The ar-
ticle by Peters and Wiistinger gave a detailed description of the De-
gesch-Kreislauf chambers and clearly showed the metallic recirculation
device. 2"

Hence, by 1942 ZBL was fully aware of the fact that a metallic
blower coming into contact with hydrogen cyanide even at high concen-
trations ran no risk of “corrosion.” We must remember that in January
1943 Jahrling worked in the “Technische Abteilung” of ZBL (cf. Mat-
togno 2005h, p. 21). This confirms that the choice of a wooden blower
had nothing to do with the use of hydrogen cyanide. The surprising

"7 HCN turns into an extremely weak acid only when dissolved in water, weaker by a factor
of 870 than carbonic acid (=carbon dioxide in water), hence it is not corrosive at all. Pres-
sac’s confusion may have its source in the German term for hydrogen cyanide,
“Blausédure” = blue acid.

'8 Letter from Heerdt-Lingler to SS-Neubauleitung at Auschwitz dated July 1, 1941. RGVA,
502-1-332, p. 86. Cf. document 15.

' RGVA, 502-1-137, pp. 13-16.

20 RGVA, 502-1-332, p. 89.
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thing is that Pressac also knew the story of the article by Peters and
Wiistinger, as he cites it in a most fanciful context (1993, pp. 41f.).

The real motive for the choice of wood was simply the scarcity of
metal, a substance that during WWII was rationed even for Auschwitz.
The ZBL correspondence of February 1943 contains numerous refer-
ence to this bureaucratic problem, some letters being solely devoted to
this question, such as the one dated February 27, 1943, concerning
“metal requirements for aeration/de-aeration unit and forced-draft unit
of crematorium II in Birkenau PoW camp.”*”" A note for the file of Feb-
ruary 15 explains on seven full pages the efforts of ZBL to obtain metal
allocations from the offices in charge. From this document we can see,
i.a., that ZBL received allocations established quarterly and passed on
the necessary amounts to the contractors working for it. For the first
quarter of 1943 the request for steel had been 200 tons,*** but the alloca-
tion was only 150 tons.*”

It was for precisely this reason that Kirschneck, in his note for the
file of March 15, 1943, discussed above, also raised the question of
metal allocations, in addition to ZBL’s decision to have the three
forced-draft devices — which had been damaged by excessive tempera-
tures — removed by Topf at the company’s expense (except for the three
motors, provided that they were still intact). Summarizing the procedure
in simple terms, ZBL, having decided to have the three devices re-
moved by Topf, did not want to lose the respective Kennziffer (alloca-
tion number) which it had used for the construction, because otherwise
the ZBL would have found itself, as it were, with a quantity of metal
not spent, which could have been used to replace the wooden blowers
and housings by steel replacements. The letter of March 19, 1943, the
beginning of which has been quoted above, continues with the follow-
ing request:

“We use this opportunity to ask you to inform us about the
amount of steel which will be credited to ZBL on account of the re-
placement of the three forced-draft units (excl. vanes and motors
with clutch and switchgear).”

In order to be able to recover the amount of steel in question, the
listing of the metal devices at the end of the letter was labeled “Repara-

21 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 72.

%2 The request for the first quarter of 1943 was filed by Bischoff on November 21, 1942.
RGVA, 502-1-319, pp. 53-54.

2% RGVA, 502-1-26, pp. 39-45.



CARLO MATTOGNO - AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1 129

turbedarf’ (for repairs).”® On April 9 Bischoff returned to the matter
and sent Topf a letter in which he stated, referring to his letter of March
9.205

“In connection with the order passed to you for the exchange of

the wooden housings of the exhaust blowers, dated March 29, 1943,

Zentralbauleitung der Waffen-SS und Polizei Auschwitz confirms,

with special reference to the Fiihrer Decree for the Protection of the

Armament Economy dated March 21, 1942, that the above order

concerns ‘repair requirements’ and that the order, in terms of type,

quantities, and date of supply, conforms to the spirit of the above

Decree.”

On April 16 Topf informed ZBL that the company was unable to
credit ZBL for the amount of steel in the forced-draft units because they
had not been able to use them for other orders,”*® but by that time ZBL
had already requested the substitution of the wooden blower and/or the
two wooden housings by metal parts.

2.9. Elimination of Corpse Slides
2.9.1. Blueprint 2003 of December 19, 1942, and its Significance

After having stated that the architect Werkmann, a civilian employee
in Abteilung 11/3/3 (Bauangelegenheiten der KL und KGL) of Hauptamt
Haushalt und Bauten (Section 11/3/3, buildings at KL and KGL (= PoW
camp), at SS main office of budgets and buildings) had planned a slide
to facilitate the transfer of bodies from the outside of the crematorium
into the morgues below ground, Pressac makes the following statement
(1993, pp. 631):

“The ‘special’ use of the basement [of crematorium II] made the
corpse-slide superfluous, as the victims to be gassed were still alive
and could walk down the stairs to the morgue planned to become a
gas chamber. Dejaco drew up a new blueprint for the basement on
December 19 [1942], no. 2003, and committed a ‘major architectur-
al blunder.” Going by the designations on the blueprint, the north
staircase became the only access to the morgues which meant that
the dead would have had to walk down the stairs. Blueprint 2003 ar-

2% APMO, BW 30/34, p. 53.
25 APMO, BW 30/25, p. 9.
26 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 36.
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rived at sites 30 and 30a too late, the concrete for the slide had al-

ready been poured.”

The blueprint in question is labeled “crematorium at KGL, cover
page for nos. 932 and 933, relocating basement access to street side.”
Both on the blueprint for the half-basement (Kellergeschoss, Pressac
1989, p. 302) and on the one for the ground floor (Erdgeschoss, ibid., p.
303), both the slide and the double stairway are, in fact, missing. In
1994 1 had explained that the drawing in question was a project for an
access to the half-basement from the outside and not a project for the
elimination of the slide; therefore the absence of the slide is only a
technically irrelevant simplification of an irrelevant part of the drawing.
The matter will now be discussed in more detail.

No one has yet pointed out that on the ground floor blueprint, in the
area where the slide and the staircase should have been found, there is a
new room labeled “Abstellraum” (store room) linked, by means of a
door, to a previously non-existent “Waschraum” (wash room [for
corpses]). This means that this blueprint provided for an additional
room closing off the opening which led from the outside to the half-
basement, clearly visible on blueprint 1173 (Pressac 1989, p. 274).

The reasoning behind this project is not explained in any document.
Strictly speaking, it is not correct to say that the new entrance consti-
tuted “the only access to the morgues,” because there was also a second
route via the freight elevator. Actually, the ground floor blueprint shows
that from the entrance to the crematorium, passing through an air-lock
(Windfang) and a hall, one arrived in the “Waschraum” with the doors
to the freight elevator on one side; the doors opposite led into the fur-
nace hall.

This type of route is, admittedly, not very convincing, but doing
away with the corpse-slide in two crematoria planned as normal sanita-
ry installations is even less so, because the crematoria continued to re-
ceive corpses of registered inmates on a regular basis who had died in
the camp (see chapter 12.7.).

If the SS had planned two crematoria with a total of 10 ovens of 3
muftles each for a daily capacity of 2,880 corpses per day, arising from
the “natural” mortality of the camp, how could they possibly throw out
the corpse slide?

On the other hand, it is not only the slide which is missing on blue-
print 2003, but also the double stairway which led to the half-basement.
From blueprint 933(p) (Pressac 1989, p. 285) we can see that each of
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the stairs running along on either side of the slide was 1.05 m wide with
the slide itself measuring 0.70 m in width. Now, if it was actually ne-
cessary for nefarious reasons to eliminate the slide, because it was no
longer useful (but this cannot be true), the simplest solution, architectu-
rally speaking, would have been to join up the two flights of stairs into a
common one, 2.80 m wide, leaving the entry as it was (1.80 m) or wi-
dening it. The new stairway on blueprint 2003 is 1.80 m wide, but then:
what was gained by having the victims march down these stairs rather
than the two stairways alongside the slide? After all, with the slide left
intact, the victims still had available a greater total width of 2.10 m as
against 1.80 meters.

This suggests instead that there was a well-defined architectural rea-
son behind all these changes. The new stairs were, in fact, located next
to the main entrance to the crematorium and were obviously meant to
be the service access for the SS. The stairs were placed there, because in
order to enter the basement from the ground floor it would otherwise
have been necessary to step out of the crematorium, walk around the
building, climbing over Leichenkeller 2, whose upper part protruded
from the ground, and then go into the basement by way of the entrance
with the slide. This can be seen quite well in document 14, which shows
the ruins of crematorium II. In the foreground we have the steps leading
to the main entrance, right behind there is the new entrance and, further
on, marked by an arrow, the steps used for climbing on the roof of Lei-
chenkeller 2.

All this converges on the conclusion that blueprint 2003 was a
project for providing the half-basement with an access from the outside
and not one aiming at the elimination of the slide. Therefore the absence
of the slide and the presence of an “Abstellraum” in that drawing are not
a project in themselves but simply an unexplained fact. It is just as un-
explained as the fact that the corpse slide was actually built into crema-
torium II as well as crematorium III.

Pressac asserts that “blueprint 2003 arrived at sites 30 and 30a too
late, the concrete for the slide had already been poured.” In reality,
work at the sites of crematorium II and crematorium III did not progress
at the same rate, quite the opposite. At the end of December 1942, ad-
vancement was 60% for crematorium II, but hardly 20% at crematorium
1.7 Even on January 23, 1943, insulation work against the ground

7 Baubericht fiir Monat Dezember 1942. RGVA, 502-1-214, p. 7.
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water had only been prepared in the half-basement of crematorium 111,
and work on the drainage pipes had just started.””® Hence, the floor of
the half-basement did not yet exist, let alone the corpse slide. Blueprint
no. 2136 of crematorium III dated February 22, 1943 (Pressac 1989, p.
305), drawn over two months after blueprint 2003, shows the slide and
the double stairway along its sides as was the case in the original blue-
print; therefore, as far as crematorium III is concerned, Pressac’s expla-
nation is unfounded.

No documents about crematorium II speak specifically of the reali-
zation of the slide, but this can be inferred from the works done by No-
vember 31, 1942:%%

“Brickwork of ground floor finished over cellar section. All ceil-
ings poured. Concrete pressure plate mounted in cellar 3. Brickwork
of cellar 1 finished.”

If we take into account that the work would still go on for 19 days
before blueprint 2003 was realized, we can be certain that by December
19 the slide was already in place. But then why should something which
existed and was necessary have been eliminated? Even if we accept —
without conceding the point — that, as Pressac has it, “the concrete of
the guide-rails [of the slide] had already been poured” what would have
prevented ZBL to have them dismantled, if that had served its project in
any way? But there is yet another fact which invalidates Pressac’s con-
jectures. The blueprint of the new crematorium which Dejaco drew on
October 24, 1941, shows two underground morgues (the future Lei-
chenkeller 1 and 2) accessible via a staircase without a slide (“zum L.-
Keller”) or by way of the freight elevator (“Aufzug”),”'® exactly as on
blueprint 2003. Following Pressac’s line of thought — leaving aside the
freight elevator — the stairs also on this blueprint were “the only access
to the morgues which meant that the dead would have had to walk down
the stairs,” but this conclusion is in glaring disagreement with his cen-
tral thesis that the crematorium was planned as a normal hygienic instal-
lation. Hence, if this arrangement could not have a criminal significance
on the blueprint of October 24, 1941, why should an identical arrange-
ment on blueprint 2003 of December 19, 1942, be judged differently?

2% «Keller I und II. Wanne und Isolierung gegen Grundwasser fertig. Mit Verlegen der
Entwisserungsleitungen begonnen” (Cellars I and II. Basin and insulation against
groundwater terminated. Laying of drainage pipes started). Bericht Nr. 1 of Zentralbaulei-
tung of January 23, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 55.

299 Baubericht fiir Monat November 1942. RGVA, 502-1-24, p. 53.

21% plan of new crematorium, October 24, 1941. Pressac 1993, document 9 outside text.
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2.9.2. Concealing the Slide

Moving along in his conjectures, Pressac states (1993, p. 65):

“Later, when the SS decided to add to the gas chamber (Leichen-
keller 1), an undressing room (Leichenkeller 2) with a stairway of its
own, the projection of the slide into the small space which separated
the two halls was demolished and its outlet concealed by means of
boards.”

Why not remove the “guide-rails” as well? Actually, the “projection
of the slide,” i.e. its final, horizontal part, some 2.20 meters long, was
not demolished, as we can see from section E-F of blueprint 2197 of
March 19, 1943. Pressac bases his argument on the following order
from ZBL, no. 204, dated March 18, 1943 (Hoss trial, vol. 11, p. 88):

“PoW camp crematorium II, BW 30. Object: For wooden parti-
tion in cellar in front of slide: 4 pcs. door hinges, 60 cm long, 4 pcs.
pins 9 cm long. Delivery: urgent. Bauleitung order no. 100, dated
17.3.43. Execution by Godarski. Finished: 19.3.43.”

Commenting on blueprint 932(b), Pressac writes (1989, p. 285):

“The central location of the corpse chute, with the bottom end
advancing well into the vestibule between the three Leichenkeller
would be in the way of people going from the undressing room (Lei-
chenkeller 2) to the gas chamber (Leichenkeller 1).”

To demonstrate this obstacle, Pressac has drawn, into an enlarge-
ment of the blueprint in question, the path of the alleged victims, which
hits the end of the slide. However, this enlargement shows that the cor-
ridor leading to Leichenkeller 2 was no wider than 1.87 m, whereas in
the vestibule (Vorraum), from which it came, the tip of the slide stood
3.4 m from the freight elevator: why would the victims, who would
have come out of the narrow space of the corridor and entered a room
nearly twice as wide, have been hampered by the slide?

Yet even if we accept — again without conceding the point — that the
slide was shortened so as to keep it from interfering with the victims’
path, why would it have to be “concealed”? To keep the victims from
realizing that they were in a crematorium? In that case it would have
been better to “conceal” the enormous chimney!

There is also a similar order for crematorium III, which Pressac does
not mention, bearing the number 294 and the date of April 10, 1943
(Hoss trial, vol. 11, p. 91):
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“PoW camp crematorium III, BW 30a. Object: For wooden par-
tition in cellar in front of slide: 4 pcs. door hinges, 60 cm long, 4
pcs. pins 8 cm long, 20 pcs. tube hooks 100 for holding duct. Deli-
very: by 15.4.43. Bauleitung order no. 162, dated 9.4.43. Execution
by Godarski, Durski. Finished: 14.4.43.”

Precisely because — as I have explained above — for crematorium I11
it would have been possible to leave out the corpse slide altogether, the
fact that it was built anyway and then covered with boards as was the
case in crematorium II demonstrates that this was not a matter of “con-
cealing” it. Without further information from documents it is difficult to
say what the boarding-up was good for. It probably had a temporary
purpose, because Pressac’s star witness Henryk Tauber has nothing to
say about it at all. He limits himself to declaring (Tauber 1945b, p.
128):

“To pass between these two cellars there was a corridor linked to
the outside by a stairway and an inclined plane down which [they]
dumped the corpses brought in from the camp to be cremated.”

In the light of what has been discussed in the chapter concerning the
“Vergasungskeller,” in particular with respect to van Pelt’s objections,
this woodwork could have served to separate the “unclean” from the
“clean” side. The partition had, in fact, two doors — as can be deduced
from the 4 hinges and the 4 pins — which could have allowed access
along two different routes: one via the entrance of Leichenkeller 2 into
Leichenkeller 1 and one from Leichenkeller 1 via the slide and the
double stairway to the outside, or the other way around. An order from
ZBL to Hiftlings-Schlosserei dating from the same period as the
woodwork may have something to do with it. It is order no. 181 of
March 12, 1943, which salys:211

“ZBL crematorium II BW 30: Object: 1 pc. suspension device as
per sketch, — 1 pc. angle-iron guide-rail as per sketch — 1 pc. frame-
work of narrow-gauge rail with wire-mesh cage as per sketch. Ma-
terial requirements to be calculated and transmitted immediately.
Delivery: begin and finish immediately. Bauleitung order no. 78

2! Hpss trial, vol. 11, p. 87: “Zentral Bauleitung Krematorium II BW 30. Przedmiot: 1 Stiick

Einhéngevorrichtung nach Skizze, — 1 Stiick Winkeleisenfiihrung nach Skizze, — 1 Stiick
Feldbahnenschienengestdnde [sic, probably recte: Feldbahnschienengestéinge] mit Ma-
schendrahtumspannung nach Skizze. Material ist sofort auszuziehen, und anzugeben. Lie-
ferzeit: sofort beginnen und fertigstellen. Baults. Auftrag nr. 78 vom
11.3.43./:Verrechnung mit Verwaltung K.L. vornehmen./. Wykonawcy: Mirek, Dyntar.
Ukoncono: 25.3.43.”
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dated 11.3.43. / Expenses to be coordinated with administration KL.

/ Execution by Mirek, Dyntar. Finished: 25.3.43.”

There is also an order for crematorium III, no. 293 of April 10, 1943
(ibid., p. 91):

“Crematorium III. BW 30a: Object: 4 pcs. suspension devices as
per sketch, — 4 pcs. angle-iron guide-rail as per sketch, — 1 pc.
framework of narrow-gauge rail with wire-mesh cage as per sketch.
Make exactly like already done before with order of 11.3.43. Sketch
now available at detainee metal workshop. Delivery: begin and
finish immediately. / Expenses to be coordinated with administration
KL Au. / Bauleitung order no. 161 dated 9.4.43. / Execution by Mi-
rek, Dyntar. Finished: 28.4.43.”

As far as the order of March 11, 1943, is concerned, there exists also
a document in which a footnote marked Jah[rling] and Kir[schneck]
states that it concerned “4 Stck. kompl. Anlagen” (4 pcs. complete de-
vices).”'? The sketch has not been preserved. The term “framework of
narrow-gauge rail” indicates a metal framework made of rails as used in
the narrow gauge railways found throughout the camp. The fact that the
devices had a cage of wire-mesh could possibly mean that they were
somehow “suspended” from the suspension device and guided by the
guide-rail. These devices are reminiscent of the mobile carts in disinfes-
tation gas chambers, on which were hung the garments to be disin-
fested, somewhat similar to the design shown in document 7, but cov-
ered with wire-mesh. In the original document dated March 11, 1943,
the framework mentioned above follows immediately the “angle-iron
guide-rail,” i.e. a guide-rail made up of a right-angled iron profile,
which obviously was used for introduction of the framework itself. The
“suspension device” reminds us in a surprising manner of the “Draht-
netzeinschiebevorrichtungen” (see chapter 2.5.3.), but the similarity is
merely superficial, because only one single device was ordered for cre-
matorium II, not four, whereas four were ordered for crematorium III,
although the inventory of this crematorium at the time when it was
handed over to the camp administration does not mention the presence
of any “Drahtnetzeinschiebevorrichtungen” at all. It is instead possible
that M. Kula had been inspired by these devices when he invented the
story about the Zyklon B introduction devices.

212 APMO, BW 1/31162 Aul, p. 317.
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3. Secondary “Criminal Traces” Related to
Crematorium II

3.1. Origin and Definition of the Secondary “Criminal
Traces”

A comparison of blueprint 932 (basement of the future crematoria II
and III), originally drawn on January 23, 1942, with the later blueprints,
in particular blueprints 1311 of May 14, 1942, 1300 of June 18, 1942,
2003 of December 19, 1942 and 2197 of March 19, 1943, reveals struc-
tural changes in the half-basement which Pressac interprets as being
criminal. His analysis of the original blueprint is very accurate (1989, p.
284):

“The date of 21/1/42 is that of the original version, but cannot be
accepted for this version. For the semi-basements, Leichenkeller 1
and 2, as shown here could not be built on the site in the main camp
for lack of space.

This drawing is therefore most probably a second version of the
basement area of the planned Krematorium, redrawn to suit the new
site in Birkenau, no doubt in April 1942. The only differences be-
tween this and the original version of January 1942 drawn for the
main camp would be:

1. An increase in the area of the two Leichenkeller originally
planned [letter of 22nd October 1941, no. 715?/41 Ho], explica-
ble by the camp, originally planned for 10-30,000 prisoners, be-
ing increased to take a planned 100-150,000 or even more;

2. Leichenkeller 1 and 2 now planned as semi-basements instead of
full basements, because of the high water table in Birkenau;

3. creation of a third underground morgue, Leichenkeller 3.

The numbering of three Leichenkeller, 1, 2 and 3, is not ex-
plained in any known German document. Judging by their arrange-
ment around their source of supply, the corpse chute, and the venti-
lation shown on drawing 932, it is reasonable to suppose that:

a) Leichenkeller 3 was to be the reception morgue, where the camp
ID number of the corpses would be recorded;

b) Leichenkeller 2 was to be temporary storage for newly arrived
and recorded corpses awaiting cremation (delay of 3 or 4 days);
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¢) Leichenkeller 1 was to take corpses several days old, beginning

to decompose and thus requiring the room to be well-ventilated,

to be incinerated as soon as possible.

There is nothing on this drawing that indicates the future ‘spe-
cial’ use of this Krematorium. Quite the contrary, it looks a perfectly
‘normal,’ though very high capacity, incineration facility.”

This basically very reasonable explanation demolishes Pressac’s hy-
pothesis on the subject of the cremation capacity of the 5 triple-muffle
ovens planned for the crematoria. If, in fact, these units could actually
incinerate 1,000 to 1,100 bodies in 24 hours (p. 244) and if the bodies
stored in Leichenkeller 2 faced “a delay of 3 or 4 days” before they
could be cremated — and those in Leichenkeller 1 even more than 4 days
— it follows that the expected mortality exceeded by far the cremation
capacity of the ovens, i.e. no less than (1,000 to 1,100x5 =) 5,000 to
5,500 corpses per day: a bit on the high side for a “perfectly ‘normal’”
installation. Pressac then lists the reasons which speak against the thesis
of the criminal aim of this crematorium (p. 284f.):

1. Absence of an access from the outside to Leichenkeller 2 to take the
victims into the future undressing room;

2. direction of opening of the door of Leichenkeller 1 (the future “ho-
micidal gas chamber”) which would have prevented this door from
being opened after the gassing of a large group of victims;

3. design of the door of Leichenkeller 1, double-leaved instead of sin-
gle-leaf, which would have been easier to make gas-tight;

4. drainage system of Leichenkeller 1, connected to other sewage pipes
in the western part of the building, which opens up into the sedimen-
tation pond (4dbsetzgrube); this means that, if gas had been used in
Leichenkeller 1, there would have been a chance that toxic gas could
penetrate rooms on the ground floor;

5. ventilation system of Leichenkeller 1 designed for a morgue;

6. central location of the corpse slide with the lower end advancing into
the vestibule, which would have been in the way of people moving
from the undressing room (Leichenkeller 2) to the alleged gas cham-
ber (Leichenkeller 1).

Then Pressac enumerates the “criminal” modifications shown on the
later blueprints of ZBL, allegedly with the aim of transforming the cre-
matorium into an extermination facility (p. 286):

“1. An access stairway from the exterior to the undressing room

(Leichenkeller 2) was built. In the meantime a hut erected in the
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Krematorium yard was used as a temporary undressing room in
the second half of March 1943;

2. The direction in which the double door of Leichenkeller 1
opened was reversed (Drawing 2003 of 19/12/42, drawn by De-

jaco),
3. The double door was subsequently reduced to a single, gas-tight
door;

4. The drainage system of Leichenkeller 1 was separated from the
other drains in the west of the building and run direct to a sewer
outside the building (drainage drawing, 1300, of 18/6/42);

5. The efficiency of the Leichenkeller 1 ventilation system was
tested after introducing Zyklon B in March 1943;

6. A wooden wall was built in front of the corpse chute, which
caused problems with passage from Leichenkeller 2 to Leichen-
keller 1 (order 204 of 18/3/43 for Krematorium II, sent to the
DAW workshops);

7. 4 heavy wire mesh columns with lidded chimneys above the roof
for pouring Zyklon B were installed in Leichenkeller 1 (PMO file
BW 30/34, page 12);

8. 142" wooden dummy showers were installed in the ceiling of
Leichenkeller 1 (PMO file BW 30/43, page 24 for the Kremato-
rium I1);

9. The 3 water taps in Leichenkeller 1 were removed (drawing
2197[b](¥r) );

10. Benches with clothes hooks on the wall above them were in-
stalled in Leichenkeller 2;

11. The area of Leichenkeller 3 was reduced (drawing 1311 of
14/5/42) then this morgue was eliminated altogether, having no
use in the criminal context of Krematorium Il (drawing 2003 of
19/12/42).” (Pressac’s emph.)

Pressac then presents two more indications not included in the above

list:
12. Elimination of the slide (Rutsche) for the corpses on the blueprint of

December 19, 1942 (p. 302);

13. Presence of a barrack in front of crematorium II on the Birkenau

map no. 2216 of March 20, 1943 (pp. 227, 462, 492).

3 The original erroneously has 24.
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3.2. General Aspects

The modifications listed by Pressac may appear to be “criminal,” if
they are considered as a whole and as having been simultaneous. If they
are being considered individually and within their historical develop-
ment over a period of nine months instead, though, they lose that stig-
ma.

The aim of these modifications is said to have been the creation of
homicidal installations in crematoria II and III laid out in a fairly ele-
mentary manner: undressing room and gas chamber with gas-tight door
and Zyklon B introduction system. Once such a decision had been tak-
en, it would have been obvious to launch a project grouping all the
modifications necessary in order to transform two sanitary installations
into extermination sites, but Pressac tells us that these modifications
were implemented stepwise between June 18, 1942, and February 1943,
and this alteration in installments appears altogether incomprehensible.
We only have to recall the fact that crematorium II was built without a
door leading from the outside into the alleged undressing chamber and
without any openings for the introduction of Zyklon B in the gas cham-
ber, all said to have later been added in great haste by breaking holes
into walls and ceilings, without even mentioning the fact that the venti-
lation system which appears on blueprint 2197 dated March 19, 1943,
an attachment to the acceptance document for crematorium II (Pressac
1989, pp. 311f.), is the same as that on blueprint 1173-1174 dated Janu-
ary 15, 1942,

Two entries on Pressac’s list (nos. 7 and 8) are part of the 39 main
indications and have already been examined in previous chapters as in-
dications nos. 12 and 13. Indication no. 5 is not based on any document,
only on an arbitrary conclusion by Pressac, as | have explained in chap-
ter 2.6. Indications 9 and 10, in turn, have nothing to do with either the
blueprints of the crematorium or any German documents; they have
been taken from Henryk Tauber’s deposition and are, for that reason, no
“criminal traces.” As I have already said, Pressac adopts a somewhat
curious method: as a matter of principle he discards witness testimonies
in favor of purely documentary evidence, only to side-step his principle
by using elements taken from the testimonies and including them un-
derhandedly among the documents. This is especially true for indication
no. 9, which is a prime example of a document-testimony hodge-podge.
I will now examine the new indications.
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3.3. The Drainage System of the Crematorium

Let us start with the earliest indication, chronologically speaking,
not because it is particularly important in itself, but because of its impli-
cations. It dates from June 18, 1942, and — as already mentioned — that
very date excludes any nefarious modification of the crematoria and
shows us how far Pressac takes his “criminal traces,” even when it
comes to documents which are absolutely irrelevant to the matter, both
for reasons of chronology and by their contents. Pressac explains (1989,
p. 285):

“The drains of Leichenkeller 1, being connected to the others in
the western part of the building, run directly into the common sewer
(Absetzgrube), so that if gas were used in Leichenkeller 1, there
would be a chance of toxic gas penetrating rooms on the ground
floor.”

Specifically for this reason the sewers of Leichenkeller 1 are said to
have been separated from the others. This argument is unfounded, both
architecturally and technically. Toxic gas could only have entered the
ground floor of the crematorium under two conditions:

1. a link of the drain of Leichenkeller 1 with the sewers in the eastern
part of the crematorium, i.e. the ground floor;
2. an up-hill flow of the drainage water.

Regarding the first point we must note that blueprint 932 of cremato-
rium II shows two distinct and separate sewage conduits, one for the
half-basement, the other for the ground floor. The former is constituted
by a conduit in Leichenkeller 2 running west-east, a conduit in Leichen-
keller 3, initially split, running east-west, another in Leichenkeller 3
running north-south, and a conduit in Leichenkeller 1 running south-
north. These four conduits fed a common sedimentation basin (A4b-
setzgrube), the first three by way of a common sink located at the lower
left corner of Leichenkeller 3, as on blueprint 1300, the fourth taking a
90 degree turn to the east in front of the wall with the door. The sedi-
mentation basin runs in a north-south direction.

The ground floor lay-out is made up
> by a conduit running outside of the crematorium, on the southern

side, from east to west, taking up the effluent from the furnace hall

and emptying into a control sink (Kontrollschacht) located in front
of the “Gerdte” room, and
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> by a conduit which came from the north-east corner of the cremato-
rium, ran north-south into a shaft, from there turned 90 degrees to
the west, and eventually led to the control-sink as well. The latter,
too, was connected to the Kldranlage (purification plant) via a con-
duit (“zum Kanal”) which ran north-south.

Hence, Pressac’s hypothesis is architectonically untenable, because
right from the planning start the drain from Leichenkeller 1 was not
connected with those of the ground floor. Such a connection does in-
stead exist on blueprint 1300. On this blueprint, all the soiled effluents
from Leichenkeller 2 and 3 — which retain the drainage system of blue-
print 932 — and from the ground floor of the crematorium, join up in an
inspection sink (Revisionsschacht) bearing the number III and corres-
ponding to the sedimentation basin of blueprint 932, which is connected
to the Kldranlage via a drain running north-south as shown on blueprint
932; the drainage system of Leichenkeller 1 is connected to this drain,
the system consists of two conduits running north-south and south-north
and ending up in a central common pit from which another conduit,
from east to west, eventually links up with the main sewer, which feeds
the soiled water into the Kldranlage.

In the left portion of blueprint 1300 we have a longitudinal section
(Ldngsschnitt) of the drainage system of the ground floor with the indi-
cation of the slopes of the individual conduits from one inspection shaft
to the next. The ground floor sewers are obviously running downwards
toward the common inspection shaft number III.

About blueprint 1300 Pressac has this to say (1989, p. 296):

“The complete separation of the drainage system of Leichenkel-
ler 1 from that of the rest of the building (as foreshadowed on draw-
ing 932), is the first trace of the criminal conversion of Leichenkeller
1 into a gas chamber.”

In actual fact, on blueprint 932 the drainage system of Leichenkeller
1 was already separated from that of the rest of the building; moreover,
the drawing shows that the drainage system of the ground floor was se-
parated from that of the half-basement. In conclusion and when apply-
ing Pressac’s “logic,” the risk of a penetration of toxic gas into the
ground floor rooms would have been possible with the drainage system
modified for criminal aims, whereas it would have been impossible with
a normal drainage system as in blueprint 932. However, as the waste
water could not run uphill from the half-basement to the ground floor, a
contamination by gas would have been impossible. Furthermore, any
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liquid containing hydrogen cyanide (which is extremely soluble in wa-
ter) which would have penetrated the sewers of Leichenkeller 1 would
have run off together with the waste water toward the Kldranlage with-
out even the slightest risk for anyone.

Such a case can be easily verified on blueprint 1293, dated May 9,
1942, and concerning “water supply to and drainage of delousing bar-
rack at PoW camp” (Pressac 1989, p. 56), the disinfestation unit in BW
Sb. Here we have, on the inside of the disinfestation gas chamber
(Gaskammer) using hydrogen cyanide, two parallel effluent pipes which
flow into a third, perpendicular to them; the latter runs through the
whole installation from the “clean” side (reine Seite) to the contami-
nated side (unreine Seite) and then empties into an external sewer. This
drainage system which was even connected to the one for the shower
room and which was realized in accordance with the blueprint (see doc-
ument 16) refutes Pressac’s conjectures categorically.

3.4. Opening an Access to Leichenkeller 2

The creation of an access stairway leading from the outside into Lei-
chenkeller 2 is, no doubt, in agreement with Pressac’s hypotheses, but
this does not necessarily mean that it had a criminal background. On the
subject of this operation, Pressac writes (1989, p. 217):

“On 10th February [1943], work began on piercing the opening
for and building the western access stairway to Leichenkeller 2 (fu-
ture undressing room) of Krematorium III, under the supervision of
Huta foreman Kolbe. This was done in six days, being completed on
15 [PMO file BW 30/38,pages 25 to 27]. It is not known when this
operation was carried out for Krematorium Il. The only mention of
its realization dates from 26th February, or eleven days after that of
Krematorium Il was completed. This paradox cannot be explained
without further documents.”

The document cited by Pressac states:*'*

“1.2.43 — Betonieren der Platte i/LK.2. [pouring the floor slab in

Leichenkeller (LK) 2]

2.2.43 — Aufenwdiinde mauern i/LK.2. [brickwork of outer walls]

3.2.43 — Mauern der Auflenwdnde LK. 2. [brickwork of outer

walls]

4.2.43 — Mauern LK 2-3. [brickwork]

2 APMO, BW 30/38, pp. 25-32.
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5.2.43 — Mauern LK 2+3. [brickwork]

6.2.43 — Mauern a/LK 1-2-3. [brickwork]

7.2.43 — Mauern LK 2+3. [brickwork]

8.2.43 — Mauern der Kellerwdnde LK 1-2-3. [brickwork of cellar
walls]

9.2.43 — Mauern der Auflen- u. Innenwdinde im L.K. 2+3. [brick-
work of outer and inner walls]

10.2.43 — Mauern der Auf3en- u. Innenwinde im L.K. 2+3.
[brickwork of outer and inner walls] Umdnderung des Kel-
lertreppeneingangs. [modification of cellar stair entrance]

11.2.43 — Mauern a/LK. 1+2. [brickwork] Umdnderung der Kel-
lereingangstreppe. [modification of cellar entrance stairs]

12.2.43 — Mauern der LK 1+3. [brickwork] Umdnderung der
Kellereingangstreppe. [modification of cellar entrance
stairs].

13.2.42 — Mauern a/LK 1-3. [brickwork] Beton der Kellerein-
gangstreppe. [concrete for cellar entrance stairs]

14.2.42 — Mauern a/LK1. [brickwork]

Mauern und Putzen der Schutzwdinde bei der Umdnderung der
Kellereingangstreppe. |brickwork and plastering of protective walls
for modification of cellar entrance stairs]”

Because work on the outside walls of Leichenkeller 2 began on Feb-
ruary 2, it makes no sense to speak of opening up an entrance in them.
The “Umdnderung der Kellereingangstreppe” (modification of cellar
entrance stairs) without any particular reference to Leichenkeller 2 re-
fers to the stairs of blueprint 2003. In connection with crematorium II,
Pressac mentions a handwritten note dated February 26, 1943, which
says:*'’

“Krema 2 BW 30 — 8 lin. meters clay pipe entrance — I branch
piece diam. 12% cm cellar 2 — fixtures cellar 1.”

It is accompanied by a drawing showing the position of the new en-
trance (see document 17) which was probably installed at that time.
This new entrance was created for a number of concomitant reasons.
Above all, the ventilation system in Leichenkeller 2 had only an exhaust
fan taking in the air from the inside of the hall and an outlet on the roof
of the crematorium; if it was to work well, there had to be a fresh-air
inlet which the new entrance provided. In addition to that, the mortality

215 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 68e.
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in the camp was very high in February 1943: no less than 5,900 deaths
(Grotum/Parcer 1995, vol. 1, p. 249). This caused ZBL to add a new en-
trance for the bodies, as the existing slide (hardly 78 cm wide) was very
impractical. The new entrance, moreover, allowed a more systematic
operation: the corpses could be taken into Leichenkeller 2, where they
were undressed and registered (Auskleideraum) and then moved on into
the proper morgue (Leichenkeller 1). They could be transferred to Lei-
chenkeller 2 in various ways, for example by means of stretchers or
carts on a mobile ramp made of boards placed on the steps. Another
motive was the need to create a second entrance/exit for the “Verga-
sungskeller” being planned in such a way as to have an “unclean”
access path to the room and a “clean” exit from it, as explained in chap-
ter 2.9.2.

3.5. Opening Direction of Leichenkeller 1 Door

On blueprint 932 the double-leaf door of Leichenkeller 1 opens to-
ward the inside; on blueprint 2003 it still has two leaves, but opens to-
ward the outside. If, as Pressac will have it, the first criminal trace,
chronologically speaking, was the modification of the drainage system
in crematorium II — as early as June 18, 1942 — it would mean that it
took the engineers at ZBL six months to grasp the idea that the door of a
homicidal gas chamber, opening inwards, would be blocked by the vic-
tim’s bodies in case of gassings of large groups, or by a mere rush to the
door! And all they would have had to do to reach this conclusion would
have been to understand the functioning of the homicidal installation
they had themselves allegedly set up previously in crematorium I!

As we have seen in chapter 2.5.5., van Pelt surmises that a blueprint
of crematorium II dated October 22, 1942, which has not been pre-
served (how convenient for van Pelt!), presents the locations of the
openings for the introduction of Zyklon B on the roof of Leichenkeller
1. Blueprint 932 shows a section of Leichenkeller 1, some 10 m long,
both for the half-basement and for the ground floor, on which at least
one of the four alleged Zyklon B openings should appear in the same
way as the two ventilator shafts are indicated between the room desig-
nated for “gold works” (Goldarb.; for the recovery of dental fillings and
crowns) and the vestibule (Vorplatz).
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On this blueprint is thus no indication of the use of Leichenkeller 1
as a homicidal gas chamber, and therefore the door’s opening direction
into this hall has, per se, no criminal connotation.

Germar Rudolf has pointed out that changing the door’s orientation
may have had a technical, albeit entirely innocuous reason (2003b, p.
106):

“The change in orientation of the doors was probably caused by
the design of this morgue’s ventilation system. Since the air inlet of
this system had a higher resistance than the outlet [ ..., a considera-
ble subpressure was caused in morgue 1, constantly sucking air in
from the rest of the building. This is a desired effect for a morgue
where many corpses had to be stored, so that unpleasant smells
would not reach other parts of the building. A double door opening
to the side with a lower pressure (inside morgue 1) would open au-
tomatically, whereas a door opening to the side of higher pressure
closes automatically.”

3.6. Substitution of Double- by Single-Leaf Door in
Leichenkeller 1

Later on a smaller, probably single-leaf door, must have been in-
stalled in Leichenkeller 1. This follows from the fact that on blueprint
2197 of March 19, 1943, one can see that the wall which separated the
door to Leichenkeller 1 from the freight elevator was extended so that
the door opening in that blueprint is only some 160-175 cm wide (see
document 19). Although this is much wider than would suit a one meter
wide door (the “gas-tight” door discussed in chapter 2.2. was 1 m wide),
this indicates that some change was indeed made. The reason for this
was probably that one wing of the double-leaf door into Leichenkeller
1, as designed on older blueprints like no. 2003, would have hit the
right wing of the freight elevator door (see document 18)

However, since the disinfestation gas chamber (Gaskammer) of BW
5a and 5b had two double-leaf doors as well,?'® this invalidates Pres-
sac’s argument that such double-leaf doors could allegedly not be ren-

216 Cf. the corresponding plans 801 dated November 8, 1941, 1293 dated May 9, 1942, and
1715 dated September 25, 1942, in Pressac 1989, pp. 55-57.
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dered gas-tight, hence the reduction from double- to single-leaf door is
no “criminal trace” either.*"”

3.7. Elimination of the Faucets in Leichenkeller 1

The three faucets in question appear on blueprint 2197 dated March
19, 1943 (Pressac 1989, p. 310, 312), which was part of an inventory
and described the installations existing in crematorium II. They are
listed as well in the inventory referring to the half-basement in the ac-
ceptance transaction for crematorium II (see chapter 2.5.1.) dated
March 31, 1943. Then how can Pressac say that they were removed?
Only by using Tauber’s testimony (Tauber 1945b, p. 130):

“The gas chamber had no water connection. The water faucet
was located in the corridor and from there the floor of the chamber
was washed down with a hose.”

There is, however, no document proving that this statement is cor-
rect and Pressac’s indication is thus worthless.”'®

3.8. The Elimination of Leichenkeller 3

On blueprint 1311 dated May 14, 1942, the area of Leichenkeller 3
as shown on blueprint 932, dated January 23, 1943, is split up into five
rooms: a gold laboratory (Goldarb.), an office (Biiro) with a vault (Tre-
sorraum) and a little hall (Vorplatz) and finally a morgue (Leichenkeller
3), measuring 4.48 by 5.58 meters (Pressac 1989, pp. 294f.). On blue-
print 2003 dated December 19, 1942, this area has undergone further
modifications: the gold laboratory is unchanged, but the office, the vault
and the little hall have been moved to Leichenkeller 3 which has disap-
peared.

The reason is very simple: an entrance hall with an air-lock (W.f-
u.[Windfang und] Vorplatz) had been created in front of the new en-
trance to the half-basement in the space which formerly held the office,
the vault and the little hall and which were now moved to the Leichen-

*'7 A potential argument Pressac has omitted would have been that double-leaf doors open-
ing outwardly cannot withstand a panicking crowd; but that is true for a// of the wooden
“gas-tight” doors produced by the camp’s workshop, which had rather flimsy wrought-
iron latches that could have been forced open by a single person — not to mention a pa-
nicking crowd of a thousand people or more. See Nowak/Rademacher. Editor’s remark.

*'* But even if they and the respective pipes had been removed, this might simply have hap-
pened in order to avoid frost damage. Since the morgues were unheated, water in un-
drained pipes would have frozen in winter, potentially destroying the pipes.
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keller 3 area. Hence this was an obvious architectural solution which
had nothing to do with the assertion that Leichenkeller 3 had “no use in
the criminal context of Krematorium I1,” as Pressac claims (p. 286).
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4. “Criminal Traces” for Crematorium III

4.1. Pressac’s Interpretation

The two indications referred to by Pressac are found in the accep-
tance transaction (Ubergabeverhandlung) of crematorium III, by which
it was handed over to the camp administration on June 24, 1943.*"
Pressac affirms that this document “is the only one known at present [in
1989] that proves, indirectly, the existence of a HOMICIDAL GAS
CHAMBER in Leichenkeller 1 of Krematorium III” (1989, p. 439).
This proof results from the “incompatibility” claimed to exist between a
benign use of the facility and two installations which this transaction
attributes to Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium III: “7 gasdichte Tiir” and
“14 Brausen” (1 gas-tight door and 14 showers). Pressac writes: “This
incompatibility constitutes the fundamental proof’ (p. 429). He then ex-
pounds a kind of syllogism whose proposition “A” is that “a gas-tight
door can be intended only for a gas chamber,” hence the “incompre-
hensible” conclusion of the presence of showers in a gas chamber,
proposition “B” being “a room fitted with showers is a place where
people wash themselves,” hence the other “incomprehensible” conclu-
sion of the presence of a gas-tight door in a shower room (ibid.).

Pressac then points out that for the showers planned at the hygienic
installations at Birkenau a floor area of 1.83 m? each was specified
which meant that Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium III with its 210 m?
would have had to have 105 shower heads, but “in fact only 14 were
planned and we know that they were fitted, because seven wooden
bases to which similar shower heads were fitted are still visible in the
ruins of the ceiling of L-keller 1 of Krema I1.”

Pressac adds that on one of the copies of inventory blueprint 2197
“of the Krematorium II/IIL,” “water pipes are shown supplying the 3
taps of Leichenkeller 1 and the 5 of Leichenkeller 2, but none are con-
nected to the ‘showers,’” so that it “can only be concluded that these are
DUMMY SHOWERS, made of wood or other materials and painted, as
stated by several former members of the Sonderkommando.” Pressac’s
conclusion is peremptory:

219 RGVA, 502-2-54, pp. 77-78.
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“This inventory is absolute and irrefutable proof of the existence
of a gas chamber fitted with dummy showers in Krematorium II11.”
He explains that these showers were meant “to mislead people enter-

ing Leichenkeller 1 / gas chamber 1” into believing that they were in-
deed in a normal shower room (ibid.). This argument is of such impor-
tance for Pressac that he made it the only one to be mentioned in his
general “Conclusion” of the treatment concerning the “39 criminal trac-
es” (p. 456):

“Summarizing, a study of the files concerning the construction of
the four Birkenau Krematorien reveals 39 (THIRTY NINE) ‘slips’ or
‘criminal traces’ of different sorts, the majority of which constitute
material proof of the intention to make certain rooms IN THE FOUR
KREMATORIEN ‘Gasdichte’ or gas-tight. The incompatibility be-
tween a gas-tight door and 14 shower heads indirectly proves the
use of one of these rooms as a HOMICIDAL GAS CHAMBER. There
can no longer be any contestation or denial of the existence of homi-
cidal gas chambers at Birkenau in view of such an accumulation of
written indiscretions on a subject that was supposed to remain secret
but became an open secret throughout all of what was then Upper
Silesia.”

4.2. Historical Context

Actually, what preceded was one of the arguments which best illu-
strate the fallacious method Pressac has used to build his system of spe-
cious “criminal traces.” When taken back into their real historical back-
ground, the showers of crematorium I1I make an about turn and instead
of “criminal traces” become proof of the contrary.

To begin with, Pressac’s syllogism with respect to the alleged “in-
compatibility” of a gas-tight door and a shower room is wrong even in
its propositions: a work-sheet (Arbeitskarte) of the wood-working shop
(Tischlerei) of ZBL dated November 13, 1942, for “Entlausungsba-
racke KGL BW 5a” (delousing barrack) speaks of “fabrication of 2 pcs.
gas-tight doors 1.00/2.00 m for the sauna.”?** At this point, we must
open a parenthesis. With respect to what has been argued above, one of
van Pelt’s co-workers, Zimmermann, writes (2000, note 135, pp. 374f.):

0 RGVA, 502-1-328, p. 70. Cf. document 20. On the number and the arrangement of gas-
tight doors in BW 5a and 5b see Mattogno 2004h, pp. 46-50.
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“The document he [Mattogno] cited is a work order in AA File
502-1-328. It states: ‘For: Delousing Barrack. The following work is
to be done: The creation of two steel gas proof doors for the sauna.’
In other words, if we are to believe Mattogno’s explanation of this
document, gas-tight doors were being used in the shower facilities of
the sauna. Why would gas-tight doors be needed in a shower facility
unless prisoners were being gassed?

The sauna is a reference to delousing barracks BW 5a which
contained legitimate prisoner shower facilities and rooms where
clothing was deloused with Zyklon B. Any logical person reading
this document would realize that the gas-tight doors were for that
portion of the sauna used to disinfest clothing, not for the shower fa-
cilities. If Mattogno’s explanation of this document is to be believed,
then he has demonstrated that prisoners were gassed in the shower
facilities of the sauna because the work order specifically refers to
the type of gas-tight doors which were used in the clothing disinfes-
tation facility!

Mattogno may have believed that because the word sauna was
used the argument could be made that it referred to the shower por-
tion. But in fact the building known as the Central Sauna — which
began operation in December 1943 — had legitimate shower facili-
ties and places where clothing was disinfested. Not even Mattogno
has claimed that the prisoner shower facilities of the Central Sauna
had gas-tight doors.”

Let me state, first of all, that Zimmermann confuses the Zentralsau-
na, constituted by BW 32 (Desinfektion und Entwesungsanlage = disin-
fection and disinfestation facility), with BW 5a (Entlausungsbaracke =
delousing barrack). Secondly, as I have explained elsewhere (Mattogno
2001b, pp. 57-61; Engl.: 2004h), a total of 22 gas-tight doors, 11 for
each building, were installed in the two disinfestation units, BW 5a and
5b, at the following locations:

Designation of location No of doors
Gaskammer (gas chamber) 2
Schleuse (airlock = vestibule of the gas chamber) 2
Sauna (sauna) 2
Entwesungsapparat (disinfestation device) 1
Entwesungskammer (disinfestation chamber) 2
Desinfektion (disinfection) 2
Total 11
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Hence, the above 2 gas-tight doors refer precisely to the shower in-
stallation. And this brings down the alleged “incompatibility” of a gas-
tight door and a shower room.

But back to Pressac. Other than being wrong in principle, Pressac’s
argumentation is from the very beginning infected by a major blunder:
he proposes, in fact, to judge the structure of crematorium III as of June
24, 1943, on the basis of an inventory blueprint of crematorium II (Be-
standsaufnahme des Krematoriums II) drawn on March 19! The absur-
dity of such a procedure becomes evident from the fact that the “show-
ers” were part of a project — realized only in part — which was worked
out nearly two months later, when the gas-tight door had already existed
for a long time, having been ordered on March 6, 1943 (and installed a
few weeks later) in an entirely different context.

In early May 1943 a vast program was launched at Birkenau of
“Sondermassnahmen fiir die Verbesserung der hygienischen Einrich-
tungen” (special measures for the improvement of the hygienic installa-
tions) variously referred to in the documents as “Sofortprogramm”
“Sondermassnahme,” “Sonderprogramm,” ‘“Sonderbaumassnahmen,”
and “Sonderaktion” (immediate program, special measure, special pro-
gram, special construction measure, and special action; see Mattogno
2001b, pp. 56-59). The respective written order was transmitted by
Kammler to the Auschwitz commander on May 14.**' From the very
beginning the crematoria were made part of this program for the im-
provement of the hygienic installations at the Birkenau camp.***

On May 13, 1943, Bischoff drew up a “Report on the work sche-
duled for immediate program at PoW camp Auschwitz” in which all of-
ficers, non-coms and civilian employees of ZBL were assigned specific
tasks within the overall plan. The task attributed to civilian employee
Jahrling is described under item 9 of this report:**

“ZA Jdhrling has to implement the installation of heaters and
boilers in the washing barracks, also the showers in the undressing
room of crematorium I1l. On the subject of showers, SS-Sturmbann-
fiihrer Bischoff will discuss with the camp commander, SS-Ober-
sturmbannfiihrer Hoss.

SS-WVHA will transmit an OT drawing for the disinfestation
overns.

2! Aktenvermerk by Jothann of October 5, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-83, p. 77.
22 For an in-depth treatment of the question please see Mattogno 2004k, pp. 271-294.
3 RGVA, 502-1-83, p. 338.
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Two days later, on May 15, Bischoff sent the following telegram to
Topf:**

“Urgent telegram! — Address: Topfwerke Erfurt. — Text: bring
Monday tentative project for hot water supply for ca. 100 showers.
Installation of heating coils or boilers into garbage incineration
oven under construction Krem. IlI or flue duct for using high ex-
haust gas temperatures. If needed, heightening of oven to take up
large reserve tank is possible. You are asked to give respective
drawings to Herr Priifer on Monday, 17.5.”

On May 16 Bischoff sent Kammler a “Report on measures adopted
for the implementation of special program at PoW camp Auschwitz or-
dered by SS-Brigadefiihrer und Generalmajor der Waffen-SS Dr.-Ing.
Kammler.” Item 6 reads:*>

“6. Disinfestation pant. An OT disinfestation unit has been
planned for at each of the BA Il subcamps for the disinfestation of
the detainees’ clothes. For a proper body delousing of the detainees,
heaters and boilers will be installed in the two existing detainee
baths at BA I for the production of hot water for the existing shower
unit. Also planned is the insertion of heating coils into the garbage
incinerator at crematorium Il1 for the production of [hot] water for a
shower unit to be installed in the cellar of crematorium I1I. Negotia-
tions for the implementation of this unit have taken place with Topf
& Sohne Co., Erfurt.”

The plan to install showers in the half-basement of crematorium III
was quickly extended also to crematorium II. On June 5, Topf sent to
the Auschwitz ZBL the following letter, headed “Krematorium Il und
1II. Miillverbrennungsofen” (Crematoria Il and IIl. Garbage incinera-
tor):?

“Enclosed please find drawing D 60446 concerning the insertion
of the boilers into the garbage incinerator. An identical drawing has
been sent to our foreman Wilh. Koch. In case you accept to have the
installation built according to this drawing, please inform Herr
Koch.

Similarly, please inform us as well so that we can confirm the or-
der for the additional work.”

24 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 40.
2 RGVA, 502-1-83, p. 311.
26 RGVA, 502-1-336, p. 104.
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The extension of the project to crematoria II and III is confirmed by
an undated questionnaire (Fragebogen) filled out by Bischoff in June
1943. The ZBL head, in reply to the first four questions, states that in
crematoria II-V there were 18 ovens™’ with 46 muffles, that they had
all been built by Topf in the years 1942-1943, that they were coke-fired,
that they all had cracks, that they had altogether 6 chimneys 16 m high
and that the chimneys did not possess forced-draft units (Saugzuganla-
gen). To the fifth question “Are the waste gases utilized?,” Bischoff
answered “planned but not implemented” and to the following question
“If so, for what purpose?” he replied “for bathing installations in crema-
toria IT and TI1."***

The project to install 100 showers in crematorium III (and a further
shower section in crematorium II) could not have been intended for the
detainees of the crematorium personnel, because at that time the Zen-
tralsauna, the disinfestation and disinfection unit for the whole camp,
had only 54 showers, as Bischoff told the head of Am¢ C/I of SS-
WVHA on June 4, 1943:*%

“The shower unit for the detainees contains 54 showers and is
fed by two boilers of 3,000 liters each. The plant has been laid out
for continuous use.”

Actually, the shower room (Brauseraum) of Zentralsauna contained
only 50 showers.”" It is therefore clear that the showers planned for
crematoria I and III were destined for the detainees of the entire camp.

For that reason, the 14 showers which appear in the acceptance
transaction of crematorium III on June 24, 1943, represent a partial im-
plementation of the original project. Precisely because such a project
was developed in May 1943, no showers are mentioned in the inventory
of the half-basement of crematorium II, the acceptance transaction of
which was dated, we must remember, March 31, 1943, and for the
same reason the water pipes in the inventory blueprint of crematorium
1L, dated March 19, 1943, are not connected to any showers.

The scope of the 14 showers was obviously limited, but not irrele-
vant if compared to the 50 showers in the Zentralsauna. The initial plan

227 The 8-muffle oven of crematoria IV and V was considered to consist of 4 ovens.

8 RGVA, 502-1-312, p. 8.

29 RGVA, 502-1-336, p. 107.

% Inventory of Ubergabeverhandlung for “Desinfektions- und Entwesungsanlage” (Zentral-
sauna) of January 22, 1944. RGVA, 532-1-335, p. 3.

B RGVA, 502-2-54, pp. 77-78.
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was not fully implemented for two reasons. First of all, 50 showers™>
were installed in each one of the two disinfestation units (Entwesungs-
anlagen) of Bauabschnitt 1 (Bauwerke 5a and 5b). Work began at the
end of May, as we know from the “Progress report about special meas-
ures at PoW camp” of May 30, 1943:%

“Work has started on the installation of the hot water supply in
the 2 delousing barracks (detainee baths).”

On July 13 both units were in operation, as we can see from the
“Progress report about the continuation of work on special measures at
PoW camp and main camp” compiled by Bischoff on that day:***

“The hot water supply in the two delousing barracks (detainee
bath) of building section I have been started up.”

Furthermore, the construction of the “Desinfektion und Entwesung-
sanlage,” the Zentralsauna, went on diligently, and its termination was
scheduled for early September.”’ However, the unit went into service
on a limited scale only in early December,*® a month and a half before
it was handed over to the Auschwitz camp administration.®” Still, the
shower project, based on the recovery of the heat of the exhaust gases
from the crematoria ovens, resurfaced on March 25, 1944, when Jo-
thann sent Topf a letter on the subject “PoW camp Auschwitz, cre-
mat[oria], utilization of exhaust gas” in which he said:***

“You are requested to send us soonest an offer with sketch and
calculations plus detailed description. Crematoria Il and Il and
possibly also IV and V are being considered.”

As Pressac himself has written (1989, p. 512):

“it is obvious that KGL Birkenau cannot have had at one and the
same time two opposing functions: health care and extermination.”
But because the project of sanitary installations in the Birkenau cre-

matoria is based on irrefutable documentary evidence, whereas the idea
of mass extermination devices is founded only on “indications,” it is

2 {Ubergabeverhandlung for Bauwerk 5a — Entlausungsanlage, inventory. RGVA, 502-2-58,

p. 129. Plan Nr. 2948 of Entlausungsanlage FL BW. 5a of October 6, 1943. RGVA, 502-
1-230, p. 174. Cf. also Zentralbauleitung plan 2540 of July 5, 1943 in: Pressac 1989, p.
58.

23 RGVA, 502-1-83, p. 281.

24 RGVA, 502-1-83, p. 119.

25 RGVA, 502-1-332, p. 10.

26 Letter from SS-Standortarzt to Leiter der Bauinspektion der Waffen-SS und Polizei
Schlesien of December 9, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-336, p. 84.

7 The Ubergabeverhandlung of the installation is dated January 22, 1944. RGVA, 502-1-
335,p. 1.

8 RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 11.
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equally obvious that the real function of the crematoria could not have
been the exterminatory one defended by Pressac.

4.3. Wooden Plates of Alleged “Dummy Showers”

What remains to be examined is Pressac’s argument on the subject
of the little wooden plates set into the ceiling of Leichenkeller 1 of cre-
matorium II, to which, he says, the alleged dummy showers were fas-
tened. His explanation is a veritable fallacy, though, because he tries to
demonstrate the presence of fake showers in Leichenkeller 1 of crema-
torium III on the base of wooden plates present in Leichenkeller 1 of
crematorium II. However, the wooden plates of crematorium II are real,
yet for this building no showers (fake or otherwise) show up in its in-
ventory, whereas for crematorium III showers (real ones, though) are
documented, but no wooden plates have so far been proved to have ex-
isted there.”’

In June 1990, when I visited Birkenau for the first time accompanied
by two engineers and after having attentively read Pressac’s book, one
of our first investigations concerned precisely those plates which I pho-
tographed repeatedly, also on later visits (see Mattogno 2005d, photos 9
& 10, p. 392). In Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium II, I identified eight
such items, including the empty holes in the concrete which held them
originally (ibid., photo 11, p. 393). They are arranged along two parallel
lines to the right and left of the central beam at a distance of some 1.65
cm from the beam and 1.90 cm from one another. The dimensions vary
slightly (10x11 cm; 9x12 cm), the thickness is 4 cm. Individual pairs of
plates (or empty holes in the concrete) are located in a staggered way in
the longitudinal sense of the Leichenkeller with respect to the columns.

What were these wood pieces used for? If we follow Pressac, the
architects at ZBL had inserted 14 fake showers in a space of 210 m? to
fool the thousands of alleged victims! An inspection of the alleged gas
chamber of crematorium I furnishes us with the explanation of this ap-
parent mystery. Eight supporting beams of this hall show, in fact, in
their center rectangular indentations of the same type set into the con-
crete (ibid., photo 12). The lamps which now light up the room are set
into three of them. Hence, the wooden plates were simply the bases
onto which were fastened the lamps of Leichenkeller 1. This is even

79 Although it is likely that they did exist, but the utter destruction of the room’s ceiling pre-

vents us from finding material evidence for it.
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confirmed by a document. Blueprint 2197[b](r) of crematorium II dated
March 19, 1943 (Pressac 1989, p. 312), shows the arrangement of the
lamps in Leichenkeller 1: eight pairs of lamps are arranged along two
lines on both sides of the central beam at equal distance from the col-
umns, i.e. at 1.90 m from one to the next. This corresponds to the rela-
tive position of the plates mentioned above. In the sectional view of
Leichenkeller 1 along its width, the lamps are located next to the central
beam, but it is reasonable to assume that they were set in the center of
the two sides of the hall, i.e. at middle distance between the beam and
the opposite wall (3.3. m), hence at 1.65 m from the central beam,
where, in fact, the plates can be found. Actually, from the positions
shown on the sectional view of the blueprint, the lamps would have il-
luminated only poorly the side of the hall in which they were located,
and even less well the opposite side, because the central beam with its
thickness of 55 cm would have created a broad shadow zone. For the
same reason, the plates were placed in a staggered manner with respect
to the pillars of Leichenkeller 1.

The strange position of each pair of lamps on the two sides of the
central beam as shown on the blueprint may have the following expla-
nation: In the western part of the Leichenkeller, the blueprint also shows
the location of the sewage channel (Entwdsserung) for that hall which
ran lengthwise between the central beam and the wall opposite, which
means that, if the lamps had been drawn at the positions of the wooden
plates, the marks for seven lamps on this side of the hall would have
been superimposed on the channel, creating confusion. That the lamps
were indeed not placed right next to the central beam as indicated in
drawing 2197[b](r) is demonstrated by the fact that no wooden plates or
other fixation devices for lamps can be found there, which validates the
above explanation.

4.4. The “Gas-tight Door”

From the documentation referred to above it clearly results that the
“Gasdichtetiir,” i.e. the gas-tight door, did not have any direct connec-
tion with the showers but stemmed from an earlier project that was
abandoned. This door, as [ have mentioned above, had actually been or-
dered prior to March 31, 1943, whereas the shower project came into
being in May of that year. Bischoff’s report of May 13, 1943, explicitly
mentions the project of the installation of showers in the “Auskleide-



CARLO MATTOGNO - AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1 157

raum” (undressing room) of crematorium III, something which — as
Pressac would have put it — would be incomprehensible if this room had
really been the undressing room for victims on their way to the alleged
gas chamber, all the more so, as the project also referred to crematorium
1L

This confirms that the “Gasdichtetiir” had nothing to do with a ho-
micidal gas chamber. In conclusion, it can be said that the gas-tight
door was installed in Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium I1I merely because
it had already been built in March 1943 for a different project which
was later abandoned, whereas the showers were real. Therefore neither
the “Gasdichtetiir™ nor the “Brausen” have any value as criminal trac-
es, let alone as a “fundamental proof” of “the existence of a homicidal
gas chamber in Leichenkeller 1 of crematorium II”” as Pressac claims.
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5. “Criminal Traces” Relative to Crematoria IV & V

5.1. Presentation of the Indications

On the subject of these crematoria, Pressac has identified three indi-
cations: “Gas/[s]dichtenfenster,” “Gasdichte Tiiren” and “Gas[s]kam-
mer.” If we want to understand their significance, we must examine
them within the general context of the planning and erection of crema-
toria IV and V. The first indication refers to an order placed by ZBL for
“12 pes. gas-tight doors ca. 30x40 cm,” about which Pressac writes (p.
443):

“Although the word ‘Tiiren/doors’ is hardly suitable for openings
of 30 by 40 cm, more the size of small windows, it was nevertheless
used 4 times before the civilian workers of Riedel & Sons, who had
to fit some of them in the gas chambers of Krematorium IV, began to
call them more correctly ‘gas-tight windows.” Each of the Kremato-
rien had 6 such windows, while their gas chambers had 7 Zyklon B
introduction openings to be fitted.”

We will later see how Pressac explains this incongruity. Here it suf-
fices to say that, on the basis of blueprint 2036 dated January 11, 1943,
the only windows in crematoria IV and V which measured 30 by 40 cm
— while they were located in the area of the alleged homicidal gas
chambers — were 8 in number for each crematorium, 7 on the outside, 1
on the inside. This will be discussed in section 7 of this chapter. The
second indication presents problems for Pressac, because the number of
gas-tight doors ordered for crematoria IV and V is greater than that
needed for the alleged gas chambers. We will see how the author at-
tempted to cope with this difficulty. The third indication — Gas/s]kam-
mer — comes up in a context which is not in agreement with Pressac’s
thesis.

5.2. Crematoria IV & V: Original Plan

Pressac concedes that there is no evidence for the presence of homi-
cidal gas chambers in crematoria IV and V, but in spite of this he not
only assumes that they existed there anyway, but even attempts to illu-
strate their development and their operation (1989, p. 447):
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“This ‘phantom’ document®" is not ‘conclusive’ proof of the ex-

istence of homicidal gas chambers in Krematorium 1V, but it helps

us to understand and establish how they were planned, built and

used.

Contrary to what I said in my article ‘Les Krematorien IV et V de
Birkenau’ in ‘Le Monde Juif,’ the three documents cited above |...]
together with Krematorium IV drawing 1678 of 14th August 1942
and 2036 of 11th January 1943 enable us to state THAT KREMA-
TORIEN 1V AND V WERE DESIGNED AS CRIMINAL INSTRU-
MENTS, although modifications introduced in the course of their
construction and operation made their operating sequence absurd.”
He then exerts himself to demonstrate this assertion (ibid.):

“The Bauleitung produced only two drawings for Krematorium
1V, valid also for Krematorium V. Comparing these drawings with
the ‘Schlosserei WL’ orders reveals the following evolution:

— Preliminary project: based on drawing 1678 of 14th August
1942, showing only the furnace room with two twinned 4-muffle
incineration furnaces and its associated rooms on the eastern
side, connected through a safety air lock to a large gas chamber
of undetermined length. I state that this incomplete room is a gas
chamber (and not a morgue, which by definition has to be kept
cool) in order to explain the presence of a stove and a buffer air
lock between this room and the furnace room. The flue from the
stove runs underground to the chimney of one of the twin 4-
muffle furnaces. This incomplete preliminary project could have
been completed by an undressing room in the western part, so
that its functioning would have been in a straight line running
west to east. It was abandoned for unknown reasons that [ would
assume were connected with the risk of accidental poisoning in
the furnace room during natural ventilation of the gas chamber.”

Actually, as I have explained in chapter 2.7., the presence of a stove

is not incompatible with a typical morgue. From his unfounded hypo-
thesis, Pressac then goes out to deduce another, even less solid one (p.
398):

“In order to explain the lack of an undressing room in Kremato-
rien IV and V, it must be borne in mind that they were originally
conceived simply as additional cremation installations, dependent

0 The order for 4 gas-tight doors of January 18, 1943.



160 CARLO MATTOGNO + AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1

on Bunkers 1 and 2, and not as fully fledged complexes like Krema-

torien Il and I11.”

In his second book, Pressac comes back to this question and affirms
(1993, p. 54):

“Crematoria IV and V, with their summary lay-out, are directly
tied in with bunkers 1 and 2, and even though their original equip-
ment (without gas chambers) was not of a criminal nature, their des-
tination was, for they stood at the end of a killing process of which
they were part.”

In reality, the “bunkers” as homicidal gas chambers never existed
(see Mattogno 2004i). But even if we leave this fact aside, such a pro-
ject would have been nonsensical, as the alleged “bunker 1” was some
800 m (by road) away from the crematoria and “bunker 2” even some
900 m, which means that the corpses of the gassed victims would have
had to be taken to the crematoria by truck. This would have been
planned at a time when ZBL had allegedly already implemented a more
rational way of operation at the main camp by locating the homicidal
gas chamber within crematorium .

Moreover, if we take into consideration that the open-air incinera-
tions at Birkenau are said to have begun on September 21, 1942 (Czech
1989, p. 305), the alleged function of crematorium IV and V as “addi-
tional cremation installations dependent upon bunkers 1 and 2 accord-
ing to blueprint 1678 of August 14 becomes fully anachronistic. In his
description of these units Pressac states (1993, p. 67):

“dAs far as crematorium 1V (and V) is concerned, the first draw-
ing of August 1942 shows only the incineration zone. In mid-October
the firm Karl Segnitz, doing the roof, presented a blueprint with the
definitive dimensions; the furnace room had been provided with a
vast extension, 48 by 12 m (576 m?), to show its function ‘as the last
link in a chain’: the stages of undressing and of gassing the victims
still took place in bunker 2, but the corpses thus ‘produced’ were
taken to the morgue and stored there before they were incinerated.
Later, the SS attempted to create a gas chamber (heated by a stove)
at the center of the building which would have resulted in the follow-
ing logical sequence:

‘Undressing room > gas chamber > lock > furnace hall with 8
muffles’.”

The Segnitz drawing is blueprint 1361 dated October 14, 1942 (Pres-
sac 1989, p. 397), but the stove appears as early as August 14, 1942, on
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blueprint 1678 “Incineration plant at PoW camp” drawn by the detainee
no. 538 — the Pole Leo Sawka (ibid., p. 393). On this subject and just a
page earlier, Pressac had declared the presence of a stove in a mortuary
to be absurd, as such a room ostensibly had to be kept cool by defini-
tion. Hence he had maintained that the stove actually served to promote
the evaporation of hydrogen cyanide:

“the presence of a stove in the uncompleted room of the drawing

1678 is a formal indication that it was used for gassing.”

For Pressac, then, this room was a homicidal gas chamber using hy-
drogen cyanide. But if the future crematorium IV already possessed a
homicidal gas chamber from the beginning of its planning, how can one
assert that it was initially only planned to serve as “an additional crema-
tion installation” connected with the Birkenau “bunkers”? Arguing the
other way around, if a homicidal gas chamber was added “later,” i.e. af-
ter October 14, the presence of stoves in the original blueprint could
not, in fact, be linked to the evaporation of hydrogen cyanide.

Blueprint 1678 also gives the exact dimensions of the alleged gas
chamber: 48.25 by 12.20 meters. Even though it shows only part of the
mortuary, the dimensions of this room are obvious: the length indicated
(48.25 m) corresponds precisely to that of the entire building (67.50 m)
minus the length (19.25 m) of the furnace hall and the Schleuse (air-
lock) in the final drawing.**' The planning of the future crematorium IV
thus had nothing to do with the mysterious “bunkers” 1 and 2 and did
not include a homicidal gas chamber. Instead, it included a very large
mortuary of 588.65 m?, something quite obvious, if we take into ac-
count that it was conceived at a time of extremely high “natural” mor-
tality among the detainees of the camp, caused by a terrible typhus epi-
demic.*** And the fact that it showed in detail only the furnace hall and
the adjoining rooms indicates that the attention of ZBL was directed
mainly toward the aspect of cremation, hence the project was intended
for the corpses of the victims of the epidemic. Pressac himself came to
this logical conclusion, even though he had rejected it by his erroneous
conjecture concerning the stove (1989, p. 384):

“The first phase is revealed by Bauleitung drawing 1678 of 14th

August 1942, entitled ‘Cremation installation in the POW camp,’ an

! Plan 2036 of January 11, 1943 “Einéscherungsanlage fiir das K.G.L.” Pressac 1989, p.
399.

In August 1942 the highest mortality in the history of the camp was recorded: about 8,600
deaths.

242
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installation to be duplicated and which was connected with the pro-

duction of Bunkers 1 and 2, which was the result of the ‘special ac-

tions.” The disastrous health situation in the camp in August 1942

probably explains why the ‘cremation’ part of the drawing was

completed while the rest, considered secondary, was not.

The building, measuring 67 m by 12 m, was made up of a ‘crema-
tion’ section (comprising the furnace room and its annexes and the
separating air lock) and a ‘morgue’ section of 48 mx12 m, whose
floor area of 576 m’ was by no means exceptional for Birkenau, the
combined area of Leichenkeller 1 and 2 of Krematorium II or Il be-
ing slightly greater than this. However, the apparent normalcy of
this additional cremation installation is called into question by a
stove (source of heat) being shown in the morgue (cool room), thus
indicating the presence of a gas chamber.”

Blueprint 1678 also gives the height of the rooms of the cremato-
rium: 3.80 meters. The large room thus had a volume of (48.25x12.20x
3.80 =) 2,236.87 m®. How can anyone seriously believe that this room
was a homicidal gas chamber with natural ventilation employing hydro-
gen cyanide, if Leichenkeller 1 of crematoria I and III with its volume
of ca. 506 m® had allegedly been selected by ZBL as a homicidal gas
chamber, because its ventilation system provided for some 9.5 air ex-
changes per hour?

Furthermore, Pressac makes the cremation capacity of crematorium
IV 500 corpses per day (1989, p. 384; 1993, p. 121), which means that a
gassing operation at full load (over 5,800 victims for a packing density
of 10 persons per m?;, Pressac 1989, p. 384) would have required 11
days of uninterrupted cremation (or more than 36 days for the actual
cremation capacity; see chapter 8.7.).

5.3. Crematoria IV & V: First Operating Concept

Pressac then goes on to propound what he takes to be the first oper-
ating concept for extermination in these crematoria (1989, p. 447):
“First design: based on drawing 2036 of 11th January 1943, the
orders of 18th January and 19th March 1943 for FOUR gas-tight
doors and that of 13th February 1943 for 12 gas-tight windows for
BOTH Krematorien IV and V (SIX per building).
The drawing shows that the two rooms on the west side are gas
chambers, for they each have a stove and require, to be made gas-
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tight, 4 doors (two per room) and 6 windows (3 per room), one be-

ing INSIDE the corridor giving access to the chambers, unlike the

five others that are on the outside). The victims would take the route:
gas chamber 1 OR gas chamber 2, corridor, vestibule, morgue [cen-
tral room] and furnace room. This sequence is linear, thus LOGI-

CAL.

In industrial terms, 2 manufacturing units [gas chambers I and
2] alternately supply a product [corpses] to be held in a store [mor-
gue] while waiting to be consumed [in the cremation furnaces]. In
human terms, people walk in on their own two feet at the western
end of Krematorium 1V and go out in the form of smoke from the
chimneys at the eastern end.

The position of the two gas chambers and their corridor, at the
western end, permits natural ventilation without danger to the
people working in the morgue or the furnace room. But the building
has no undressing room. The victims have to get undressed outside.
The Bauleitung could alleviate this problem by erecting a ‘stable
type’ hut for this purpose on the other side of the ‘Ringstrafie/ring
road,’ just opposite Kr IV.” (Pressac’s emph.)

But in this context, the two gas chambers could just as easily be dis-
infestation chambers without anything else having to be changed, be-
cause their homicidal character does not result from any such indica-
tion. Pressac himself, on the other hand, calls attention to an incon-
gruous aspect of the matter which renders his hypothesis not very con-
vincing: the absence of an undressing room. It is quite true, obviously,
that ZBL could have remedied this inconvenience by placing an un-
dressing barrack in front of the crematorium, but it is a fact that such a
barrack does not appear on the Birkenau map drawn on February 17,
1943 (Pressac 1989, p. 220), one month after the alleged decision to in-
stall two gas chambers in crematorium IV. Such a decision would have
to be the basis for the order of January 18 concerning the construction
of 4 gas-tight doors, because otherwise this order would have no basis.

5.4. Crematoria IV & V: Second Operating Concept

Let us look at Pressac’s second hypothesis (1989, pp. pp. 447f.):
“Second design: based on the letter of 31st March 1943 and the

testimony of S. Dragon with the creation of a gas-tight unit compris-

ing the two gas chambers and the corridor. Three doors and six or
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seven windows are required to make it gas-tight. By adding the pos-

sibility of using the morgue as an undressing room, the following se-

quence is obtained: entry through the vestibule, undressing room

[central room], vestibule, eastern unit of the two gas chambers and

corridor, vestibule, morgue [central room] and furnace room. The

route is no longer linear and the operating sequence has become to-
tally illogical, the argument I maintained in my article [Pressac

1982].

According to a photograph of Krematorium IV in the ‘Auschwitz
Album,” a gas-tight door was fitted in the corridor to give direct
access from the outside, without having to pass through the vesti-
bule. This additional door, visible on a photograph taken in May or
June 1944 [recte: 1943] must be connected with the third design
proposed for Krematorien IV and V.” (Pressac’s emph.)

These two hypotheses proposed by Pressac are based on the assump-
tion that ZBL had ordered for crematorium IV first 4 gas-tight doors
(orders of January 18 and February 19, 1943) and later 3 such doors
(order mentioned on March 31, 1943) cancelling the preceding order, as
well as 12 gas-tight windows for crematoria [V and V (order of Febru-
ary 13, 1943). In fact, things are not as simple as that. The order for “4
[gas]tight doors” for crematorium IV appears on February 19, 1943, or-
der no. 109, in the “Schlosserei WL” register. It shows the dimensions
(100x205 cm) and refers to order no. 2261/80/17 of January 18, 1943,
which was given by Hdftlings-Schlosserei to WL Schlosserei at the
D.A.W. office. This order was mentioned in Bischoft’s letter to D.A.W.
of March 31, 1943, in which he explains:**

“that three gas-tight doors are to be executed in accordance with
the order of January 18, 1943 for BW 30b and 30 c, exactly with the
dimensions and the design of the doors delivered so far.”

Thus, the two documents cited refer to the same order, no.
2261/80/17 of January 18, 1943, but the first spoke of four and the
second of three doors. Pressac’s hypothesis that the order of March 31,
1943, initially referred to four doors (1989, p. 384) and was thus a recti-
fication of the order of January 18, is unsustainable; in that case, Bi-
schoff would have mentioned a rectification and would not have re-
ferred to the original order. Furthermore, the order given by ZBL to WL

3 APMO, BW 30/34, pp. 59-60. As we know, the first carbon copy of this document has the
term “Tiirme”; on the other copy it has been corrected by hand to “Tiiren,” but only the
first time it appears.
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Schlosserei on April 16 and referring to crematorium IV mentions the
supply of “metal fittings as previously supplied” for 4 gas-tight doors
and not for 3, and because this document is dated later than the letter of
March 31, Pressac’s hypothesis breaks down. These four “metal fit-
tings” were in fact ordered by ZBL from Hdftlingsschlosserei on Janu-
ary 22, 1943, by order no. 185 which said “4 pcs. compl. gas-door fit-
tings according to instructions.”*** They were manufactured on January
30, as results from the corresponding Arbeitskarte dated February 10.2%
Bischoff’s letter, thus, does not constitute the cancellation of an order
not yet filled, but a new order, and, as Pressac had already well ex-
plained in his article, it referred to crematorium IV (Pressac 1982, p.
119, note 14):

““Fiir das BW 30b und 30c’ [For BW 30b and 30c] could make
one believe that the three doors were meant for crematoria 1V and
V. Two points contradict this. The object of the letter mentions an
order for das [the, sing.] BW 30b (crematorium 1V). The use of the
singular of the article das indicates the buildings BW 30b and 30c
[together], and results from the practice of speaking globally of a
single worksite in connection with crematorium 1V / crematorium V
as opposed to crematorium Il / crematorium III, a distinction which
was due to the different nature of the buildings. We are not dealing
here with 3 doors for crematoria IV and V but with 3 doors which
were to be made for the worksite crematorium 1V / crematorium V as
an order for crematorium IV.”

Therefore 7 gas-tight doors were supplied to crematorium IV. But
then it follows that the 4 gas-tight doors, 100 by 205 cm, of the order
dated January 18, 1943, repeated on February 19, were not meant for
the west side of the building, but for the east wing, more specifically for
the Schleuse (air-lock) as Pressac himself had asserted in his article (ib-
id., pp. 1191f)):

“Order no. 109 of 19.2.43 for crematorium 1V for ‘4 dichte
Tiiren /4 hermetic doors,” 100 by 205 cm was not meant for the gas
chambers but for the 4 openings in the space which separated the
furnace hall from the large hall / mortuary (initial project). Blue-
prints 1678 and 2036 confirm their dimensions. It is possible to ar-
gue that the doors in the ‘western’ part also have the dimensions of
2.05 by 1.00 meters.

M RGVA, 502-2-54, p. 31.
* RGVA, 502-2-54, p. 32.
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The clearly earlier date — together with the presence of civilians

— as compared to the three that existed on the date of the official de-

dication of the building, sustained by the need to separate the mor-

gue from the furnace hall if only for the simple reason of preventing
fires, sustained by the installation of a lock between the two parts,
would seem to be a strong element in favor of ‘normal’ use.”

There is also another item speaking for this interpretation, namely
that, according to the work sheets of the Riede/ company, the work on
the building proceeded from east to west, i.e. from the furnace hall to
the alleged gas chamber. The entry “floor concreted in gas chamber”
stems, in fact, from March 2, 1943, but the floor for the pavement in the
furnace hall had already been laid on February 17.**° Pressac himself
contributes to the self-destruction of his hypothesis when he writes that
the 240 some odd square meters of this alleged gassing unit could have
“processed” 2,400 victims in one gassing batch, but (1989, p. 384):

“It would take four or five days to cremate these 2,400 bodies.”

In actual fact, it would have taken two weeks. Regarding the “addi-
tional door, visible on a photograph taken in May or June 1944,” actual-
ly in April 1943, it will be discussed in section 9 of this chapter.

The conclusion from these considerations is that Pressac’s two hypo-
theses discussed above are unjustified and misleading both in principle
and because they are based on groundless assumptions.

5.5. Crematoria IV & V: Third Operating Concept

Pressac has yet a third hypothesis regarding the operational structure
of the alleged homicidal gas chambers in crematoria IV and V (1989, p.
448):

“Third design: based on the testimony and drawing of S. Dragon
and the ruins of Krematorium V. The design was adopted for Krema-
torium V and perhaps also for Krematorium IV. It was imposed by
the need to be able to gas small groups of victims and by inadequate
Zyklon B supplies. A fourth gas chamber was created in the western
unit by dividing the corridor in two in the proportion 1:2 [visible in
the ruins of Krematorium V]. Four gas chambers, each of which had
to be gas-tight, required six doors (or seven including the external
door of the corridor) with seven openings for pouring Zyklon B. The

6 APMO, BW 30/4/28, p. 93
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ruins of Krematorium IV give no indication as to whether a fourth

gas chamber was installed there.”

Elsewhere, Pressac says specifically (ibid., p. 252):

“The same principle was applied in May 1944 in Krematorium V,
where an internal wall was built to create a gas chamber of about
12 m? in order to be able to ‘treat’ small groups using a minimum of
Zyklon B.”

This explanation is contradictory in itself as well as nonsensical. It is
contradictory, because Pressac has this situation arise in May 1944, i.e.
at a time of highest activity in terms of the claimed extermination, about
which he writes (ibid., p. 253):

“Between May and the beginning of July 1944, some 200,000 to
250,000 Hungarian Jews were annihilated in the gas chambers and
incineration furnaces of Krematorium Il and IIl, the gas chambers
(the original internal wall dividing the building into four small gas
chambers had been removed, leaving a single chamber of external
dimension 7 m by 15 m) of Bunker 2/V and its incineration ditch of
30 m? area.”

Thus, on the one hand the influx of victims alleged to be gassed was
so enormous that bunker 2 had to be reactivated and its internal parti-
tions demolished to create a single large gas chamber, yet on the other
hand a partition was set up in crematorium V to create a gas chamber of
12 m? for “small groups of victims.” But what small groups? According
to Pressac, the average number of Hungarian Jews arriving to be gassed
over the 58 days of this campaign was (200,000 to 250,000+58 =) about
3,450 to 4,300 per day! The hypothesis makes no sense at all, even if
we allow for the occasional “small groups.” If it was a problem of not
wasting Zyklon B, all that was needed was to wait for a couple of days
for a larger group to arrive and then gas everybody at the same time in a
larger gas chamber.

In his second book, Pressac picks up the ZBL projects in a summa-
rizing way without adding any new considerations (1993, pp. 67f.).

5.6. The Gassing Technique

After all these alleged projects, here is the final result acc. to Pressac
(1989, p. 386):

“Although the operation sequence looks simple enough, it had

become irrational and ridiculous. It was irrational to have the vic-
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tims going from the central room to the gas chambers then being
brought back, thus destroying the linear logic of the initial design. It
was ridiculous to have an SS man in gasmask balancing on his short
ladder with a 1 kg can of Zyklon B in his left hand while he opened
and then closed the 30 by 40 cm shutter through which he intro-
duced the pellets with his right hand. This performance was to be
repeated six times. If he was not capable of such balancing act, the

SS had to climb his little ladder three times for each opening: first to

open the shutter (up and down), second to introduce the Zyklon B

(up and down) and third to close the shutter (up and down). Six

openings, eighteen times up and down the ladder wearing a gas-

mask. A simulation shows that this exercise would take 10 minutes.

A few steps installed beneath each opening would have avoided all

this performance.”

In his second book he repeats (1993, p. 68):

“The criminal modification of crematorium 1V (and V), decided
on solely by the technicians and engineers of Bauleitung, was so ab-
errant that it would have been unworkable had it not been for the in-
tervention of Topf Co. which, incidentally, was partly responsible for
the poor operation of the ovens.”

The reference to Topf concerns the order for a de-aeration unit for
crematoria IV and V. This will be discussed in more detail in chapter
10. Here we will note only that, according to Pressac, this unit was in-
stalled only in crematorium V, as late as May 1944, so that the gassing
technique used in this building remained “irrational,” “ridiculous,” and
“aberrant” up to that point, and was so at all times in crematorium IV.

5.7. Introduction of Zyklon B

There are two more aspects not considered by Pressac but given in
evidence by H. Tauber, which render the alleged operation even more
irrational and ridiculous to the point of making it inapplicable. The wit-
ness Tauber had declared that all four of the alleged gas chambers in
crematoria [V and V

“had gas-tight doors, windows with grilles on the inside and
were closed from the outside by means of gas-tight shutters. These
little windows which a man standing on his feet could reach with his
hand raised up were used for pouring the contents of the ‘Cyklon’

cans into the gas chambers full of people.” (Tauber 1945b, p. 148)
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In Tauber’s Soviet deposition he declared on the subject of the al-
leged gas chambers (1945a, p. 6):

“For throwing in the ‘Zyklon,’ there were openings with bars in
the walls at a height of two meters that could be closed hermetically
by means of covers.”

Thus an SS man, perched on his little ladder, would have had to ask
the victims kindly to allow themselves to be gassed without any fuss, as
they would otherwise have been able, by simply raising their hands, to
keep him from pouring in the contents of his can of Zyklon B through
the little window 30 by 40 cm wide. Blueprint 2036 of January 11,
1943, shows in section A-B that the ceiling of the alleged gas chambers
was 2.20 m high, with the windows set at 1.7 to 2.1 m from the floor.
Thus, the victims could easily have averted any gassing attempted in
this manner. But that is not all.

Pressac publishes the photographs of 3 “gas-tight” shutters which
belonged to crematoria IV/V and which carry the Auschwitz Museum
identification number 11-5-64/1-3 (1989, pp. 426ff.). The external di-
mensions of the frames are 30x40 cm, but the covers are smaller than
the frames and, because of the particular structure of the covers,”’ the
internal opening is smaller yet: about 20x30 cm for the windows II-5-
64/2 and 3 and about 15 by 25 for window 1I-5-64/1. This means that
the available space for the introduction of Zyklon B was even smaller: a
Zyklon B can of 500 grams had a diameter of some 15.4 cm and a
height of 12.5 cm — the 1,500 gram type had the same diameter but was
31.5 c¢m high, with the 1,000 gram can having an intermediate height.
One also has to consider the hand of the operator. Hence, the introduc-
tion of a can of Zyklon B through such a restricted opening would have
been impossible, if only a single victim had resisted it with one hand.

But even that is not all yet.

The window bars mentioned by Tauber for the alleged gas chambers
are confirmed by two orders given by ZBL to Schlosserei. The first, no.
252 of March 29, 1943, for crematoria IV and V, concerns the fabrica-
tion of “Eisengitter” (iron grilles) for various windows, among them 4
measuring 0.30x0.40 m (Hoss trial, vol. 11, p. 89). The job was termi-
nated on April 30. The second is no. 351 dated April 27, also for crema-
toria IV and V, and mentions i.a. “12 pcs. window grids 50x70 cm” (ib-
id., p. 92). The job was finished on April 30. As all windows of the two

7 Cf. document 21, photograph of the window, APMO I1-5-64/2.
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crematoria had standard dimensions of 100x150, 50x100 and 30x40
cm, it is obvious that the 4 grilles could only be meant for the windows
measuring 30x40 cm, i.e. those of the alleged homicidal gas chambers.
The total number, 16, corresponds in fact to the total number of win-
dows 30x40 cm in crematoria IV and V. The dimensions 50x70 cm
probably corresponded to later variations in the design of the walls. As
the function of the metal grilles was to protect the open space of the
windows, it is clear that the small openings of the gas-tight windows
were barred, but even two simple cross-bars would have been enough to
prevent any introduction of Zyklon B.

We may conclude that the homicidal gassing system by way of the
windows, as described by Pressac, was technically impossible.

5.8. Van Pelt and the “12 pcs. Gas-tight Doors”

Van Pelt restricts himself to mentioning Pressac’s document without
any comment (2002, p. 336). At the end of the book, he returns to the
argument in an effort to refute Germar Rudolf’s thesis that the alleged
homicidal gas chambers in crematoria IV and V were disinfestation
chambers (p. 502):

“Moreover, he ignored a curious feature of these gas chambers
which one does not find in any of the delousing chambers in Ausch-
witz: the presence of the small gas-tight shutters, measuring 30 by
40 cm. These were located close to the ceiling. When opened, these
gas-tight shutters allowed the SS to introduce Zyklon B into the gas
chamber without having to enter the space. Such shutters were not
necessary in delousing rooms, as a person equipped with a gas mask
could enter such spaces, open a can with Zyklon B, pour the contents
on the floor, and quickly leave, shutting the gas-tight door behind
him. But if the room was filled with people, this procedure was im-
possible, and therefore the presence of the small, gas-tight shutters,
located above the heads of the victims, was required.”

Van Pelt, for his part, disregards the fact that the introduction of
Zyklon B “was impossible” even in this case. Even so, retaining the hy-
pothesis that the little windows were used for the introduction of Zyklon
B, the most logical explanation is linked with disinfestation. Van Pelt,
in fact, ignores the fact that in disinfestation chambers, too, the gar-
ments to be treated were arranged on carts: if the gas chamber was
completely filled to use as much space as possible, it became impossi-
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ble to enter the chamber and spread the Zyklon B on the floor; it could
be done only through openings in the ceiling, as in the Stutthof disinfes-
tation chamber (see Graf/Mattogno 2003a, p. 56), or in the walls.

5.9. Natural Ventilation

One of the most incredible elements of Pressac’s thesis is the fact
that the ZBL technicians should have planned homicidal gas chambers
in crematoria IV and V for mass exterminations without any mechanical
ventilation system, even though, as early as December 9, 1940, they had
ordered ventilation units for the dissection room and the mortuary of
crematorium I (see Mattogno 2005e, pp. 17-22) and after having de-
signed ventilation systems and installed them not only in crematoria II
and III, but also in the disinfestation gas chambers using hydrogen cya-
nide in block 3 of the main camp (Pressac 1989, pp. 25f.), in the disin-
festation units of BW 5a and 5b at Birkenau (ibid., p. 59), as well as in
the so-called Kanada I barracks (ibid., pp. 44f., 48). Pressac concedes
that the possibility of using natural ventilation in the alleged homicidal
gas chambers was very limited. He believes(!) that ZBL accepted this
only later, and that they had a door broken into the corridor leading to
the two alleged homicidal gas chambers of crematorium V.

Pressac publishes a photograph taken in the “beginning of April
1943” showing the southern front of the eastern part of crematoria IV
and V (which, according to him, housed the homicidal gas chambers).
The front of crematorium V shows vague shadows behind the tree
trunks. He asserts that, in that portion, “to the left of the coal store win-
dow” (1989, p. 416), a door can be seen, but this is a little adventurous,
to say the least. The window, though, can be seen quite well, although it
is not the one of the coal store-room, but the one of the “Vorraum” (ves-
tibule). Pressac did not take into account the inversion of the blueprint
of crematorium V with respect to crematorium 1V, which was its mirror
image. To the right of the window, hidden by the end of crematorium
1V, was the entrance. Pressac himself was so unsure of the location of
such a door that he did not even mention it in the legend of this photo-
graph (ph. 8(a), p. 417). But even if we accept — without conceding the
point — that such a door did exist, nothing demonstrates that it was gas-
tight, as his thesis would have it (p. 416):

“Without this new door absolutely essential for proper ventila-
tion, operation of the gas chambers of Krematorien IV and V would
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have been hampered by lack of adequate ventilation and the atten-

dant risk of contamination of the rest of the building.”

Such a contamination would have been inevitable in any case. Venti-
lation of the two alleged gas chambers could be accomplished only by
opening the two outer doors of these rooms as well as the entrance to
the Vorraum. With a prevailing wind from the north, as Pressac states
(p. 386),>* ventilation in crematorium IV would have been along the
path indicated by the arrows in document 22, but in crematorium V,
which was its mirror image, the path would have been reversed, leading
to an inevitable contamination not only of the Vorraum (room 4), but
also of the coal storage room (room 5), of the surgeon’s room (room 6),
and of the large hall (room 7). The arrangement of the alleged gas
chambers as on blueprint 2036 defies all logic and is in glaring contra-
diction with the arrangement Pressac himself ascribes to bunker 2
(1993, p. 42):

“In the end, in the little white farmhouse, four small gas chambers
of 50 m? were built, parallel to one another, without any mechanical
ventilation, but laid out, as best as they could be, in the direction of
the prevailing wind (north-south at Birkenau).”

Such an arrangement would have gone back to June 1942 (ibid., p.
41). In the same way, the most rational lay-out would have been the one
illustrated by document 23: a simple solution which would have en-
tailed the opening of a door in room 1 and of two more, one in room 1
and the other in the corridor. By keeping the gas-tight door between the
corridor and the Vorraum closed, a more efficient ventilation of the area
—room 1, room 2, and corridor — could have been achieved. Obviously,
it would have been even simpler to equip each gas chamber with two
fans, one in, one out, set into the outside walls, as in the disinfestation
chambers of BW 5a and 5b, which had this kind of ventilation.

The possibility of using the stoves for ventilation will be discussed
in chapter 5.10 below.

248 o1: . . TRAATF GTSEFT
In central Europe prevailing winds come predominantly from

southwest to west. The statistical distribution of winds in %
for the city of Katowice near Auschwitz looks as follows:
Average of daily measurements between August 2002 and
May 2010 from 7am to 7pm local time; source:
www.windfinder.com/windstats/windstatistic_katowice.htm.
Editor’s remark.
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5.10. Mechanical Ventilation

It was only later that ZBL ordered a mechanical ventilation system
for crematoria IV and V. In this respect Pressac writes that Topf, “hav-
ing had problems in locating an appropriate electrical motor, shipped
one of the two devices by normal freight on December 21 [1943]. It was
stored at the Bauhof on January 1, 1944 and stayed there until the end of
May of that year” (1993, p. 88) Then he adds (p. 89f.):

“The de-aeration device, stored since January, was mounted in

May in crematorium V whose oven performance was judged to be

satisfactory. For the two gas chambers and the corridor which had a

volume of 480 m?, nearly the same as that of mortuary [ in cremato-

ria Il and IIl, Schultze had opted for an exhaust system of the same
power — a blower no. 450 with a 3.5 HP driver for an air volume of

8,000 m’ per hour. The second device was to be supplied in July but

was never installed.”

As far as the arrival of one of the two de-aeration devices at Ausch-
witz, Pressac relies on “an undated handwritten note (end of December
1943) countersigned by the SS non-com Wegener [recte: Wegner], head
of the Bauhof” (ibid., note 273, p. 108). The note in question, however,
is not a receipt for material stored at the Bauhof (the storage yard), but
the record of an invoice and its contents. The first column of the note
has, in fact, the heading designation “Rechnung Nr.” (invoice no.) and
below it the handwritten entry “23.12.43 Nr. 2134.” These data corres-
pond exactly to the Topf invoice concerning the de-aeration devices of
crematoria IV and V which I shall discuss presently. The second col-
umn, “Absender” (sender) contains the name of the Topf company, the
third column, “Gegenstand” (object) lists the various items of the above
invoice, and in the fourth column the number of pieces (“Stck.”) in
agreement with those mentioned in the invoice in the column “Menge”
(quantity). The following column, “Ank.” (“Ankunft,” arrival) refers to
the invoice, not to the shipment.

The items were taken over by “Materialverwaltung,” which checked
the merchandise unloaded on the basis of the bill of lading (Versandan-
zeige), which showed the day of shipment, the number of the railway
freight car used, and the detailed description of the pieces shipped (ib-
id.). The note carries the stamp “Richtigkeit bescheinigt” (certified cor-
rect) with the signature of SS-Oberscharfiihrer Wegner; higher up we
have the stamp of Bauinspektion der Waffen-SS und Polizei “Schlesien”
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of a later date. As we shall see presently, the two devices arrived at
Auschwitz on January 25, 1944. On June 13, 1944, Jothann wrote Topf
a letter which says under item 3:**

“Based on your invoice of December 23, 1943, on the arrival of
the equipment we ordered a down-payment amounting to RM. 1,200.
— to be made in your favor. The plant having been terminated, the
remainder can now be made available. For this purpose we need a
final invoice which we have written out and attached for you to
complete by affixing your company seal and signature.”

The invoice mentioned above is “Rechnung Nr. 2134 dated De-
cember 23, 1943, order number 43 D 775. It bears Jahrling’s stamp
“Fachtechnisch richtig” (technically correct) with date of January 25,
1944, certifying the technical verification, as well as a handwritten note
by Jéahrling of the same date, ordering the down-payment of 1,200 RM
“on arrival of the equipment,” as mentioned in the above letter. The de-
aeration devices for crematoria IV and V had been ordered by Bischoff
after a meeting with Priifer on May 18, 1943. On June 9, Topf sent a
cost estimate for an amount of 2,510 RM, accompanied by a drawing
about which Topf wrote:*"

“Furthermore, we attach two copies of drawing D 59620 on
which you can see the detail of the brick de-aeration ducts and the
lay-out of the air-exhaust ducting to be supplied by us, as well as the
blower and the feed-air duct.”

The drawing has been lost. The cost estimate mentions for each de-
vice a blower no. 450 with an hourly capacity of 8,000 m* of air, oper-
ated by a three-phase, 380 V motor rated 3.5 HP, a suction duct (Saug-
rohrleitung) and a pressure duct (Druckrohrleitung).” Pressac assigns
these devices to the alleged gas chambers of the crematoria and even
provides a drawing showing their lay-out (1993, p. 90). Actually, this is
mere speculation, for one thing because he claims without any proof
that the devices were indeed meant for the alleged gas chambers, but
also because it does not take into account the “gemauerten Entliiftungs-
kandle” (brick de-aeration ducts). Pressac’s interpretation is moreover
at variance with technical and historical elements. Pressac asserts that
the two alleged gas chambers and the corridor had a volume of 480 m?,
“nearly the same as that of mortuary I in crematoria Il and IIL,” but this

9 RGVA, 502-1-327, p. 28.
20 RGVA, 502-2-26, p. 221. Pressac 1989, p. 389.
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is wrong. According to the blueprint 2036 of January 11, 1943 (Pressac
1989, p. 399), the rooms in question had the following dimensions:

1) 12.35x7.72m= 95.3 m?

2) 11.69 x 8.40 m = 98.2 m?

3) 11.69 x 3.70 m = 43.2 m?

236.7 m?

The height of the rooms was 2.20 m, hence the total volume of all
three rooms was (236.7%2.20 =) 520.7 m>®. As the blower had a capacity
of 8,000 m*® per hour, (8,000-520.7 =) 15.36 air exchanges per hour
were thus provided for. Therefore, engineer Schultze, with the blessing
of ZBL, would have used, for rooms above ground which also had win-
dows and doors and were therefore easier to ventilate than half-
basements, a number of air exchanges higher than what was used in the
alleged gas chamber in crematoria II and III (9.48 air exchanges per
hour).

Historically, the decision to install de-aeration devices in crematoria
IV and V goes back to May 18, 1943, i.e. right into the period of the
“Sondermassnahmen fiir die Verbesserung der hygienischen Einrich-
tungen” ordered by Kammler early that month and which, as we have
seen, concerned also the crematoria. They therefore integrate neatly into
a hygienic and sanitary context, not a homicidal one. Pressac himself,
when speaking of the Topf letter of June 9, 1944, with the cost attach-
ment, had declared earlier that (1989, p. 386):

“nothing in this letter indicates that the air extraction systems
proposed for Krematorien IV and V were for the gas chambers, and
they could on the face of it be for the furnace rooms.”

5.11. Analysis of Blueprint 2036 of January 1943

In the preceding chapters I have demonstrated that the thesis of gas
chambers in crematoria IV and V is unfounded for a number of reasons,
starting with the bars in the alleged little windows for the introduction
of Zyklon B and ending with an altogether irrational and inefficient sys-
tem of natural ventilation.

What the purposes of the rooms in the west wing of the crematoria
actually were is difficult to say. The acceptance transaction of the unit,
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dated March 19, 1943.*' contains a “Gebdudebeschreibung” (descrip-
tion of the building) which speaks of the following rooms:***

“I vestibule, 4 rooms, 2 rooms for coal, 1 room for surgeon, I
room for air-lock and tools, 1 day-room, 1 washroom with toilet and
vestibule, 1 incineration room.”

The inventory of the acceptance transaction® of the crematorium
mentions 11 unspecified “rooms” (document 28). Those of interest to us
here are numbered from 6 to 11 and correspond to the rooms which I
have marked with those numbers in document 22.

Pressac’s third indication has its entry here. In the work report by
Riedel & Sohn of March 2, 1943, there appears, in fact, the following
entry:254

3

“Floor covered with hard fill, tamped down, and floor concreted
in gas chamber.”

As Pressac states, this is the only time this term appears in the above
reports. But this is not the only thing which is strange about these re-
ports. The day before, March 1, there is the following entry:>’

“Carry scaffolding [away?], bring in floor bed fill for chamber
and pound.”

The next day, March 3, the report has:**°

“Lay down cement screeding, [pour] concrete floor, and bring in
and pound floor bed fill in both chambers.”

For March 4 we read:*”’

“Lay down cement screeding, [pour| concrete floor, and rub
down in both chambers and vestibule.”

Finally, for March 5 the report states:*>*

“Cement floor lay screeding and rub down in second chambers,
vestibule, and surgeon’s room.”

When speaking about these entries, Pressac asserts that the person
writing the reports was apparently called to order after having used the
term “Gasskammer,” and hence had probably used the more general

1 RGVA, 502-1-54, p. 25. Cf. document 26.

2 RGVA, 502-1-54, p. 26. Cf. document 27.

23 RGVA, 502-1-54, p. 26a.

>4 Pressac 1989, p. 446. The spelling mistakes (including Ga[s]sdichtefenster ) are probably
due to the fact that the reports were written by a Polish worker who spoke and wrote
German imperfectly.

25 APMO, BW 30/4/28, p. 71.

26 APMO, BW 30/4/28, p. 66.

27 APMO, BW 30/4/28, p. 58.

% APMO, BW 30/4/28, p.55.
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term “Kammern” after that (1982, p. 111). This hypothesis cannot be
sustained in the face of the facts, though. The daily work sheets by Rie-
del & Sohn were done at night, after work, and — presumably — verified
daily by a Baufiihrer (site superintendent) delegated by ZBL. In this
case it was the civilian employee Paul Wiera standing in for SS-Sturm-
mann Rudolf Seitner. If we follow Pressac, then Wiera, alarmed by the
use of the prohibited term “Gasskammer,” informed ZBL straight away
and ordered the writer to use “Kammer” in the future. Logic would have
it, though, that the head of ZBL (or even Wiera himself) would have
simply ordered a revised work sheet without the term “Gasskammer”
and thrown away the first one, a matter of a few minutes.**’

Pressac’s hypothesis is unsustainable also on account of the very
context of the reports. As we have seen above, in the western section of
crematorium IV, behind the large room (which was rightly often called
as such: “grofer Raum™®) there were six more rooms which I have
designated in document 22 as 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and V, in accordance with
the inventory of the acceptance transaction.

Room 7 is the “Arztzimmer” (surgeon’s room), room 8 the “Kohlen-
raum” (coal storage room), room V the “Vorraum” (vestibule). The
work sheets mention specifically “Vorraum,” “Artzraum” (= “Arztzim-
mer”), “Kohlenraum,”®' “Gasskammer,” and “beide” or “zwei Kam-
mern” (both or two chambers), six rooms altogether. This signifies that
the two “Kammern” were not the same as the “Gaskammer.” Hence, the
only thing one may infer from the worksheet of Riedel & Sohn of
March 2, 1943, is that there was a single gas chamber in the western
section of crematorium I'V. But in which room?

The succeeding reports list the following jobs (with the usual spel-
ling errors):

“Install stoves in medical room, and at water installation (Krema

IV).” (March 16)**

“At water installation 1 bricklayer Krema 4.” (March 17)*%
“At water installation employed 2 bricklayer + 1 helper.’

(March 18)*%*

1)

259

The reports were written on printed forms, the one dated March 3 had 10 lines of text.
260

For example: “Innen Verputz im groen Raum” (inside plastering in large room): Febru-
ary 23, 1943. APMO, BW 30/4/28, p. 81.
261 «7 ementfuBboden im Kohlenraum reiben,
ruary 28, 1943. APMO, BW 30/4/28, p. 73.
262 APMO, BW 30/4/28, p. 29. Cf. document 29.
263 APMO, BW 30/4/28, p. 27. Cf. document 31.

2 <

rub down floor in coal storage room”: Feb-
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Blueprint 2036 shows that three stoves were planned for the western
section of crematorium IV: one in the surgeon’s room and two in rooms
9 and 10, but these were the rooms with the “water installations,” hence
the “Gasskammer” was room 11. It had three doors 100 by 205 cm, in
perfect agreement with Bischoff’s order for three gas-tight doors by let-
ter of March 31, 1943.

Before we go on, it is important to stress that these doors were or-
dered 12 days after the acceptance transaction of crematorium IV; the
work, therefore, continued beyond that date. Furthermore, the attached
“description of building” did not correspond to the actual state of con-
struction, because it does not mention the stoves installed by Riedel &
Sohn in rooms 9 and 10 on March 16.

What were those “water installations”? A document unknown to
Pressac permits us, above all, to appreciate the extent of the work in-
volved. It is a work card (4Arbeitskarte) concerning the order no. 286 of
March 20, 1943, for the plumbing group (Installateure) of ZBL*® at
“crematoria IV and V of PoW camp, BW 30b and c”; the job to be done
was described as “Execution of sanitary installations.” The work began
on March 15 and ended on April 23, for a total of 653 man-hours of
specialists and 163 of helpers. In the upper right-hand margin of the
document a handwritten entry specifies that the work concerned “BW
30b,” i.e. crematorium IV. This job constituted the realization of the
corresponding order no. 285 of March 5, 1943, having the same objec-
tive: “Execution of sanitary installations.”*%

The pipe-work of crematorium 4 had already been laid when the job
was begun, as we know from the “description of the building” in the ac-
ceptance transaction (e.g. there was a wash-basin with faucet in the
surgeon’s room); therefore the job concerned the “water installations.”
The latter was furthermore related to the two stoves, thus they could
have been two sets of showers fed by hot water coming from the stoves
which possibly had a heating coil inside. The two stoves in rooms 9 and
10 are actually much larger than those of room 7 (the surgeon’s room)
and are hooked up to chimneys some 7 meters high. They were fired
with coal stored in room 8 (coal storage room) which measured 3.05 by
8.40 m = 25.6 m?; the coke storage room for the 8-muffle oven in the
crematorium was not much larger — 4.60 by 7.67 = 35.2 m?. One may

264 APMO, BW 30/4/28, p. 25. Cf. document 30.
265 RGVA, 502-2-54, pp. 38-38a. Cf. document 32.
26 RGVA, 502-2-54, p. 37.
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thus assume that the stoves were planned to be used intensively and
continuously, which would agree with the hypothesis of showers. Pres-
sac himself brings in a further indication in favor of this hypothesis. For
the two rooms in question, 4 wall-lamps (Wand-Lampen versenckt
[sic]), water-proof, had been planned, hence (Pressac 1989, p. 400):

“It might be thought that in such rooms the SS intended to install
showers supplied with hot water heated by the big 8-muffle fur-
nace,”

a hypothesis which he discards on account of Blueprint 2036, but
without considering the later work. Two more elements, on the other
hand, support the hypothesis. One is the existence of two drainage pits
in both rooms for the waste water, connected to the outside sewer, the
other is the fact that there was a surgeon’s room in the crematorium.
Pressac explains it by saying that the presence of a physician in the ho-
micidal gas chambers was required “to certify death” of the victims (ib-
id., p. 398), but why should anyone certify the death of people whose
death was never registered and who, according to the witnesses, were
incinerated even if they were still alive? One can also discard the idea
that the “Arztzimmer” was used for performing autopsies, because it did
not possess a corresponding table, as opposed to the dissecting room
(Sezierraum) of crematoria Il and III. The most logical explanation,
therefore, is the presence of a physician to inspect the detainees after the
shower in order to assess their state of health.

A final observation: In the light of the general context and of the
technical incongruities outlined above, if any type of gas chamber had
actually been planned for crematorium IV, it could only have been an
emergency disinfestation chamber, similar to the “Vergasungskeller” of
crematorium II which had been arranged for the same reasons. The ar-
rangement of the rooms is, in fact, fairly logical. The two rooms could
function, in alternation, both as shower rooms and as “reine Seite”
(clean side) and “unreine Seite” (unclean side) of a disinfestation unit
constituted by a gas chamber (room 11) 3.70 by 11.69 m, heated by the
two stoves. Blueprint 2036 shows, in fact, that each stove was con-
nected to room 11 by a rather large opening in the respective partition
(see document 24). The stoves probably operated with an air circulation
heating up the room next door, in accordance with the lay-out which
appears on document 33. In that case there was also a second opening
perpendicularly above the one shown on the blueprint: cold air entered
at the bottom and warm air left at the top. This system with two open-
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ings was also used in the central stove for the disinfestation Gaskammer
of BW 5a. As the doors of the stoves were in the adjoining rooms, room
11 could also be heated even when it had been made gas-tight. The
warm air would have facilitated the disinfestation gassings, as in the gas
chambers of BW 5a and 5b, but also the natural ventilation of the room.
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6. “Criminal Traces” of General Nature
6.1. “Normal Gas Chamber”

A brief sketch of the historical framework is needed, before the sig-
nificance of this “criminal trace,” the use of the term “normal gas
chamber,” becomes clear. According to the initial ideas of the SS,
(1941-1942), the reception building of the camp, Bauwerk 160, also
called “Wischerei- und Aufnahmegebdude mit Entlausungsanlage und
Hiftlingsbad” (laundry and reception building with delousing unit and
detainee bath), was to include 19 disinfestation gas chambers using hy-
drogen cyanide in the Degesch-Kreislauf system with air recirculation
(see Pressac 1989, pp. 31-39). The project was revived in 1944, as can
be seen from a correspondence between ZBL, the firm Friedrich Boos
of Kéln-Bickendorf (Cologne), which had received the order for the
erection of the plant, and the firm Tesch & Stabenow (abbreviated
“Testa”), which sold the Zyklon B in the regions east of the Elbe river.
The civilian employee Jahrling was in charge of the construction. Refer-
ring to this state of affairs, Pressac writes (1993, p. 89):

“On this occasion, the civilian employee Jdhrling made a tre-
mendous blunder in a letter to Testa. He designated the gas cham-
bers for delousing by the term ‘Normalgaskammer,” a word under-
lined and set in quotation marks, as if there were ‘normal’ gas
chambers and others that were ‘abnormal.’ Testa took over this de-
signation and asserted, first of all, that a switch [from Zyklon B] to
Ariginal®” was mandatory only for new installations, and also in-
sisted that the personnel assigned to the normal gas chambers using
hydrogen cyanide had to be particularly well trained, insinuating
that their use was far more complicated than the mere dumping of
Zyklon B into the ‘abnormal’ gas chambers.”

This fanciful interpretation is based on a total lack of comprehension
of the sources (Jahrling’s registered letter of June 8, 1944 and Testa’s
letter of June 13, 1944; Pressac 1993, notes 281f., p. 108) as can be
judged by the series of events which resulted from the documents. On
March 7, 1944, ZBL informed Boos by telegram of the following:**®

267 Recte: Areginal, a disinfestation agent based on ethyl formiate.
268 Telegram from Jothann to Boos Co. of March 7, 1944. RGVA, 502-1-333, p. 59.
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“For reception building 11 instead of 19 delousing chambers
must be erected a.s.a.p.”

On May 3, Jothann sent another cable to Boos with the following re-
quest:269

“Send project with cost estimate and drawings for 11 hydrogen
cyanide delousing cells reception building. Plant must be finished
a.s.a.p. Expedite equipment and inform supply date.”

The request was repeated the following day, as results from a letter
from Boos of May 4:*"°

“Send project and detailed drawing for 11 hydrogen cyanide de-
lousing cells.”

In the same letter Boos requested from ZBL “the latest drawing of
the equipment and the ventilation installation for one delousing cell,”
because the structure of the “recesses for the placement of the equip-
ment™?"° had been modified recently. In parallel, Boos also asked Tesch
& Stabenow for the same information; the latter, as we know from
Jahrling’s letter of June 8, 1944, replied that they had in turn asked their
supplier, Degesch, for the design of a “Normalgaskammer” also made
by this firm. The translation of it reads (for the original text see docu-
ment 34):*"'

“On May 12, 1944, you wrote to Boos Co. that you had requested
the detailed drawing of a ‘normal gas chamber’ from your supplier.
This drawing, which must be executed large-scale and which must
show all dimensions both in plan and in sectional view, is now
needed here most urgently. The drawing must also show in which di-
rection the doors are to open, as we shall order same from here.

Our garrison surgeon informs us that, of late, Zyklon B gassing
chambers are to be converted to ‘Ariginal gassing.’ Garrison surge-
on wanted to get in touch with you directly in connection with the
corresponding modifications.

Has this occurred and have the necessary modifications been in-
corporated into the drawings?

On the subject of the operation of the equipment, detailed operat-
ing instructions must be attached in triplicate. Similarly, please send
also 3 copies of the drawing.

% The telegram is quoted in the letter from Zentralbauleitung to Boos Co. of May 9,

1944 RGVA, 502-1-347, p. 31.
70 Letter from Boos Co.to Zentralbauleitung of May 4, 1944. RGVA, 502-1-333, p. 51.
2! Letter from Jothann to Tesch & Stabenow of June 8, 1944. RGVA, 502-1-333, p. 35.
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The matter is most urgent and must be dealt with accordingly.
Your reply by return mail is requested.”

Hence, the term “Normalgaskammer” was already in use with Tesch
& Stabenow in a letter antedating the one from Boos, from which Jahr-
ling had taken it, and for that very reason he set it out underlined and in
quotations marks, exactly the same way he did for the term “Ariginal-
vergasung” which he had taken instead from the letter written by the SS
garrison surgeon to ZBL on May 20, 1944.>”> Does this mean that the
“blunder” occurred within Tesch & Stabenow? Not even that is true, as
can be seen from this company’s reply of June 13, 1944, to the letter
mentioned above:*”

“We thank you for your above letter and inform you as follows in
this matter:

On the basis of your telegram of May 3, 1944, to Friedrich Boos
Co. at Koln-Bickendorf this company has approached us. Thereup-
on, we have contacted our supplier asking whether in the meantime
there have been any modifications with respect to the erection of the
normal gas chambers. Having received their answer, we then in-
formed Friedr. Boos Co. on May 18 of this year that there have been
no recent changes to the normal gas chambers.

At the same time, enclosed in said letter, we sent Friedr. Boos
Co. mounting instructions for the installation of the recirculation
equipment, as well as the corresponding drawings DK¥™ 271, DK
283, and DK 284. On the availability of these drawings, together
with our booklet about normal gas chambers, a perfectly clear pic-
ture for the production of blueprints and for the erection of the unit
will result. We assume that you have meanwhile received the missing
documents from Friedr. Boos Co.

The doors of the gas chambers open toward the outside, as doors
opening toward the inside — depending on the degree of loading of
the chamber — would obviously risk not being able to be closed at
all.

We have noted that gassing chambers are to be arranged also for
AREGINAL gassing. Your garrison surgeon has not yet approached
us in this matter, but on 9 cr. we received instructions from Reichs-

22 The letter is mentioned in a text of Zentralbauleitung dated December 7, 1944. RGVA,

502-1-255, illegible page number.

3 Letter from Tesch & Stabenow to Zentralbauleitung of June 13, 1944. RGVA, 502-1-333,
pp. 30-30a. Cf. document 35.

7 DK = Degesch-Kreislauf.
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arzt-SS und Polizei, the Top Hygienist, to include the additional

AREGINAL equipment. No modifications of the gassing chambers

are necessary, it is sufficient to install the AREGINAL gassing unit

as well. You will receive an appropriate installation drawing when
the AREGINAL units have been supplied by the manufacturer. For
the sake of completeness, we inform you here that the price of the

AREGINAL -unit amounts to RM 27— and the steel requirements are

12 kilograms.

A detailed operating procedure exists for the equipment, but only
specially trained personnel is authorized to use hydrogen cyanide
gas in recirculation chambers.

1t is therefore necessary on start-up to train the respective oper-
ating personnel in practical and theoretical matters. For the dis-
patch of one of our gassing instructors we charge merely the travel
expenses (2" class) in addition to daily expenses of RM 22.50 per
day including travel.

We attach a copy of our letter of today’s date to Friedr. Boos Co.
for your information.”

We may conclude that a “Normalgaskammer” was simply a standard
(= norm = normal) disinfestation gas chamber using hydrogen cyanide
in the Degesch-Kreislauf process and that this term was in such com-
mon use that it appeared even in the “Fibel iiber Normalgaskammern”
(primer on normal gas chambers) booklet. The “normal gas chamber”
were not the opposite of “abnormal,” i.e. homicidal gas chambers, as
Pressac imagined, but of “behelfsmdfige Blausduregaskammern,”
make-shift hydrogen cyanide units, as can be gathered from the era’s
most comprehensive treatise on this subject (Puntigam et al. 1943, pp.
62-68). At Auschwitz-Birkenau, all disinfestation chambers using hy-
drogen cyanide which then existed fell into this latter category.

This having been clarified, let us move on to Pressac’s second as-
sumption. The text of the letter quoted above indicates clearly that
Tesch & Stabenow did not “insinuate” even remotely that the operation
of the “Normalgaskammern” was “far more complicated than the mere
dumping of Zyklon B into the ‘abnormal’ gas chambers,” but simply
explained that the use of hydrogen cyanide was highly dangerous, and
that written instructions, even “gut erlduternde” (well explaining), were
not sufficient to run a “Normalgaskammer,” but that specially autho-
rized operators were mandatory by law. The most important legal dis-
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positions concerning the use of hydrogen cyanide for disinfestation pur-

poses were the following (see Mattogno 2004¢; pp. 41-44):

> “Decree concerning disinfestation by means of highly toxic substan-
CeS”275

> “Decree concerning implementation of the decree concerning disin-
festation by means of highly toxic substances”*"®

> “Decree concerning disinfestation by means of highly toxic substan-
ces” dated March 25, 1931,%” regarding the application of the two
preceding decrees;

> “Circular of the minister for public welfare: Disinfestation with
highly toxic substances™’®

> “Decree for the implementation of the decree concerning disinfesta-
tion by means of highly toxic substances™"

» “Circular of the Reich minister for food and agriculture and of the
Reich minister of the interior,” on the use of hydrogen cyanide for
disinfestation, which summarizes all the preceding dispositions.

6.2. Why Not Use Degesch Gas Chambers for Homicides?

Van Pelt deals with this question in his answer to Leuchter (2002, p.
380):

“I questioned Leuchter’s assumption that the Germans would
have bothered to use the design of delousing chambers for their gas
chambers.”

He then cites three reasons which I shall address in turn:

“First of all, the delousing chambers were designed to operate
with very high concentrations of hydrogen cyanide — between forty
and seventy times the concentrations the Germans used to kill hu-
mans in Birkenau — and these concentrations were applied for sev-
eral hours.” (ibid.)

7 «“Verordnung tiber die Schidlingsbekampfung mit hochgiftigen Stoffen,” January 29,
1919, Reichsgesetzblatt, 1919, Nr. 31, pp. 165f.

%76 «“Yerordnung zur Ausfiihrung der Verordnung iiber die Schidlingsbekampfung mit hoch-
giftigen Stoffen,” August 22, 1927, Reichsgesetzblatt, 1927, Teil I, Nr. 41, p. 297.

7 Reichsgesetzblatt, 1931, Teil I, Nr. 12, pp. 83-85.

78 «RunderlaB des Ministers fiir Volkswohlfahrt: Schidlingsbekampfung mit hochgiftigen
Stoffen,” August 8, 1931, VMBI, 1931, column 792-796.

7 «“Verordnung zur Ausfiihrung der Verordnung iiber die Schidlingsbekampfung mit hoch-
giftigen Stoffen,” November 29, 1932, Reichsgesetzblatt, 1932, Teil I, Nr. 78, pp. 539-
540.
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To begin with, we must have an understanding of the structure and
operation of a disinfestation chamber with the Degesch-Kreislauf sys-
tem. The chambers had standard dimensions 4 by 1.35 by 1.90 m
(height). The Zyklon B can was opened from the outside by means of
an appropriate four-way switch equipped with an opening device, which
was basically a sophisticated can opener. The Zyklon B then dropped
into a sheet-metal receiver below, which was mounted in front of a hea-
ter and was struck by a recycled current of hot air driven by a blower
(for 72 air exchanges per hour) set into the suction portion of the duct-
ing opposite the “Kreislaufgerdt.” When the disinfestation was over, the
gas mixture was removed through an appropriate vent. The operating
temperature was 35-40°C. Normal duration of one disinfestation was
70-75 minutes.”™ In the Degesch-Kreislauf chambers at Buchenwald,
the duration of one run varied between one and twelve hours; for a
normal load it was three and a half hours (see chapter 14.2.).

It therefore makes no sense to say “the delousing chambers were de-
signed to operate with very high concentrations of hydrogen cyanide.”
The “Kreislaufgerdt’ allowed the rapid evaporation of any quantity of
hydrogen cyanide by means of hot-air recirculation. Needless to say that
such a device would have vaporized smaller quantities of hydrogen
cyanide even more quickly.

The next assertion, viz. that in the homicidal gas chambers HCN
concentrations “between forty and seventy times” lower were used, i.e.
of some 0.5 — 0.3 g/m?, is refuted categorically by the witnesses cited by
van Pelt himself, Hoss in particular, who gives precise indications from
which it is possible to calculate the presumed HCN concentration as
having been about 17 g/m* in the alleged homicidal gas chambers as
opposed to 20 in the Degesch-Kreislauf chambers (see chapter 14.1.).
Van Pelt finally declares that the high concentrations of HCN in these
chambers “were applied for several hours.” This is only partly true, but
this time was obviously needed to kill lice, nits, eggs, and all. In respect
of the gassing of human beings, this argument makes no sense, as it
would amount to saying: because the Degesch-Kreislauf chambers took
“several hours” to kill lice, they were unsuitable to kill human beings.

Let us now take up van Pelt’s second reason (p. 380):

“Second, the delousing chambers were, as Leuchter observed,
designed in such a way that they guaranteed the highest possible

80 Peters/Wiistinger, pp. 193-196. “Degesch-Kreislauf-Anlage fiir Entlausung mit Zyklon-

Blausdure.” APMM, VI, 9a, vol. 2, pp. 1-4.



CARLO MATTOGNO - AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1 187

safety for their users while allowing for the greatest possible effi-

ciency in the quick loading and unloading of the chamber. The issue

of safety was of lesser importance in the gas chambers, because the

Sonderkommandos who entered the room were expendable.”

Van Pelt forgets that the “users” of the disinfestation chambers were
detainees just like those of the so-called “Sonderkommando,” and one is
therefore at a loss to understand why safety measures applied only to
some but not to others.”®' From Tauber’s Soviet declaration we know
that the work of the so-called “Sonderkommando” was well organized
and that each detainee was assigned specific tasks. Practically, from the
holocaust point of view, the “Sonderkommando” detainees were “spe-
cialized” workers, and the SS were most interested in maintaining their
efficiency. We will not even go into the aspect that they were super-
vised by SS men who thus also ran the risk of being poisoned. This
means that the safety measures, under the hypothesis of homicidal gass-
ings, could not be “of lesser importance,” if only to safeguard the lives
of the SS guards. Furthermore, as we have seen in chapter 2.6.7, accord-
ing to Priifer’s — spurious (see Graf 2002) — testimony after the war, Bi-
schoff had ordered from Topf the 10 “Gaspriifer,” because “poisoning
of the operating personnel working in these chambers” — i.e. precisely
the detainees of the so-called “Sonderkommando” — had allegedly oc-
curred and was to be prevented in the future.

We now come to van Pelt’s third reason (p. 380):

“Furthermore, in the case of the gas chambers, efficiency in fill-
ing the room with living people and retrieving their bodies afterward
was less important. But in the case of the delousing chambers, the
rate-delimiting factor was the technology of the room itself; in the
case of the gas chambers it was the cremation process which invari-
ably went considerably slower than the gassing. In other words, the
delousing rooms were designed to operate more or less continuously
with high doses of hydrogen cyanide and relatively short periods of
downtime in between, while the gas chambers were designed to op-
erate for very short times with low doses of hydrogen cyanide while
remaining idle for extended periods of time.”

1 Pressac shows a passage from the declaration made on February 2, 1961, by Andrzej Rab-

lin, a former detainee who had worked in the gas chambers employing hydrogen cyanide
in Block 3 of the Stammlager, stating that this inmate fell victim to an HCN poisoning
because of a leak in his gas mask and was treated for two months in the detainee hospital.
Pressac 1989, p. 25.
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But a unit designed to operate “continuously” with a concentration
of HCN close to that of the alleged homicidal gas chambers (20 g/m?® as
against 17 g/m?®) would only have made any discontinuous gassings
more efficient.

From the historical point of view, the question discussed by van Pelt
takes on an entirely different character, though. It is obviously legiti-
mate to ask: If Auschwitz became an extermination camp “in mid-
1942” (van Pelt 2002, p. 69), then why should the ZBL, facing the task
of designing homicidal gas chambers, have thought of the Kreislauf-
gerdte it discussed with Boos only in September of that year? But this is
not the essential point. In June 1942 the complex labeled “Entlausungs-
und Effektenbaracken” (BW 28) was fully operational. It consisted of 4
Effektenbaracken and one gas chamber using Zyklon B, which went in-
to operation a short time later (Mattogno 2004h, pp. 49f.). The gas
chamber was equipped with two blowers (Pressac 1989, photo 13, p.
45). The “Entlausungsbaracken” 1 and 11, located respectively at BA la
and BA Ib of Birkenau in buildings BW 5a and 5b, had a gas chamber
using Zyklon B equipped with two blowers and three stoves that would
be started up in autumn of 1942. The Zyklon B gas chamber of block 3
at Auschwitz had a suction fan (see chapter 13). The unbelievable as-
pect of this is that ZBL, in its effort to implement an alleged govern-
ment order for a mass extermination in the alleged gas chambers of the
Birkenau “bunkers” — which, according to van Pelt, resulted in more
than 200,000 victims (2002, p. 455) — did not even install one miserable
exhaust fan there.

The same is true for the alleged homicidal gas chambers of cremato-
ria IV and V. The contemporary German government “Instructions for
the use of hydrogen cyanide (Zyklon) for the elimination of vermin
(disinfestation)” (NI-9912) specified a minimum aeration time of 20
hours after the gassing of a building for disinfestation. Hoss himself,
speaking of the alleged homicidal gassing in block 11 of the main camp,
asserts that “the whole building had to be ventilated for at least two
days” (Broszat 1981, p. 159). It is therefore certain that natural ventila-
tion would have reduced the efficiency of the alleged homicidal gas
chambers enormously and would have increased their risks. Hence why
were not even simple exhaust blowers installed in those eight (out of
ten) alleged homicidal gas chambers?
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6.3. “Incineration with Simultaneous Special Treatment”
6.3.1 The Document

We will now consider the only “criminal trace” found by van Pelt.
On January 29, 1943, there was a meeting between SS-Unterscharfiih-
rer Swoboda, head of “Technische Abteilung” of ZBL and the engineer
Tomitschek of the Kattowitz office of AEG company. The same day,
Swoboda wrote a note for the file concerning ‘“Power supply and instal-
lation at main camp and PoW camp.”*** He noted that AEG had not yet
received the steel and metal allocations and could therefore not proceed
with the jobs scheduled. Swoboda then continues (van Pelt’s translation,
2002, p. 329):

“As a result of this, it is not possible to complete the installation
and electricity supply of crematorium 2 in the Prisoner of War
Camp [Birkenau] by January 31, 1943. It is only possible to com-
plete the crematorium for operation earliest by February 15, 1943
using materials that are in stock for other building projects. This op-
eration can only involve a limited use of the available machines™®!
(whereby is made possible an incineration [Verbrennung] with si-
multaneous special treatment), because the main electricity supply
to the crematorium is not capable to carry its power consumption.”
Van Pelt underlines strongly the necessity to be aware of the histori-

cal context, if the significance of this letter is to be understood. He as-
serts that “it is important to know the context of this letter” (ibid.) and
he reiterates (p. 331):

“I provided the historic context of this document because, like
any other document, it is mute when taken by itself. Like any other
piece of evidence, it must be placed where it belongs, and this re-
quires knowledge of what was going on at the time, at the building
site in Birkenau, in the architect’s office and, in this case, in
Greece.”

He then states on the next page that “here is important to note that a
basic rule in the interpretation of historical evidence is that any piece of
evidence depends upon the context from which it is taken” and repeats
once more (p. 333):

282 Aktenvermerk of SS-Unterscharfiihrer Swoboda of January 29, 1943.RGVA, 502-1-26, p.
196.
% In the original “vorhandenen Maschinen.”
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“The hastily written Tomitschek/Swoboda memorandum is com-
pletely unintelligible as a historical source if one does not know the
historical context, which includes the speed with which the SS tried
to complete the crematoria, the difficulty they had obtaining alloca-
tions for building materials, the meaning of the word Sonderbehand-
lung, the need to fire up the ovens before they were used, and so
on.

6.3.2. The “Historical Context” According to Van Pelt

Let us examine now what this illuminating context sketched by van
Pelt really is like (pp. 329-331, my numbers added):

[11 “Throughout January, regular transports were arriving in
Auschwitz, and the bunkers were hardly able to keep up.

[2] In fact, Eichmann was forced to divert trains destined for
Auschwitz to Sobibor and Treblinka.

[3] Completion of the crematoria was of the greatest urgency.
But in fact, construction had fallen two months behind schedule. Un-
expected problems in the electricity supply to the buildings caused
additional delays.

[4] When the SS architects modified the basement plan of Crema-
toria 2 and 3 to include a gas chamber, they increased the antic-
ipated electricity consumption of the building. The ventilation system
was now intended to simultaneously extract the Zyklon B from the
gas chambers and fan the flames of the incinerators.

[5] They had contacted AEG, the contractor for the electrical sys-
tems, but due to rationing AEG had been unable to get the heavy-
duty wiring and circuit breakers the system required. As a result,
Crematorium 2 was to be supplied with a temporary electrical sys-
tem; nothing at all was available for use in Crematorium 3.

[6] The AEG representative in Kattowitz, Engineer Tomitschek,
warned the Auschwitz Building Office that the capacity of the tempo-
rary system would not allow for simultaneous ‘special treatment’
and incineration.

[7] The SS did not heed his warning: when Crematorium 2 was
finally handed over to the camp authorities, they immediately began
to work the ovens at full capacity, against Tomitschek’s advice.

[8] The electrical system caught fire.
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[9] Both the forced-draft system that fanned the incinerator
flames and the ventilation system to extract the Zyklon B from the
gas chamber were damaged.”

6.3.3. Van Pelt’s Errors

Van Pelt has crammed such a hodge-podge of mistakes, falsifica-
tions, and absurdities into these few lines that we need to look at them
line by line. For this reason I numbered them consecutively in the pre-
ceding section.

[1]: According to the Auschwitz Kalendarium (Czech 1989), a total
of some 45,700 persons were gassed in the two “bunkers” or about
1,475 per day. Van Pelt asserts that the “bunkers” had “hardly” been
able to keep up with this rate and that the urgency associated with the
crematoria was the result. However, Szlama Dragon, much appreciated
by van Pelt, affirmed in his statement of May 10 and 11, 1945, that the
two “bunkers” could accommodate some 4,500 persons at one time
(Hoss trial, vol. 11, p. 104), hence if we assume only one gassing per
day with that load, this amounts to a daily capacity of 4,500 persons.
This means that even with merely one single gassing per day the two
“bunkers” would have had a capacity of (4,500%31 =) 139,500 persons
in January 1943 alone. The witness Dragon thus contradicts the very
foundations of van Pelt’s most careful analysis.

[2]: The assertion that “Eichmann was forced to divert trains des-
tined for Auschwitz to Sobibor and Treblinka” has no historical founda-
tion; van Pelt is unable to produce any document in support of his
claim.

[3]: The urgency of the construction of the crematoria had nothing to
do with any alleged homicidal gassings. As far as crematorium II is
concerned, the projected completion date of January 31, 1943, had been
set by Bischoff on December 18, 1942, and accepted by Himmler a
few days later.® But on January 4, 1943, Bischoff informed Kammler
that he could not maintain his schedule (January 31 for crematorium II,
March 31 for crematorium III, and February 28 for crematorium IV).
On the 11™ Kammler replied that he agreed “to the non-respecting of
the dates set,” provided that the utmost was done to speed up the

2 Fernschreiben (telex) from Bischoff to Kammler of December 18, 1942 concerning “Fer-

tigstellung der Krematorien” (termination of crematoria). APMO, BW 30/27, p. 17.
8 Letter from Bischoff to Topf of December 22, 1942. APMO, BW 30/27, p. 51.
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work.?® For this very reason, Swoboda’s note for the file explained that
“it is not possible to complete the installation and electricity supply of
crematorium 2 in the Prisoner of War Camp [Birkenau] by January 31,
1943.” According to the Auschwitz Kalendarium (Czech 1989), some
16,800 persons are said to have been gassed in the two “bunkers” in
December 1942, which makes van Pelt’s conjecture regarding the ur-
gency of the matter even less consistent.

[4]: Van Pelt’s assertion is completely wrong that the ZBL archi-
tects, when they planned the alleged homicidal gas chamber, had “in-
creased the anticipated electricity consumption of the building.” Actual-
ly, the consumption of electricity for Leichenkeller 1 estimated before
its alleged transformation into an alleged homicidal gas chamber re-
mained unchanged after the assumed alteration. The “Kostenanschlag
tiber Be- und Entliiftungs-Anlagen” (cost estimate for aeration and de-
aeration installations) for the future crematorium Il prepared by Topf on
November 4, 1941, provided, in respect of the “B”-Raum (= beliifteter
Raum: aerated room), i.e. Leichenkeller 1**" for 2 blowers (one for
Beliiftung the other for Entliiftung), each with an hourly rating of 4,800
m? of air against a total pressure difference of 40 mm water column,
driven by a 2 HP 3-phase motor. The cost amounted to 1,847 RM alto-
gether.”®® The ventilation equipment actually installed in crematorium II
is listed in the Topf invoice no. 171 dated February 22, 1943. This in-
voice covers “Supply of aeration and de-aeration equipment as de-
scribed in detail in our cost estimate of November 4, 1941.” Two blow-
ers (one in aeration, one in de-aeration) each having an hourly capacity
of 4,800 m?® of air against a pressure difference of 40 mm water column
and driven by a 2 HP 3-phase motor were installed in “B-Raum” for a
total price of 1,847 Reichsmarks.”®” Therefore, the power rating of cre-
matorium II was not in the least altered by the alleged transformations
of Leichenkeller 1 and this further invalidates van Pelt’s conjectures.

[5]: The problems surrounding the allocations of metal (the assign-
ment for crematorium II requested by AEG in November 1942 had not
yet been approved by the end of January 1943) illustrate the rather low

86 Letter from Kammler to Zentralbauleitung of January 11, 1943 concerning “Fertigstellung
der Krematorien” (termination of crematoria). RGVA, 502-1-313, p. 59.

7 Leichenkeller 2, in this document, is called “L”-Raum. Pressac interprets it as “Leichen-
Raum” (morgue).

% J.A. Topf & S6hne, Kostenanschlag iiber Be- und Entliiftungs-Anlagen. November 4,
1941. RGVA, 502-1-327, pp. 151-153.

9 RGVA, 502-1-327, p. 25. Reproduced in Mattogno 1994b, p. 112. Cf. chapter 1.8.
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priority of crematorium II for the SS. If this site had really become the
center of an alleged extermination ordered by Himmler for Birkenau,
such difficulties would be absolutely inexplicable.

[6]: Van Pelt’s assertion that “the capacity of the temporary system
would not allow for simultaneous ‘special treatment’ and incineration”
is absolutely baseless, because the text states exactly the opposite; the
limited use of the “available machines” would still enable “incineration
with simultaneous special treatment.”

[7]: Van Pelt affirms that the SS “immediately began to work the
ovens at full capacity,” but this is historically wrong, because the dam-
age to the chimney and the flues was caused by “heating of single ovens
only” (see chapter 8.8.3.).

[8]: Van Pelt claims that “the electrical system caught fire”; this is
wrong, because the cause of the damage was not electrical but thermal,
as [ will explain next.

[9]: Van Pelt asserts that “both the forced-draft system that fanned
the incinerator flames and the ventilation system to extract the Zyklon B
from the gas chamber were damaged,” which is utter nonsense. Kir-
schneck’s Aktenvermerk of March 25, 1943, states clearly that the only
units that suffered damage were the three forced-draft units and that the
damage had been caused by overly high temperatures. ZBL intended to
retain “the three electric motors (15 HP each),” provided “that they
were not damaged by the high temperatures,”””’ which confirms that the
damage was not electrical. The “ventilation system to extract the Zyk-
lon B from the gas chamber” i.e. the Beliiftung / Entliiftung had, of
course, not been damaged. The “forced-draft system,” on the other
hand, served to remove the smoke during the cremations by increasing
the draft of the chimney, but this increased the air-feed to the hearths
only indirectly. Van Pelt, for his part, believes that the forced-draft units
“fanned the incinerator flames” like a pair of bellows. This serious lack
of understanding demolishes van Pelt’s conjectures once and for all.

Van Pelt concludes (p. 332):

“The problem which Tomitschek and Swoboda discussed was
rooted in the circumstance that electricity was necessary to operate
the ventilation system of the gas chambers.

Yet, at the same time that this ventilation system was to extract
the hydrogen cyanide from the gas chamber, the crematorium also

0 APMO, BW 30/25, p. 8.
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needed electricity to operate the forced air system to heat the incine-

rators as they were readied to cremate the remains of the people

killed in the gas chambers. In other words, there was an overlap in
the electricity consumption of the gas chamber and the ovens, the

Sformer still using electricity after killing had occurred, the latter us-

ing electricity before the incineration could commence.” (van Pelt’s

emphases)

This is what is supposed to be meant by “Verbrennung mit gleichzei-
tiger Sonderbehandlung.” The text of Swoboda’s Aktenvermerk says
exactly the contrary of van Pelt’s assertion, and we must also stress that
such an “overlap in the electricity consumption” makes no sense, tech-
nically speaking, because the Saugzuganlagen were actually not needed
to fire up of the ovens — which is borne out by the fact that, in practice,
all crematoria at Auschwitz-Birkenau operated with natural draft.
Moreover, such an “overlap” of electricity needs for the presumed ho-
micidal gassings and subsequent cremations would have been both irra-
tional and at once perfectly avoidable, because the only thing needed to
circumvent this alleged problem was to begin heating the furnaces be-
fore the gassing, so that the furnaces were ready for use after the gas
chamber had been ventilated.

Ironically, precisely at a point where van Pelt eloquently refers to
“the basic rule in the interpretation of historical evidence,” to “historical
context,” the ignorance of which renders a document “completely unin-
telligible,” he himself shows his complete ignorance of the historical
context of the document and in this way furnishes us with a most telling
example of his extraordinary incompetence in technical and historical
matters.

6.3.4. The True Historical Context

On January 29, 1943, Priifer inspected the worksites of the four cre-
matoria at Birkenau and prepared a “Priifbericht” (inspection report) in
which he wrote on the subject of crematorium II:**'

“This building site is complete except for minor secondary jobs

(the planking of the ceiling of morgue 2 cannot yet be removed be-

cause of frost). The 5 pcs. triple-muffle incinerating ovens have been

completed and are presently being dried by heating. Supply of the
aeration/de-aeration unit for the underground morgues is delayed

! Priifbericht des Ing. Priifers of January 29, 1943. APMO, BW 30/34, p. 101.
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because of railway restrictions and the installation can probably be
done only in 10 days’ time. Thus, start-up of crematorium Il is cer-
tainly possible on February 15, 1943.”
Tying in with this report, Swoboda’s Aktenvermerk shows that:
1) Priifer’s start-up date for the crematorium (February 15, 1943) could
be maintained only with “a limited use of the available machines”
2) this would still enable “incineration with special treatment.”
What were those “available machines”? The answer to this question
is found in two important documents. There is Kirschneck’s Aktenver-
merk of January 29, 1943, which says in respect of crematorium II:**

“The electrical connections of the motors for the compressed air
feed to the oven are presently being laid. The 3 large forced-draft
units at the chimneys have been installed and are ready for start-up.
Here, too, the electrical connections for the motors are being laid.
The corpse elevator is being installed on a temporary basis (as flat-
plate elevator). The aeration/de-aeration unit for the morgues has
not yet arrived on account of the railway restrictions which have on-
ly been lifted a few days ago; the freight-cars are rolling, and we
count on their arrival at any time. Installation can be done in about
10 days’ time.”
This report is fully confirmed by the “time spent” forms filled out by
the Topf technician Messing, which describe the following jobs he car-
ried out in crematorium II in January and February 1943:*

“4-5/1/43: travel.

5-10/1/43: installation of forced-draft units in crematorium.

11-17/1/43: transportation and installation of the 3 forced-draft
units in crematorium I [= 1II].

18-24/1/43: installed forced-draft units in crematorium I of PoW
camp.

25-31/1/43: forced draft and aeration/de-aeration units. 5 pcs.
secondary blowers for the 5 triple-muffle ovens. Transportation of
material.

1-7/2/43: installation of secondary blowers for the five triple-
muffle furnaces.”
The temporary elevator had not yet been installed. It was ordered by
ZBL to Hdftlingsschlosserei on January 26, 1943 (order no. 2563/146),

292 Aktenvermerk of Kirschneck of January 29, 1943. APMO, BW 30/34, p. 105.
% Topf, Arbeits-Bescheinigung for Messing for the period January 4 — February 7, 1943.
APMO, BW 30/31, pp. 31-36. Cf. Pressac 1989, p. 370.
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but it was terminated only on March 13 (Hoss trial, vol. 11, p. 83).

Summarizing, the “available machines” on January 29, 1943, were:

> three forced-draft units (Saugzug-Anlagen) of the chimney, each
with a blower 625 D (Gebldse 625 D),*** with a 3-phase 380 volts 15
HP motor.*”

» five compressed-air devices (Druckluft-Anlagen) of the crematorium
ovens, each with a blower 275 M (Gebldse Nr. 275 M) with a 3-
phase 380 volts 3 HP motor running at 1420 rpm (Drehstrommotor 3
PS, n = 1420/Min. 380 Volt).”

The machines that were planned but were, as yet, non-existent were:

> Be- und Entliiftungsanlage (aeration/de-aeration) for “B-Raum” (2
motors, 3-phase 380 volts, 2 HP),

> Entliiftungsanlage (de-aeration) for the furnace hall (1 motor a 3-
phase 380 volts, 3.5 HP),

> Entliiftungsanlage (de-aeration) for Sezier-, Aufbahrungs- u. Wasch-
raum (dissecting, laying-out and washroom) (1 motor 3-phase 380
volts, 1 HP),

> Entliiftungsanlage (de-aeration) for “L-Raum” (1 motor 3-phase 380
volts, 5.5 HP),”’

> “Plateauaufzug” (flat-plate elevator).

Hence, the non-existent machines precluded the use of Leichenkeller

1 as a homicidal gas chamber. However, even if the limited use of the

existing machines — i.e. those of the forced-draft and the blowers for the

ovens — had permitted “incineration with simultaneous special treat-
ment,” then it is clear that this “special treatment” not only cannot have
any connection with the alleged homicidal gas chamber in Leichenkeller

1, but would inevitably have a close relationship with the machines in

question, especially with the incineration itself: the “special treatment”

referred to a treatment of corpses, not of people alive.

4 Topf Versandanzeige (shipment notice) of June 18, 1942 for “Teile zu den 5 Topf-

Dreimuffel-Ofen” (parts for 5 Topf triple-muffle ovens) for crematorium II. RGVA, 502-
1-313, p. 165.

% Schluss-Rechnung (final invoice) of Topf for Zentralbauleitung concerning “BW 30 —
Krematorium II.” RGVA, 502-2-26, p. 230.

%6 Topf Versandanzeige (shipment notice) of April 16, 1942 for “Teile zu den 5 Topf-
Dreimuffel-Ofen” (parts for 5 Topf triple-muffle ovens) for crematorium II. RGVA, 502-
1-313, p. 167.

7 Topf, Rechnung (invoice) Nr. 171 of February 22, 1943 concerning the ventilation
equipment for crematorium II. RGVA, 502-1-327, pp. 250-250a.
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6.3.5. The Real Meaning of the Document

We will now look into the real meaning of the document. Van Pelt
says, quite correctly, that “the real meaning of the word Sonderbehand-
lung” also enters into the historical context. Now, as I have already
stated, it is an established fact that there are numerous Auschwitz docu-
ments in which this term has an irrefutable meaning belonging to the
field of hygiene and sanitation (Mattogno 2004h., pp. 35-50), whereas
van Pelt does not bring forth even a single document from which we
can see that it was “an obvious synonym for killing.”

Hence, considering the historical context, the meaning of the term
special treatment/Sonderbehandlung in the Aktenvermerk of January 29,
1943, can only be an extension of its hygieno-sanitary significance
mentioned above, i.e. the “available machines” would still have al-
lowed, even under restricted circumstances, a cremation satisfactory
from the point of view of sanitation and hygiene, that is to say a com-
plete (incineration) and not only partial (carbonization) cremation.

The importance of the forced-draft units and of the furnace blowers
to achieve an irreproachable cremation derives also from other sources.
Priifer himself, during his interrogation by the Soviet captain Shata-
novski, declared (Graf 2002, p. 404):

“In the civilian crematoria preheated air is injected by means of
special bellows, causing the corpse to burn more quickly and with-
out smoke. The design of the crematoria in the concentration camps
is different; it does not allow any preheating of air, which causes the
corpse to burn more slowly and with production of smoke. A ventila-
tion is used to reduce the smoke and the smell of the burning
corpse.”

To reduce the production of smoke, it was believed in the 1940s that
a better draft of the chimney (hence the inclusion of devices to increase
the draft) and a higher combustion air feed (hence the installation of
blowers for the muffles) were needed. The importance of the presence
of these blowers is borne out by a Topf letter dated June 6, 1942, in
which the company asked the Auschwitz ZBL to ship to Buchenwald “a
blower with motor,” otherwise it would not have been possible to start
up the triple-muffle crematorium oven which had just been built.*** As I
have explained above, Bischoff’s request for 10 gas flue analyzers

28 Letter from Topf to Zentralbauleitung at Auschwitz of June 6, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-312,
p. 52.
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(Gaspriifer) for the crematoria ovens fits precisely into this context. The
meaning of Swoboda’s words, therefore, is that, even though the essen-
tial equipment for the cremations could be used only in a limited way, it
was still possible to achieve an irreproachable incineration from the hy-
gieno-sanitary point of view. This meaning also showed through in a
document a few weeks older. On January 13, 1943, Bischoff wrote to
Deutsche Ausriistungswerke at Auschwitz a letter concerning “Execu-
tion of joinery for the local construction projects.” In this letter he com-
plained i.a. about delays in the supply of doors for crematorium II:*°
“We thus ask you to supply immediately the doors ordered as per
our letter of October 16, 1942, Bfigb.Nr.17010/42/Ky/Pa for crema-
torium I [= 11] of the PoW camp which is needed urgently for carry-
ing out the special measures, as construction progress would other-
wise be put into jeopardy.”

Hence, “carrying out the special measures” had no criminal signific-
ance. It referred — on the contrary — to the construction of hygienic and
sanitary installations, including the detainee hospital (Hdftlingslazarett)
in section B III of Birkenau.’® Hence, if the crematorium was used for
“carrying out the special measures,” it means that it, too, was part of
these installations, and its hygienic and sanitary function was exclusive-
ly the cremation of the corpses of detainees who had died in the camp.

On the other hand, Bischoff’s letter of January 29, 1943 — as | have
shown in chapter 2.1. above — demonstrates that “Leichenkeller 2”
could not be used as a morgue and/or undressing room for the registered
detainees who had died of “natural” causes, because it was not opera-
tional at that time, but that this was of no importance because the
corpses could be deposited in the “Vergasungskeller.” Therefore, the
“incineration with simultaneous special treatment” in crematorium II, as
of January 29, 1943, could only concern corpses.

The explanation I have proposed above may not be completely satis-
factory, but it is the only one that can be deduced from the historical
context into which Swoboda’s note fits. Like in the event of the Draht-
netzeinschiebevorrichtungen, the only thing we can say for certain is
what this “Sonderbehandlung” was not, which is to say that van Pelt’s
interpretation is documentarily, historically and technically unfounded,

9 APMO, BW 30/34, p. 78.
% Mattogno 2004h., pp. 56-60; 2004k; IV., “The Detainee Sick-Bay...at Birkenau,” pp.
289-294.
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hence the “incineration with simultaneous special treatment” is no
“criminal trace” at all, and this is what counts.

For completeness’ sake the hypothesis should also be examined
whether “available machines” referred to the entire equipment supplied
to the crematorium for its operation (and not just that present on Janu-
ary 29, 1943), i.e. all the machines eventually provided for this build-
ing, including the ventilation systems for Leichenkeller 1 and 2, for the
oven rooms, the dissection room, the laying-out and washing room, and
the freight elevator. In this case, as | explained above, no “overlap” of
electricity use between cremations and hypothetical homicidal gassings
in Leichenkeller 1 would have occurred. If this room, as Pressac says in
relation to its original purpose, was “to take corpses several days old,
beginning to decompose and thus requiring the room to be well-
ventilated” (1989, p. 284), the ventilation system would have been de-
signed for continuous operation. Hence its electricity consumption
would inevitably have been “superimposed” on the crematoria oven’s
electricity supply. But if these bodies were infected (i.e. they were
corpses of prisoners who had died of typhus) and hence were placed in
the “Sonderkeller,” they received already on that account alone a “spe-
cial treatment,” and an “incineration with simultaneous special treat-
ment” occurs in the crematorium.

In conclusion, from whatever point of view we consider Swoboda’s
“special treatment” note of January 29, 1943, it refers to the treatment
of corpses, not of living people.
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7. Alleged “Criminal Traces” for the “Bunkers” of
Birkenau

7.1. Some Remarks Concerning the Title

The “criminal traces” which I will examine in this chapter have been
related by Pressac to the so-called “bunkers” of Birkenau. However, as
opposed to the traces that have just been discussed and whose relations
with the crematoria have been established beyond doubt by the docu-
ments containing them, there is not a single document mentioning the
“bunkers.” Therefore, in connection with these ghostlike installations
there are no real “criminal traces,” only alleged ones, as I have indi-
cated in the title of this chapter.

7.2. “Special Treatment”
7.2.1. Pressac’s Thesis

In his second book, Pressac addresses the problems connected with
the term “special treatment” by sketching its evolution in the documents
and its meaning and by placing it in its alleged historical context in the
following way (1993, pp. 45f.):

“In a cowardly manner Himmler had passed an abominable task
on to Héss who, hardened jail-keeper that he was, did not appre-
ciate at all the dubious honor that had been conferred to him. To
finance this ‘program’ and the extension of the camp, considerable
funds were allocated. Immediately prior to the visit of the SS chief to
the camp, by May 15 [1942], Bischoff had prepared an extensive re-
port covering the work to be done at the Stammlager, for a total es-
timated amount of 2,000,000 Reichsmarks. Himmler threw it all out.
Bischoff redid his entire report to suit the wishes of the Reichsfiihrer
and the latter’s grand design, a very Grand Design, converting it in-
to 20 million Reichsmarks, ten times the original amount, a sum that
was approved by the SS-WVHA on September 17" [...].

Encouraged by this unexpected bonanza and because Himmler
had felt that the undressing activity of the Jews in the open air was
not orderly, Bischoff, in a second report, requested four horse-stable
barracks to be set up near the two bunkers, which were to be used as
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undressing barracks for the physically unfit. Each barrack was
priced at 15,000 Reichsmarks. The request was worded in the fol-
lowing way: ‘4 Stiick Baracken fiir Sonderbehandlung der Hiftlinge
in Birkenau’ (4 pcs. barracks for special treatment of detainees at
Birkenau).’ This was absolutely the first time that the term ‘special
treatment’ was used, at the end of July of 1942. But the group of
people it concerned and its meaning were known in detail only to the
SS in Berlin and Auschwitz.

Besides, what was needed for this ‘special treatment’ — also
called ‘resettlement of the Jewish population’ — was Zyklon B. These
agreed upon terms covered the liquidation by means of gas of the
Birkenau Jews who were unfit for work.

In order to improve the ‘resettlement,’ the Auschwitz SS needed
trucks. On September 14, five vehicles for ‘special actions’ were al-
located by Berlin.

In this way, the actual killing was designated as ‘special treat-
ment’ or ‘resettlement of the Jewish population’ whereas the overall
operation, including the selection, the transportation of the unfit and
their homicidal gassing, were designated as ‘special action,” a term
which was not specifically nefarious, as it could apply to a non-
criminal action as well. Actually, the trucks were used to move the
unfit Jews from the first ‘ramp’ of the Auschwitz goods depot —
where the selection of the fit and the unfit took place — to bunkers 1
and 2.”

Pressac returns to the question later (p. 61), stating:

“Mainly between December 10 and 18 [1942], Bauleitung”"" set
the requirements in terms of material (cement, lime, bricks, steel,
non-ferrous metals, lumber, rocks, gravel) for all present and future
construction projects at KGL Birkenau. Forty-one worksites were
defined, very different from one another, such as barracks for the
detainees, sanitary installations, sickbays, delousing units, the four
crematoria, the barbed-wire fence and the watch-towers, the instal-
lations for the SS housing camp, its Kommandantur, the bakery, the
barracks for the civilian workers, the roads and the railway spur
which linked Birkenau to the Auschwitz depot. All the sites, includ-
ing the SS sauna, were labeled as follows:

Betrifft: Kriegsgefangenenlager Auschwitz
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Recte: Zentralbauleitung.
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(Durchfiihrung der Sonderbehandlung)

Re: PoW camp Auschwitz

(Implementation of special treatment)

This amounted to an enormous ‘administrative blunder’ one
hundred and twenty times over and confirms unequivocally that by
the end of November / early December of 1942 the Birkenau PoW
camp no longer was a camp for prisoners of war but had become, in
its entirety, the place where ‘special treatment’ was implemented,”
which, as we have seen, signified for Pressac “the liquidation by

means of gas of the Birkenau Jews who were unfit for work.”

7.2.2. Bischoff’s Explanatory Reports

The reconstruction of the historical framework into which Pressac
places the origin of the “Sonderbehandlung” is infected from the start
by a most serious mistake in interpretation. He supposes that Bischoff
had prepared a first explanatory report on the Auschwitz camp with a
cost estimate of 2 million RM, which was rejected by Himmler during
the latter’s visit to the camp on July 17 and 18, 1942, and that because
of this the head of ZBL “redid his entire report to suit the wishes of the
Reichsfiihrer” and raised the project estimate to 20 million Reichs-
marks. Actually, the first explanatory report drawn up by Bischoff re-
ferred to the work carried out during the first and second fiscal years of
the war,’” as is stated explicitly at the end of the document:*”

“The enlargement of the concentration camp described above
was implemented in the 1" and 2" fiscal years of the war economy.”
Bischoff’s second report, the one allegedly “revised” according to

Himmler’s wishes, is instead simply the explanatory report covering al-
so the third fiscal year of the war, as we can gather here, too, from the
end of the document:***

“Already in the 2" fiscal year of the war, a number of buildings
were erected; the remainder will be started in the 3" fiscal year of

%% In keeping with the regulations of Amt Il of Hauptamt Haushalt und Bauten, the second

fiscal year of the war economy ended on September 30, 1941.
*% Erlauterungsbericht zum prov. Ausbau des Konzentrationslager Auschwitz O/S. RGVA,
502-1-223, pp. 1-22, here p. 9.
Erléuterungsbericht zum Bauvorhaben Konzentrationslager Auschwitz O/S. 15 luglio
1942. RGVA, 502-1-220, pp. 1-52, here p. 19.
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the war and carried out with the greatest possible effort on the part

of the whole Bauleitung®" and of the means available to it.”

The fact that Pressac was not aware of this elementary difference is
almost unbelievable. How little this explanatory report reflects Himm-
ler’s visit of July 17 and 18 can be judged by the fact that the program
had been approved as to its general lines by Hauptamt Haushalt und
Bauten as early as June 1941: a letter from that office to the Auschwitz
camp commander dated June 18, 1941, containing a list of the Bau-
werke approved for the third fiscal year of the war economy (October 1,
1941, to September 30, 1942), already lists twenty such items.**® Pres-
sac thus commits an overt distortion of documents when he says that
this report was “backdated to July 15, because it was drawn up at the
end of July and mailed to Berlin on August 3, 1942” (1993, note 145, p.
103)

Actually, there is no document supporting the claim that the report
was written at the end of July. The only document Pressac cites in this
context is Bischoff’s letter of August 3, 1942, to SS-WVHA by which
the head of the Auschwitz ZBL forwarded to Amt C V “frame applica-
tions” (Rahmenantrige®’) containing the explanatory report, the cost
estimate, and the site map for the construction projects “Auschwitz con-
centration camp,” “agricultural plants,” and “Auschwitz materials yard”
as requested by Amt C V/I of SS-WVHA by letter of June 3, 1942, to
which Bischoff’s letter refers explicitly.”” But the fact that the explana-
tory report was sent to SS-WVHA on August 3 does not in the least
prove that it was “drawn up at the end of July” and “backdated to July
15.” Hence, “Himmler’s visit” to Auschwitz “threw... out” practically
nothing: Pressac has simply committed an enormous error.

Van Pelt and Dwork have this to say on this point (1996, pp. 215,
218):

“In response to IG Farben’s unwillingness to support a 20.6 mil-
lion operation, Bischoff proposed two plans. The first, budgeted at

3% The Bauleitung der Waffen-SS und Polizei Auschwitz. K.L. Auschwitz und Landwirt-
schaft Auschwitz, which managed the Bauvorhaben SS-Unterkunft und Konzentration-
slager Auschwitz and Landwirtschaftliche Betriebe Auschwitz.

3% RGVA, 502-1-11, p. 37.

37 The requests (Antriige) for the inclusion of the Bauvorhaben within the frame (Rahmen)
of the volume and the relative expenses allocated by Der Generalbevollméchtigte fiir die
Regelung der Bauwirtschaft for the third fiscal year of the war. Cf. letter from Kammler
to Zentralbauleitung of June 14, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-319, p. 189.

3% Letter from Bischoff to SS-WVHA of August 3, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-22, illegible page
number.
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2.02 million marks, was called ‘Provisional Expansion of the Con-
centration Camp Auschwitz O/S [Oberschlesien, or Upper Silesia],’
which was to be built with construction material supplied through
IG Farben. Its main purpose was to demonstrate responsibility to
the corporation. The second plan, ‘Building Project Auschwitz,’
budgeted at 20.6 million marks, was Bischoff’s real agenda.”

They too, just like Pressac, have grasped little or nothing in this mat-

ter.

7.2.3. The Four Barracks “for Special Treatment” and the
Birkenau “Bunkers”

We will now examine the way Pressac interprets the passage con-
cerning the four barracks “fiir Sonderbehandlung.” He affirms that “Bi-
schoff, in a second report, requested four horse-stable barracks to be set
up near the two bunkers which were to be used as undressing barracks
for the physically unfit.” We should stress here that the parts of the quo-
tation which I have set out in italics have nothing to do with the docu-
ment but are mere conclusions on the part of the French historian. The
entire text of the passage cited by Pressac is as follows:*"”

“BW 58 5 barracks for special treatment and housing of detai-
nees, horse-stable barracks type 260/9 (army headquarters)

4 pcs. barracks for special treatment of detainees at Birkenau

1 pc. barracks for housing of detainees at Bor

Cost of 1 barrack: RM 15,000.—

Hence for 5 barracks: total cost approx. RM 75,000.”

Pressac’s interpretation thus appears clearly deceptive: this text does
not only not support the thesis of the criminal aim of the four barracks
“for special treatment” but excludes it: the reference to the barrack for
housing detainees at Bor,”' which is part of the same Bauwerk and is
listed under the same heading as the other four barracks allegedly des-
tined for the Jews unfit for work, demonstrates that the term “Sonder-
behandlung” in this document has no criminal connotation. The cor-
rectness of this conclusion is borne out by other documents unknown to
Pressac, such as the list of Auschwitz Bauwerke, planned and already

% Kostenvoranschlag fiir das Bauvorhaben Konzentrationslager Auschwitz O/S. RGVA,

502-1-22, p. 36. Mattogno 2004h, document 4 on p. 113.

Within the area of Bor and Budy — two villages located some 4 km south of Birkenau —
there was the so-called “Wirtschaftshof Budy,” a Nebenlager in which mainly agricultural
tasks were carried out. The camp as such (Ménner- und Frauen-Nebenlager) was at Bor.
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realized, written by Bischoff on March 31, 1942, in which we have “5
horse-stable barracks (special treatment), 4 at Birkenau, 1 at Budy.”"
R.I.P. Pressac’s thesis that “this was absolutely the first time that the
term ‘special treatment’ was used, at the end of July of 1942.”

The erection of the four barracks for the “Sonderbehandlung” plan-
ned in the list of March 31 was requested by Bischoff on June 9, 1942.
The respective letter to SS-WVHA, unknown to Pressac, states:*?

“In connection with the special treatment of the Jews, camp
commander of KL Auschwitz, SS-Sturmbannfiihrer Héoss, has orally
applied for the erection of 4 horse-stable barracks for the storage of
the goods. We request approval of the application, as the matter is
extremely urgent and the goods must by all means be stored in-
doors.”

Hence, it was not a matter of “four horse-stable barracks” to be in-
stalled “near the two bunkers” as “undressing rooms for the physically
unfit,” but of storage room for the personal effects which were taken
from the deported Jews. In addition, according to Pressac, the so-called
“bunker 1” “went into operation probably at the end of May, 1942”
(1993, p. 39) while “bunker 2” “became operational at the end of June,
1942” (ibid., p. 42). Seen in this light, Bischoff’s list of March 31,
1942, would have provided for some alleged undressing rooms near the
“bunkers,” but without any “bunkers” in operation!

7.2.4. “Special Treatment” and “Disinfestation Plant”

On October 28, 1942, ZBL prepared a long list of all construction
projects concerning “Kriegsgefangenenlager Auschwitz” now included
in the “Durchfiihrung der Sonderbehandlung,” as is mentioned in the
list’s title in parentheses. Pressac, as we have seen, interprets this doc-
ument in a criminal sense, arguing that it contains an “administrative
blunder” pointing to the alleged homicidal gassings. This interpretation
is unfounded documentarily in that it is based, on the one hand, on the
mere presence of the word “special treatment” and, on the other hand,
on a serious omission. If the document in question really constituted a
general construction project aimed at the extermination of the Jews, the

3 Aufteilung der Bauwerke (BW) fiir die Bauten, Aussen- und Nebenanlagen des Bauvor-

habens Konzentrationslager Auschwitz O/S of March 31, 1942.RGVA, 502-1-267, pp. 3-
13, quoted on p. 8. Mattogno 2001b, document 5 on p. 157 (Engl.: 2004h).

312 Letter from Zentralbauleitung to SS-WVHA, Amt V, of June 9, 1942 RGVA, 502-1-275,
p. 56. Mattogno 2004h., document 7 on p. 118.
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essential extermination installations — “bunkers” 1 and 2 and the four
Birkenau crematoria — should figure prominently. Instead, the alleged
gassing “bunkers” do not appear there at all, not even in a “veiled”
manner, and the crematoria themselves take up only a small fraction of
the total budget (23,760,000 RM), less than 5% at 1,153,250 RM.*"
Not only that: the only building to which the function of any “special
treatment” is specifically attributed in the document is not a cremato-
rium, but a disinfestation unit:*'*

“16a) Disinfestation plant — 1. for special treatment — 16b) 2. for

the guard unit.”

The disinfestation plant for special treatment was nothing other than
the Zentralsauna, the largest sanitary-hygienic installation in the entire
Auschwitz-Birkenau complex. Therefore, the only site to which the de-
signation “special treatment” applied in a specific sense was not an in-
stallation for “the liquidation by means of gas of the Birkenau Jews who
were unfit for work,” but a disinfestation and disinfection unit with
showers for the healthcare of the Birkenau detainees — exactly the con-
trary of what Pressac’s fanciful conjecture wants to make it!

7.3. “Bath Facilities for Special Actions”
7.3.1. Pressac’s Explanations

On August 19, 1942, Priifer had a meeting with SS-Untersturm-
fiihrer Fritz Ertl, at the time head of Abteilung Hochbau (buildings) at
ZBL on the subject of “Enlargement of incineration plants at PoW
camp.” On August 21 Ertl drew up an Aktenvermerk in which he noted
the results of the meeting. Under item 2 of the document we have:*"

“On the subject of the erection of 2 triple-muffle ovens at each of
the ‘bath facilities for special actions,’ engineer Priifer suggested to

divert the ovens from an available shipment for Mogilev; the divi-

sion head [Bischoff] presently at the SS-WVHA in Berlin was in-

13 Vorhaben: Kriegsgefangenenlager Auschwitz (Durchfiihrung der Sonderbehandlung).
VHA, Prague, pp. 2, 8 and 9. The cost of the crematoria — 1,400,000 RM — includes 4
morgues the cost of which can be derived from the volume (4,935 m*) multiplied by the
cost per cubic meter (50 RM): 246,750 RM, Therefore the cost of the crematoria results
as (1,400,000 — 246,750 =) 1,153,250 RM.

1% Vorhaben: Kriegsgefangenenlager Auschwitz (Durchfiihrung der Sonderbehandlung).
VHA, Fond OT 31(2)/8, pp. 9-10. Mattogno 2004h., document 11 on p. 122.

315 Aktenvermerk of SS-Untersturmfiihrer Ertl of August 21, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-313, p.
159.
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formed of this by telephone and was asked to take the necessary

steps.”

Pressac comments (1993, p. 52):

“[...] — concerning the crematoria IV and V assigned to bunkers
1 and 2, Priifer proposed to equip them with double ovens having
four muffles each taken from a shipment under the Mogilev contract
which stood ready to go, because the matter had already been
looked at by Bischoff. [...] In his report on the meeting, Ertl desig-
nated bunkers 1 and 2 as ‘bathing installations for special actions.’”
This interpretation, not supported by the documents, is actually the

result of a masking of the documents on which Pressac relied in an ef-
fort to resolve the difficult problems caused by Ertl’s above note.
Above all, the text does not say that there were two “bath facilities for
special actions” (bunkers 1 and 2). If one had wanted to set up two
triple-muftle ovens at each of these “bath facilities,” the two triple-
muffle ovens originally ordered for the PoW camp’'® would have been
sufficient for a single “bath facility,” and no document mentions a fur-
ther order of two triple-muffle ovens.

In his preceding book, Pressac wrote (1989, p. 204):

“Regarding the installation of each of the 2 3-muffle furnaces
near the ‘bathing installation for special actions’ [...]” (Emph. add-
ed).

But this English translation of Pressac’s original French text does
not make much sense and is wrong. A proper translation would have
been:"”

“Regarding the installation of the 2 triple-muffle ovens near each
of the ‘bathing installations for special actions,”
but this takes us back to the contradiction noted above, which Pres-

sac has never been able to resolve.

The assertion that the crematoria IV and V were originally meant to
serve “bunkers” 1 and 2 is at variance with blueprint 1678 of “Ein-
dscherungsanlage im KGL” (incineration plant at PoW camp) dated
August 14, 1942 (Pressac 1989, p. 393). This drawing shows part of the
future crematorium IV, mainly the furnace hall which appears to be

316 JA. Topf & Séhne, Kostenanschlag auf Lieferung von 2 Stiick Dreimuffel-
Einsscherungs-Ofen und Herstellung des Schornsteinfutters mit Reinigung of February,
1942. APMO, BW 34, pp. 27-29.

*'7 «“En ce qui concerne 1’implantation de 2 fours  trois moufles prés de chacun des ‘bains
pour actions spéciales’... Pressac gave me this text in 1989. See Mattogno 2003e, pp.
432-435.
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equipped with an 8-muffle incineration oven. Here we have a first prob-
lem: if the proposal to divert to Auschwitz the 8-muffle Topf ovens of
the Mogilev contract was made by Priifer on August 19, why is it that
we already have a Topf 8-muffle oven shown on this drawing?

Whichever way this may be, if the blueprint of the future cremato-
rium IV existed already on August 14, and if on August 19 there still
existed the project to install two ovens with three muftles at each one of
the “bath facilities for special actions,” it is obvious that neither these
ovens nor the “bath facilities” had anything to do with the future crema-
torium IV. For Pressac, as we have seen above, this blueprint of crema-
torium IV already contained a homicidal gas chamber using hydrogen
cyanide (deduced from the presence of the stove), but how could he as-
sert that the crematorium was linked with “bunkers” 1 and 2?

We may say in conclusion that the future crematorium IV had noth-
ing to do with the “bunkers,” because it was equipped with a large
mortuary of 588.65 m? floor area, and because, finally, it was designed
at a period of extremely high “natural” mortality among the detainees. It
is therefore obvious that it was dedicated to the corpses of the detainees
who had died during the typhus epidemic. We have already looked at
this topic in chapter 5.2.

7.3.2. A Project not Implemented

Let us now consider the “bath facilities for special actions.” Ertl’s
Aktenvermerk of August 21, 1942, was examined by the Soviet com-
mission of inquiry which operated at Auschwitz in February/March
1945. At that time only item 2 of the document was translated, the pas-
sage concerning the “bath facilities for special actions” (which in Rus-
sian became “ban’ dlja osobovo naznacenija” — baths for special pur-
pose), as well as — quite surprisingly — the first paragraph of item 4,
which refers to the erroneous shipment to Auschwitz of parts of a
double-muffle oven that was supposed to go to Mauthausen.’'® The
commission decided that the “bath facilities for special actions” had to
be homicidal gas chambers and thus linked them to crematoria IV and
V. As a matter of fact, in a report about the alleged extermination facili-
ties at Auschwitz-Birkenau dated February 14 to March 8, 1945, one

can read, at the end of the section dedicated to these two crematoria:*"’

3% GARF, 7021-108-14, p. 27.
*1% Minutes, city of O§wigcim, February 14 — March 8, 1945. GARF, 7021-108-14, p. 7.
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“It is typical that, in the official correspondence, the Germans
designated the gas chambers as ‘baths for special purpose,’ letter
no. 12115/42/Ev/Ha of August 21, 1942.”

However, in August 1942, no Bauwerk ran under that name; none of
the Bauwerke completed or under construction had anything to do with
these “bath facilities,” even though, for the month in question, we know
precisely all Bauwerke then existing at Birkenau, we know when they
were ordered to be built and when the work on them began, we know
their number and their designation, and we know their degree of ad-
vancement and where they stood. These details are contained in the
“Baufristenplan 1942. Berichtsmonat August™*° and on the Birkenau
map of August 15, 1942.°*' The “bath facilities” do not appear in any
project of the Auschwitz-Birkenau camp, nor in any report about the
construction of the camp or on any map or blueprint. They therefore ex-
isted only in an early planning stage, which is one more proof that they
did not refer to “bunkers” 1 and 2, which allegedly were in operation by
August 1942,

But did the plan have a criminal aim? Was “bath facilities” a code-
word? There is a major topic in parallel which furnishes us with a very
plausible alternative explanation. In chapter 4.2. I have shown that, as
part of the “special measures for the improvement of hygiene installa-
tions” launched by Kammler in early May 1943, there was a plan, im-
plemented up to a point, to install showers for the inmates of the camp
in crematoria II and III. This project thus brought together “bath facili-
ties” and crematorium ovens under one roof in no nefarious way and
even for hygienic and sanitary ends. Hence, there is no reason why the
“bath facilities” of the document in question should not also be hygienic
installations purely and simply. In fact, one can take the legitimate view
that the project of “bath facilities” later merged into that of “water in-
stallations” of crematoria IV and V (see chapter 5.11.).

The discussion of the two projects described above necessitates
another historical exposé. In the month of August 1942 the mortality
among the detainees was at an all-time high: 8,600 men and women met
their death, primarily on account of a terrible typhus epidemic which
ravaged the camp. At the beginning of the month the Stammlager cre-
matorium was still out of action, because the old chimney had been torn

320 RGVA, 502-1-22, pp. 40-41.
! Lageplan des Kriegsgefangenenlagers in Auschwitz O/S of August 15, 1942. Pressac
1989, p. 209.
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down and the new one was not yet finished. This job would only be
terminated on the 8" of the month.**> On August 13 Bischoff, referring
to a meeting with SS-Hauptsturmfiihrer Robert Mulka the day before,
sent the following letter to the camp commander:**

“On the basis of the a.m. telephone conversation, the Komman-
dantur was informed that on account of an overly rapid firing up of
the new chimney of the crematorium (all three ovens are running)
damage to the brickwork has already occurred. Because the start-up
of the 3 cremation furnaces was done at full load before the com-
plete hardening of the mortar in the brickwork of the chimney, all fu-
ture responsibility for the building must be rejected.”

In practice, the crematorium had gone into operation as early as the
11™ or 12™ of the month, before the mortar had had time to set com-
pletely, and the remaining, rapidly evaporating moisture had cracked
the brickwork. Such a haste in restarting the cremation activity can be
explained with the excessively high mortality at that time: over four
days, between the 8" and the 11™ of that month, more than 970 detai-
nees had died, roughly as many as had died during the seven previous
days. On August 19 Kirschneck and the contractor Robert Koehler in-
spected the damage to the chimney. The results are described in the
same document in which the “bath facilities for special actions” are
mentioned.”* Between August 12 and 19 the mortality among the de-
tainees climbed further yet: over 3,100 detainees, 390 per day on aver-
age. In such a tragic situation, it is easy to see why ZBL was going for
the installation of “bath facilities for special actions” and of the two
triple-muffle ovens mentioned in the cost estimate of February 12,
1942, as emergency measures to fight the epidemic, both by a hygienic
treatment of the living and by the cremation of the dead.

7.3.3. “Bath Facilities” and Crematorium Ovens

Ertl’s Aktenvermerk cited above establishes a relationship between
“bath facilities” and crematorium ovens; Pressac and van Pelt argue that
those “bath facilities” were not real, the term being a “code-word” said

322 Handwritten note “Schornstein-Krematorium. BW 11 * of December 7,1942. RGVA,
502-1-318, pp. 4-5. According to the Baufristenplan 1942. Berichtsmonat August
(RGVA, 502-1-22, p.38) the job was finished on August 10.

3% Letter from Bischoff “an die Kommandantur des K.L. Auschwitz” of August 13, 1942.
RGVA, 502-1-312, p. 27.

32 Aktenvermerk of SS-Untersturmfiihrer Ertl of August 21, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-313, p.
160.
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to have referred to the alleged homicidal gas chambers. Against this hy-
pothesis, which is not supported by any documents, I have set the paral-
lel case of the “bath facilities” planned in the Birkenau crematoria. The
importance of this comparison stems from the fact that, while there are
“concordant” documents which mention both “bath facilities” and cre-
matoria in a sanitary context, there exists no document mentioning them
jointly in a criminal context. As to the fact that the ovens were to be set
up near the bathing installations — even if “near” were to mean within
the same building, this is not strange in any way. Actually, Ertl’s Akten-
vermerk clearly indicates that the “bath facilities” were already being
planned with two triple-muffle ovens. One may therefore not discard
the idea that this union was due to the advantage of being able to make
use of the heat of the combustion gases to heat the water for the show-
ers. Nor was “special action” a code-word; instead this referred to the
Jewish transports (“Sondertransporte”) with all the usual procedures of
reception, disinfestation, and sorting of the deportees (“Sonderbehand-
lung”; see Mattogno 2004h., pp. 66-75).

7.3.4. Van Pelt’s Explanation

Van Pelt devotes only a couple of lines to the question. He cites a
declaration by Ertl before a court in Vienna on January 21, 1972. Ertl
declared that Bischoff had prohibited the use of the term “gassing”
(Vergasung) and imposed the expressions “special action” (Sonderak-
tion) and “special measure” (Sondermassnahme; van Pelt 2002, p. 297).
But these terms, as I have explained above, were no “code-words” of
any kind and had nothing to do with the alleged homicidal gassings. In
1972, and for obvious reasons, Ertl had inevitably taken over the thesis
of the “veiled language” invented by the Poles at the end of the war and
by then en vogue for twenty-six years.

Van Pelt then goes on (p. 297-299):

“An important document in the archive confirms Ertl’s statement

about Bischoff’s policy to use camouflage language. On August 19,

1942, Ertl chaired a meeting in which members of the Central Con-

struction Office discussed with Engineer Kurt Priifer of Topf & Sons

the creation of four crematoria in Birkenau. Item 2 mentioned the
construction of two triple-oven incinerators near ‘bathhouses for
special actions’ — ‘Badeanstalten fiir Sonderaktionen.” These were
the gas chambers also known as Bunkers 1 and 2. Ertl testified in
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court that when he wrote down the words ‘bathhouses for special

actions’ he knew exactly what this euphemism meant. ‘I knew at the

time, that this concerned gassings spaces’.”

But the “Badeanstalten fiir Sonderaktionen™ did not go beyond the
planning stage, and a single statement of 1972 is certainly insufficient
to “confirm” their existence and their identification with the alleged
gassing “bunkers.”

In conclusion we may say that Pressac’s and van Pelt’s assertions
are empty conjectures without any back-up in history or in documents;
the alleged “criminal traces” proffered have no value as evidence of any
kind.

7.4. “Sperrgebiet” — Off-Limits Zone

Pressac speaks of this indication in a cursory manner, almost en pas-
sant (1993, p. 52):

“[Priifer] was momentarily furious about this mistake, but then
decided to use the situation to his advantage. On arrival he had been
informed of the hygiene regulations and had learned about the ty-
phus epidemic; he had also learned from chatting with the SS some-
thing which he was not supposed to know about what was going on
in the ‘off-limits’ zone (Sperrgebiet) at Birkenwald™* where bunk-
ers 1 and 2 were located.”

He refers to his document 21, of which I present the Moscow origi-
nal (see document 36). It is a “summary of survey data for the zone of
interest of KL Auschwitz,” dated June 2, 1943. However, the mere date
of this map tells us that it cannot have anything to do with those myste-
rious Birkenau “bunkers.” According to holocaust historiography, these
“bunkers” were closed and the corresponding graves leveled once cre-
matorium Il had become operational, i.e. in March/April 1943. Why
should there still be an “off-limits zone” in that area on June 2, 1943?

The map in question was drawn for topographical and cartographical
reasons. In this respect ZBL had already become active in late 19427

32 Translator’s note: The term “Birkenwald” (birch wood), used here as a place name, is
mysterious, because it is found nowhere else. It could be that someone derived it from
Polish brzezina (birch wood), confusing it with the name Brzezinka, in German Birkenau
(birch meadow).

%26 On October 12, 1942, a civilian employee of Zentralbauleitung went to Breslau on an
official mission to discuss topographical and cartographical questions with the competent
authorities. RGVA, 502-1-385, pp. 253-257.
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Preliminary work on the survey grid of the zone had been done by Jan-
uary 13, 1943, but other work still remained to be done.”*’ The map has
a direct link with the enlargement of the zone of interest of KL Ausch-
witz which took place the day before the map was drawn. It was an-
nounced in the “Amtsblatt der Regierung in Kattowitz,” the official
journal of the Kattowitz region, which gave a detailed description of the
new limits of the “area of interest” (Interessengebiet; cf. document 37).
The “off-limits zone” had a clear relationship with the various Lager-
sperren (camp closures) decreed by Hoss on account of the typhus epi-
demics.”® For example, in 1943, on February 9, Hoss gave a Standort-
befehl (local order) in which he announced that the head of Amtsgruppe
D of WVHA, SS-Brigadefiihrer und Generalmajor der Waffen-SS
Gliicks, had ordered the total closure of the camp (“eine vollstindige
Lagersperre”) because of the spread of typhus cases (see chapter 2.6.3).
In Standortbefehl no. 3 of February 14, Hoss defined the limits of the
“off-limits zone for the total camp closure”:**

“In reference to garrison order 2/43 [of February 8, 1943] cited
in garrison order 25/42,%% the former will be modified in the sense
that the following area is defined as an off-limits zone for the total
camp closure in accordance with indications in the map of KL
Auschwitz area of interest: The off-limits zone is represented by the
KL Auschwitz area of interest, limited in the north, west and east by
the Vistula and/or Sola rivers [...].”

This having been clarified, let us now look at the map of June 2,
1943. The map shows, within an obliquely shaded area, a white zone
labeled “off-limits zone” and “Birkenau K.G.L.” The latter zone corres-
ponds more or less to the Birkenau camp, whereas the one labeled “oft-
limits zone” extends some 950 m toward the Vistula River, north-
northwest from the left side of the camp. If the “off-limits zone” was no
larger than this, it included neither the location of the alleged “bunkers”
nor their mass graves. Document 39 is a superposition of the map of the
Birkenau camp on the map of June 2, 1943. The zones marked by cir-
cles indicate

327 Report by SS-Schiitze Fischer of the surveying team of Jan. 23, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-385,
pp. 47-49.

328 Lagersperre signified that no one was allowed to enter or leave the camp.

329 Standortbefehl no. 3/43 of February 14, 1943. APMO, Standortbefehl, t. I, D-Aul-1, p.

48. Cf. document 38.

An apparent mistake in the original document. Obviously, it is the (earlier) Standortbefehl

25/42 which is referred to in the (later) Standortbefehl 2/43.

330
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B1: area of the alleged “bunker” 1 and its mass graves

B2: area of the alleged “bunker” 2

F: mass graves allegedly belonging to “bunker” 1, actually graves of
registered detainees who died in 1942 which the crematorium of
the main camp could not incinerate.*"

As shown by the superposition, the areas of the “bunkers” fall out-
side of the “off-limits zone” (the area of “bunker” 1 lies even inside the
shaded zone). The area of the “off-limits zone” is surrounded by a
curved line which corresponds to the one appearing on the “map of the
area of interest of KL Auschwitz” in which also the area of the Birke-
nau camp is indicated in a similar way.”** Actually, in the above docu-
ment, the “off-limits zone” refers to the entire unshaded area, hence also
to the Birkenau camp. As early as October 24, 1942, Kommandanturbe-
fehl no. 21/42 mentioned “off-limits zone Birkenau” and specified the
following (Frei et al. 2000, p. 190):

“Effective immediately, the area around Birkenau will be off-
limits for civilians. Entering this space is authorized only in connec-
tion with official matters.”

We may conclude that the off-limits zone of the map dated June 2,
1943, has no connection with the alleged Birkenau “bunkers,” and thus
this “criminal trace” breaks down as well.

7.5. Material for Special Treatment

Pressac writes (1993, 46f.):

“Apparently Héss had succeeded in hiding from Himmler the
true sanitary conditions obtaining in the camp. However, as the ty-
phus epidemic continued to spread and the situation became more
and more alarming, a total camp closure was decreed on July 23™.
In order to stop the disease, its carriers, the lice, had to be elimina-
ted. Everything had to be disinfested immediately, personal effects,
barracks, buildings and workshops, and in order to save the camp,
tons of Zyklon B were needed.

Unfortunately, delousing in gas chambers had, for all intents and
purposes, been prohibited since June of 1940 due to rationing of

3! In this respect cf. the appendices with documents and explanations in Mattogno 2004i and
2005c.

32 Plan vom Interessengebiet des K.L. Auschwitz no. 3203 of October 1943. APMO, nega-
tive no. 6189.
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steel and sealing materials and of certain other substances needed
for such a treatment.

Only by way of activating the SS-WVHA could such large
amounts of gas be procured. The subterfuge invented by the Ausch-
witz 8§ was to say that the epidemic had just broken out, whereas, in
fact, it had been raging for a long time already.

On July 22, SS-WVHA authorized the dispatch of a truck to pick
up, directly at the Dessau production site, a load of 2 to 2.5 tons of
the agent ‘to fight the disease which has broken out.” On the 29", a
second authorization was given to obtain at Dessau an equal amount
of Zyklon B ‘for the disinfestation of the camp.” On August 12 there
occurred a slight poisoning of a person involved in the treatment of
a building. On account of this incident, Héss reminded SS and civi-
lian personnel of the safety precautions to be observed for the appli-
cation of Zyklon B, as the product now contained less of the warning
agent™ and had thus become almost odorless and hence more
dangerous.

Around August 20, the supply of Zyklon B had been nearly used
up, but the epidemic had not been contained. A new request for the
product would have forced the SS to admit that it had not yet suc-
ceeded in controlling the disease. A trick was invented: the need for
such enormous quantities of gas was blamed on the murder of the
Jews. A transport authorization was granted on August 26, the rea-
son being indicated as Sonderbehandlung. Although the Berlin au-
thorities were aware of the result of the Behandlung, they did not
know about its implementation, i.e. about the quantities of poison
needed. Thus it was possible to lead them to believe that the bulk of
the agent was used for this purpose, whereas a mere 2-3% was, in
fact, sufficient. In this way, 97-98% could be used for delousing.”
Pressac thus undertakes to change the requests for Zyklon B by the

camp administration at Auschwitz for its fight against the epidemic
which ravaged the camp into evidence for the gassing of Jews in the al-
leged “bunkers”! His argumentation is based on a systematic deforma-
tion of facts and documents, though. Let me emphasize, first of all, that
it has been established that on June 5, 1940, the head of Amt II at Haup-
tamt Haushalt und Bauten, SS-Oberfiihrer Kammler, wrote a letter to

33 Ethyl bromoacetate, an aggressive lacrimatory chemical added to the Zyklon B as a warn-
ing agent in case of exposure.
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SS-Neubauleitung at Auschwitz on the subject of “delousing facility” in
which he decreed that™*

“for increased savings in steel, sealants, specialized workers etc.,
delousing units based on hydrogen cyanide are no longer to be built,
[they are to be abandoned] in favor of hot-air units, ”
but in practice, at Auschwitz, this decree was not observed: in the

summer of 1942 at least 27 gas chambers using Zyklon B**> were under
construction or in use there, as Pressac knows perfectly well, having de-
scribed them in his earlier book (1989, pp. 23-62) — but then how can he
assert that at Auschwitz “delousing in gas chambers had, for all intents
and purposes, been prohibited since June of 1940?

As far as the supply of Zyklon B is concerned, when he writes that
“only by way of activating the SS-WVHA could such large amounts of
gas be procured,” Pressac shows his crass ignorance of the bureaucratic
rules in force at the time. Actually, any request for Zyklon B was neces-
sarily routed through SS-WVHA, as | have explained in chapter 2.6.4.

The weakness of Pressac’s thesis that SS-WVHA was practically
kept in the dark about the spread of the typhus epidemic becomes ap-
parent when we realize that Bischoff had informed SS-WVHA (Kamm-
ler), as soon as the disease manifested itself, on July 3, 1942. On July
23, Bischoff wrote the following letter to SS-WVHA:**

“Referring to our letter dated July 3, 1942, Bfigh. Nr. 10158/42/
Bi/Th Zentralbauleitung der Waffen-SS und Polizei Auschwitz in-
forms you that the camp closure ordered in connection with typhus
has now been extended to the whole camp by local order 19/42 of
July 23, 1942.”

But we must stress the fact that Bischoff addressed his immediate
superior, Kammler, who was head of Amtsgruppe C and as such respon-
sible for construction (Bauwesen). The hygienic and sanitary conditions
in the camp were, however, the competence of SS-Obersturmbannfiih-
rer Lolling,™’ to whom the SS garrison surgeon at Auschwitz had to re-
port. The camp closure of July 23, 1942, had been decreed by Hoss
himself, upon instructions from the head of Amtsgruppe D, SS-Brigade-

P RGVA, 502-1-333, p. 145.

335 The chambers were distributed as follows: 19 in Aufnahmegebidude, 1 in BW 5a, 1 in BW
5b (planned), lin Kanada 1, 2 in Block 26 at Auschwitz, 2 in Block 3 and 1 in Block 1
(built).

336 Letter from Bischoff “an das SS-Wirtschafts-Verwaltungshauptamt — Der Chef des Amtes
CV -” dated July 23, 1942 concerning “Lagersperre.” RGVA, 502-1-332, p. 143.

»7 NO-111, organigram of SS-WVHA.
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fiihrer und Generalmajor Gliicks. This results from Standortbefehl no.
2/43 of February 8, 1943, which states i.a.:>**

“by order of the head of Amtsgruppe D, SS-Brigadefiihrer und
Generalmajor der Waffen SS Gliicks, a complete camp closure of KL
Auschwitz has again been ordered.”

This was the second “total closure” in the history of the camp, and
for that very reason the Standortbefehl reinstated all dispositions in
force during the first such closure, as per Standortbefehl of July 23,
1942. Hence, if the second camp closure was “again” (erneut) decreed
by Gliicks, it is clear that the first had been ordered by him as well.

It is important to recall here that the supply of Zyklon B was also
controlled by Amtsgruppe D, and for this reason the authorizations for
picking up the product at Dessau given to Auschwitz by radio message
from SS-WVHA were signed by SS-Obersturmbannfiihrer Arthur Lie-
behenschel, assistant head and Vertreter (deputy) to Gliicks. The autho-
rization of July 29 was signed by Gliicks personally.

Thus, Pressac’s allegation that “Hoss had succeeded in hiding from
Himmler the true sanitary conditions obtaining in the camp” and that,
therefore, SS-WVHA (and in particular its Amtsgruppe D) was kept un-
informed of the extent of the typhus epidemic at Auschwitz is totally
unfounded. Hence the alleged “subterfuge” used by the camp adminis-
tration to blame “the need for such enormous quantities of gas [...] on
the murder of the Jews” is actually a subterfuge invented by Pressac in
order to assign a meaning to the request for Zyklon B “fiir Sonder-
beh.[andlung]” which is quite different from that of the other requests
which were based on the requirements for disinfestation. Let us take a
closer look at the sequence of events:

The first cases of typhus at Birkenau were noted on July 1, 1942. On
July 23, 1942, KL Auschwitz received the following well-known radio
message from WVHA:

“I hereby authorize the dispatch of a 5-ton truck from Auschwitz
to Dessau and back to fetch gas for the gassing of the camp to fight
the disease which has broken out.” (Kogon et al., p. 223)

On that same day Hoss decreed the “total camp closure” (vollstdin-
dige Lagersperre) to contain the typhus epidemic.” On July 29 another
radio message by Gliicks personally authorized the reception of gas for

3% APMO, Standortbefehl, D-Aul-1, p. 46.
39 Standortbefehl Nr.19/42 dated July 23, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-66, p. 219.
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the disinfection of the camp by means of a truck dispatched to Des-
sau:**

“Permission to employ a truck to go from Auschwitz to Dessau to
fetch gas most urgently needed for the disinfection [recte: disinfesta-
tion] of the camp is hereby granted.”

On August 12 disinfestation by means of Zyklon B was started for
the blocks of the former women’s camp in the Stammlager after the
transfer of the inmates to sector Bla at Birkenau (Czech 1989, p. 271).
On the same day a mild case of hydrocyanic poisoning occurred during
the gassing (Vergasung) of rooms®*' that were probably part of the
blocks just mentioned. On August 26 a radio message from SS-WVHA
about the reception of “Material fiir Sonderbeh.[andlung]” (materials
for special tr.[eatment]) was dispatched, and on August 31% the disin-
festation with Zyklon B of the Stammlager blocks began.

There is thus no reason whatsoever to doubt that the reception of
Zyklon B for “special treatment” served the same purpose as the appli-
cation of the same agent for “gassing” and “disinfestation” of the camp.
But then, how can the use of the expression “for special tr.[eatment]”
instead of “zur Vergasung des Lagers” or “zur Desinfizierung des Lag-
ers” be explained?

As I have documented in chapter 7.2.4., the only building at the Bir-
kenau camp destined for any “special treatment” was the Zentralsauna,
i.e. a hygienic and sanitary installation which was also involved in the
fight against typhus. On the other hand, no document contains the use
of “special treatment” related in any way to homicidal gassings.

In such a context the use of the designation of Zyklon B as “mate-
rials for special tr.[eatment]” in Liebehenschel’s authorization of Au-
gust 26, 1942, loses any alleged connotation of a “criminal trace” and
can be explained as the simple supply of Zyklon B for hygienic and sa-
nitary purposes for use in the disinfestation gas chamber of the “Entlau-
sungs- und Effektenbaracken” (BW 28). As the corresponding opera-
tions carried out in BW 28 were handled by a specific administrative
entity, the “Hdftlings-Effekten-Verwaltung™** (administration of per-
sonal effects of detainees), the expression “materials for special
tr.[eatment]” concerned the Zyklon B ordered by the garrison surgeon

0 Funk-Spruch Nr. 113. AGK, NTN, 94, p. 168.

! Sonderbefehl dated August 12, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-32, p. 300.

2 This entity is mentioned in a letter from Grabner dated March 19, 1943, and addresses to
six camp offices. AGK, NTN, 135, p. 217.
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on behalf of this administration (for more details, cf. Mattogno 2004h,
pp. 41-46). As 1 explained elsewhere, the gas-tight doors of this disin-
festation plant had been ordered from the inmate carpentry as “doors for
special Tr. [eatment] of J. [ews].”**

7.6. “Materials for Resettlement of Jews”
and the “Franke-Gricksch Report”

7.6.1. “Materials for Resettlement of Jews”

Liebehenschel’s radio message of October 2, 1942, which contains
the term “Judenumsiedlung” (resettlement of Jews) that is said to be a
code for mass assassination, also fits into this framework and finds its
explanation there. The translation of the message is as follows:***

“Authorization is hereby granted for dispatch to Dessau and re-
turn of a 5t truck to fetch materials for resettlement of Jews.”

These “materials” are no doubt identical to the “materials for special
tr.[eatment]” of the radio message of August 26, 1942: we are dealing
here with Zyklon B. Pressac mentions this document in a manner which
is somewhat enigmatic for non-specialists (1993, p. 46):

“Furthermore, the ‘special treatment’ just like ‘Jewish resettle-
ment’ required Zyklon B. These conventional terms designated the
liquidation by means of gas of those unfit for work in the Birkenau
camp.”

Actually, the Zyklon B was utilized in the so-called “Ostwanderung”
(see chapter 19.2.), the Jewish migration to the east via Auschwitz (see
Mattogno 2004h., pp. 52-56). For some strange reason, Pressac over-
looks a link with the Franke-Gricksch “report,” which he has published
and commented for the first time (1989, pp. 238f.). In his opinion, in
fact, “the only real, and very important, merit” of this document lies in
the fact that “it gives a clear and precise explanation of the term ‘Jewish
resettlement action/Umsiedlungsaktion der Juden,”” which, i.a. in his
“Auschwitz Album,” he places in parallel with the resettlement of the
Hungarian Jews, hence it “can no longer give rise to any discussion, and
covers the second type of ‘resettlement’ (ibid., p. 239), i.e. assassina-
tion. And this is precisely said to be confirmed by the “materials for re-

3 Auftrag Nr. 2143. Auschwitz, den 6. Oktober 1942. RGVA, 502-1-328, p. 71; Arbeits-
karte. Auftrag Nr. 2143. Auschwitz, den 6. Oktober 1942. RGVA, 502-1-328, p. 72. See
Mattogno 2004h, pp. 46-50.

* AGK, NTN, 94, p. 172.
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settlement of Jews.” Seen in this light, the Franke-Gricksch “report”
should act as a means for decrypting this “conventional” expression. It
is hence important for us to examine this document, not only to dis-
prove such an interpretation, but first and foremost to demonstrate Pres-
sac’s unbelievable procedure.

7.6.2. The Franke-Gricksch “Report” and Pressac’s Comments

Pressac introduces the document in the following manner (1989, p.
236):

“In the afternoon of the same day, SS Major Alfred FRANKE-
Gricksch, adjutant to SS General Maximillian VON HERFF [...],
Head of the SS Central Personnel Office [SS Personal Hauptamt, 98
99 Wilmersdorferstrafse, Berlin-Charlottenburg], accompanying the
General on a tour of inspection in the ‘General Government’ [the
half of the Polish territory occupied by the Germans and placed un-
der the authority of Hans Frank], arrived in KL Auschwitz (although
reported, the presence of General von Herff is doubtful). Franke-
Gricksch visited Krematorium Il and is supposed to have witnessed
the gassing of those unfit for work from a convoy of 2,930 Greek
Jews (from the Salonika ghetto). Following this visit, between the
evening of 4th May and 16th May, he wrote a report on what he had
seen at Auschwitz Birkenau for his chief, von Herff, and for
Reichsfiihrer SS Himmler. This report was entitled: JEWISH RE-
SETTLEMENT ACTION’.” (emphases by Pressac)

On the origin of the document, Pressac has this to say (p. 238):

“This report was shown to Professor Charles W Sydnor of
Hampton-Sydney College, Virginia (United States) in 1976 by a per-
son from Richmond (Virginia) who had discovered it after the
second world war. This man, apparently Eric M Lippmann [sic] ac-
cording to the signature, was at the time employed by the US Army
on collecting documents and seeking anything that might be used as
evidence in the Nuremberg trials. He seems to remember finding
carbon copy of the original report among a set of documents in a
place he cannot recall exactly, somewhere in Bavaria. The original
was not there. Having immediately realized the value of this report,
which described the whole process of exterminating the Jews in
Auschwitz, he made a typed copy for himself, as he had to hand the
carbon over to the American Prosecutor at Nuremberg. He certified
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our translation is as follows:

in longhand that he had made a true copy, and signed it ‘Eric M
Lipmann.” The two sheets that he typed are now preserved in the
Tauber Estate of Brandeis University with other documents from the
Third Reich.”

Pressac publishes the document in question, drawn up in German;
345

“Part of a report rendered by SS Sturmbannfiihrer Franke-
Gricksch on a trip through the General Government on 4 to 16 May
1943. [This heading is typed in English in Lipmann’s typescript]

Resettlement—Action
of the Jews

A special task in the arrangement of the Jewish question has
[been given to] the A u s c h witz camp. The most modern
measures enable the Fiihrer order to be carried out within the short-
est possible time and without major commotion.

The so-called ‘resettlement action’ of the Jews takes place in the
following manner:

The Jews arrive, toward nightfall, in special trains (freight-cars)
and are being routed on special tracks into dedicated enclosed areas
of the camp. There, they are unloaded and examined, first of all, by
a medical commission in the presence of the camp commander and
several SS officers to determine their fitness for work. Here, all
those who can be integrated into the work process in any way, will
2o into a special camp. The temporarily sick are moved imme-
diately to the hospital camp and made healthy again by special food,
the basic rule being: to maintain any kind of manpower for work.
The former way of ‘resettlement action’ is refused in its entirety, as
one cannot afford to continually destroy important work energies.

Those unfit go into a larger house, into the basement rooms
which have access from the outside. One goes down 5-6 steps and
enters a longish, well built and aerated basement room which is
equipped with benches on its right and left sides. It is brightly lit and

345

346

Translator’s note: our translation differs somewhat from Pressac’s in its choice of words
and its sentence structure. This was done in order to better reflect the sometimes journa-
listic and unmilitary style of Lipmann’s text, but it also leads to slight differences in some
of the words when passages from Pressac’s text are quoted. The typed copy of the “origi-
nal” has many spelling errors, some of them hinting at a native English or American typ-
ist.

The verb “kommen” is used twice in this sentence, the second occurrence is faulty Ger-
man, transl.
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there are numbers above the benches. The prisoners are told that,
for their new tasks, they will have to be disinfected and cleaned and
must therefore undress completely to be bathed. In order to avoid
any kind of panic or commotion they are ordered to fold their
clothes properly and place them below the numbers they have been
assigned in order to find them again after the bath. Everything
proceeds in utter calmness. Then one passes through a small pas-
sage and enters a large basement room which is similar to a shower-
bath. In this room, there are three large columns. From outside the
basement room one can lower certain agents into these columns.
Once 300-400 people are assembled in this space, the doors are
closed and the containers with the substances are lowered into the
columns. As soon as the containers touch the bottom of the column
they generate particular substances which put the people to sleep
within one minute. A few minutes later, the door at the other end
which leads to a lift opens. The hair of the corpses is cut and other
experts (Jews) break out the teeth (gold teeth). One has come to
know that the Jews keep hidden in hollow teeth jewels, gold, plati-
num etc.

After that, the corpses are loaded into elevators and are taken to
the first upper floor. There, there are 10 large crematorium ovens in
which the corpses are burned. As fresh corpses burn particularly
well, only % — 1 metric hundredweight [Zentner| of coke are needed
for the whole procedure. This work is carried out by Jewish detai-
nees who will never leave this camp.

Output of this ‘resettlement action’ to date: 500,000 Jews.

Present capacity of ‘the resettlement action’ ovens: 10,000 in 24
hours.

[Handwritten note:] I affirm, that this [is] a true copy of the orig-
inal report.
Eric M. Lipmann”

Leaving aside the certainly not irrelevant question of the origin and
the authenticity of the document — a retyped copy, appearing as late as
1976, of the carbon copy of an original that was never found, the carbon
copy having been discovered at an unknown location and transmitted to
an unknown person, with the carbon copy then disappearing as well —
we will pass on immediately to Pressac’s critical comment (p. 239):
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“Franke-Gricksch reports that ‘The unfit go to a BIGGISH
HOUSE, into the basement...” without saying that it is a cremato-
rium, or which one. Later in his account we learn that the ‘house’ is
equipped with ‘big cremation furnaces,’ so it must have been a cre-
matorium. Only Krematorien II and III had semi-basements, whe-
reas Krematorien I, IV and V had none. On 4th May 1943, only
Krematorium Il was complete and operational, while Kr IIl was not
vet ready. Franke-Gricksch’s ‘biggish house’ can therefore be noth-
ing other than Birkenau Krematorium I1.

The errors in his report are:

[1] ‘5-6 steps’ (for the access stairway at the western end of Lei-
chenkeller 2) instead of 10. Simple lack of attention on the part of a
man who used this stairway only once. The error would be more se-
rious on the part of a Sonderkommando member, using it several
times a day.

[2] ‘three big pillars’ [columns for pouring Zyklon B] instead of
four. The explanation of this error is that Franke-Gricksch must
have just gone a few paces into Leichenkeller 1, not down to the end,
and thus noticed only three of the four columns.

[3] ‘the doors [of Leichenkeller 1] are closed’ instead of the
door, singular. This is probably due to confusion with the double
door of Leichenkeller 2 leading to the corridor, through which he
had just come before having a quick look over the threshold of Lei-
chenkeller 1.

[4] ‘the door on the other side is opened, leading to a lift.” There
was not an entrance door at one end and exit at the other, but only
one door to Leichenkeller 1, through which the victims entered and
from which the corpses were removed. This is the most glaring fault,
but may be explained by the route taken during Franke-Gricksch’s
Visit.

[5] ‘go to the first floor’ [are taken to the first upper floor; Ed.]
instead of the floor above, or ground floor. A common mistake made
by many witnesses.

[6] ‘10 large crematorium furnaces,’ instead of 5 three muffle
furnaces or 15 muffles. As with Leichenkeller 1, Franke-Gricksch
probably did not go the whole length of the furnace room, but stood
at the western entrance in front of the first furnace and listened to
the explanations given. It could be that the figure ten was the total
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he was given for the capacity of Krematorien Il and III together (10

three muffle furnaces).

[7] ‘500,000 Jews’ [in May 1943], instead of a true figure of
probably somewhere between 200,000 and 250,000. This figure
would have been provided by the Auschwitz SS guide and Franke-
Gricksch is merely repeating the inflated figure given to make the
camp look efficient.

[8] ‘10,000 in 24 hours,’ instead of the ‘official’ figure of 4,756
per day for the FIVE Krematorien (I, 11, I1I, IV and V), itself a theo-
retical figure that was never achieved in 1943, as proved by the
Krematorium coke consumption. The maximum daily throughput of
the 4 Birkenau Krematorien was in the order of 3,000 incinerations.
What is more, in May 1943, Kr IIl was not yet in service. This is
simply another Auschwitz SS propaganda figure passed on by
Franke-Gricksch.”

Pressac then goes on to explain the error in connection with the two
doors of Leichenkeller 1 which he touches upon under item 4 above (p.
239):

“The most striking and serious error in his report is his stating
that the gas chamber (Leichenkeller 1) had a door at each end. This
can be explained only if there was some kind of break in his visit to
the crematorium that caused him to lose his bearings somewhat.”
His mistake is claimed to become understandable if one assumes that

he entered Leichenkeller 2 from the outside, then walked through it, into
the corridor and the vestibule, then took a few steps into Leichenkeller
1, leaving the half-basement via the stairs on the north side (through the
former Leichenkeller 3), then re-entering the ground floor of the crema-
torium through the door located on the north side, and viewing the fur-
nace hall while listening in front of the first oven to the explanations of
his guide and going down into the half-basement by means of the
freight elevator thus arriving in front of the gas chamber,

“[...1 (where, not recognizing the vestibule he had passed
through some time before, he thought this was ANOTHER door to
the gas chamber). He probably went back up to the ground floor on
the corpse hoist and left the Krematorium through the main, north,
door. The ‘break’ thus occurred when he emerged from the base-
ment by the northern stairway, instead of more logically taking the
corpse hoist directly up to the furnace room.” (p. 239)
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7.6.3. Critical Analysis of Pressac’s Comments

Pressac’s remarks are a good example of the way in which a scholar
with a fine critical and sometimes even very sensitive mind can get lost
in useless suppositions and sophistications. His whole reasoning is
grounded on the assumption that the document in question is authentic,
although there is no proof for this, and hence his analysis aims merely
at explaining the “mistakes” in the “report,” instead of checking into the
veracity and, ultimately, the authenticity of the document itself. In other
words, he pre-empts what he is going to find out.

Another serious error on Pressac’s side is the fact that he attempts to
attribute the erroneous figures in the documents at times to Franke-
Gricksch’s SS guide, at other times to Franke-Gricksch himself. The
criterion for the one or the other is the alleged propagandistic exaggera-
tion of the SS: wherever possible, the errors are to be ascribed to the SS
guide — the 500,000 persons “resettled,” the cremation capacity of
10,000 corpses per day. Where this cannot be done, the mistakes are at-
tributed to Franke-Gricksch’s faulty observations — the three columns
instead of four,**’ the two doors instead of one, the non-existent door at
the other end of the gas chamber, the ten crematorium ovens instead of
five.

Actually, if it is unlikely that the guide had not correctly explained
the equipment of the crematorium to Franke-Gricksch, it is altogether
unbelievable that, when describing the alleged extermination of Jews,
the guide would not have called things by their proper names, like
dropping the very name of the installation, crematorium, which the
document refers to as a “house.” Not even Zyklon B is ever mentioned
in this “report,” according to which the killing was done with “certain
agents” or “particular substances which made the people fall asleep
within a minute,” saying that “the containers with the substances are
lowered into the columns.” Pressac has nothing to say about this, dwel-
ling instead on insignificant “mistakes,” such as items 1 or 5 in his re-
marks, and explaining the others in a laboriously sophistic manner.

His explanation concerning the closure of the “doors” of Leichenkel-
ler 1 (item 3) is quite obviously in error because we are clearly dealing
here with the closure of the “doors” of a room which according to the
document has precisely two doors. Pressac’s explanation concerning the

**7 But, for some strange reason, the “report” does not mention the seven concrete pillars
holding up the ceiling of the room.
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existence of these two doors (item 4) is an elaboration which is not only
unprovable but against common sense: the inspection of the cremato-
rium would have been carried out methodically: Leichenkeller 2, corri-
dor, vestibule, Leichenkeller 1, to be interrupted there — nobody knows
why — for a tour of the ground floor, only to continue in the semi-
basement later. But in the account there is no mention of any “interrup-
tion,” the visit of the semi-basement having ended with the alleged look
into Leichenkeller 1 and Franke-Gricksch having been led into the
ground floor precisely via the flight of service stairs built for that pur-
pose (see chapter 2.9.1.). It is extremely unlikely that an SS-
Sturmbannfiihrer would have been moved into the furnace hall by
means of the freight elevator used for the corpses — which, in any case,
would have been against safety rules. From the furnace hall, if we fol-
low Pressac, Franke-Gricksch would have been taken back down into
the semi-basement again via the freight elevator — what for? He had al-
ready gone through the basement earlier. Apparently this was claimed
by Pressac only so that he could “explain” Franke-Gricksch’s alleged
mix-up of the gas chamber door with some other door!

To support this ludicrous thesis, Pressac has to make a moron out of
the SS officer — someone unable to recognize a room he had inspected
minutes earlier, simply because he was now entering it through a differ-
ent entrance! Without even taking into account that Franke-Gricksch
must have been aware of the arrangement and the orientation of Lei-
chenkeller 1 — either because he had entered Leichenkeller 2 from the
outside yard where one could see the upper part of Leichenkeller 1
emerging from the ground, or because in the “report” the introduction
columns for the sleeping agent introduced “from above, from the out-
side of the basement” are mentioned. Hence Franke-Gricksch would
never have imagined another door at the far end of that room where
there was only a wall and soil!

The explanation of the 10 ovens (item 6) makes no sense either, be-
cause if Franke-Gricksch had not seen one or several of the ovens far-
thest away when standing near the first, then he would have given a fig-
ure less than 5 for the ovens, or, for the muffles, a multiple of 3, e.g. 9
or 12 (as each oven had 3 muffles), but certainly not ten. Actually,
though, as we can see from the blueprints of the ground floor of the
crematorium shown by Pressac such as no. 933(-934)(r) (p. 283), even
standing one meter away from the first oven, he could have seen the
other four ovens most distinctly. The other explanation, namely that the
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number of ovens refers to crematoria I and III together, does not hold
water either, because the report speaks of the “present capacity” (jetzige
Kaparzitdt) of the ovens, hence only of crematorium II, for, as Pressac
correctly states, “only crematorium II was terminated and operational
whereas crematorium III was not yet ready.”

Just as silly is Pressac’s explanation on the subject of the “three
large columns”: on the one hand, even taking only a few steps into Lei-
chenkeller 1, Franke-Gricksch could not but see the four alleged col-
umns, and on the other hand, his SS guide, when explaining their func-
tion, would certainly not have failed to tell him that there were four of
them and why this was so.

When it comes to the cremation capacity of the ovens in cremato-
rium II — 10,000 corpses in 24 hours — Pressac falls back on what he
calls propagandistic exaggerations by the camp SS. However, the ca-
pacity given for the alleged gas chamber — “300-400 persons” — clashes
most violently with that figure. It would mean that, in order to have the
ovens run flat out, there would have had to be 28 gassings per day on
average. But then, for Pressac himself the gassing capacity was 1,000 to
1,500 persons at a time (p. 473), whereas for Tauber it was 3,000 to
4,000 persons (see chapter 10.3.3.).

Thus Pressac, by far-fetched arguments, pretends to explain gross
mistakes which remain inexplicable, if one considers the document to
be authentic. In order to accomplish this, he has to by-pass essential as-
pects of the “report” which do not fit into his interpretative framework.

I have already pointed out the omission, in his comments, of any de-
tails regarding the “substances” used in the alleged gas chamber. A fur-
ther case in point is the coke consumption which the document ascribes
to the ovens of crematorium II and which is in glaring contrast with
Pressac’s conjectures (see chapter 9.4). The most serious matter,
though, is the following statement:

“The Jews arrive, toward nightfall, in special trains (freight-
cars) and are being routed on special tracks into dedicated enclosed
areas of the camp.”

However, the only railroad tracks which went into the Birkenau
camp were those which formed the so-called “ramp.” Pressac himself
tells us, though, that this ramp “did not become operational until May
1944 for the arrival of the Hungarian Jews” (1989, p. 253) In May 1943
the Jewish convoys were unloaded at the so-called “old ramp” or “Jew-
ish ramp” of the Auschwitz railroad station (ibid., p. 162). Then how
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was Franke-Gricksch able to see tracks in May 1943 that were only laid
a year later? This irresolvable conundrum demonstrates by itself that the
Franke-Gricksch “report” cannot possibly be authentic, and precisely
for that reason Pressac has said nothing about the matter.

This chronological impossibility, together with the gross mistakes of
the “report” and its incredible ignorance of elementary terms such as
“crematorium” or “Zyklon B shows clearly that it is a fabrication using
testimonies of former detainees, which even betray the propaganda ef-
fort (cf. Renk 1991, pp. 261-279). Another striking example for this is
this statement:

“One has come to know that the Jews keep hidden in hollow teeth

[!]jewels, gold, platinum etc.”
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Part Two:
The Crematory Ovens of Auschwitz-Birkenau

Design, Operation, Technical Features
and Historiographic Implications

8. The First Scientific Treatment of Cremations at
Auschwitz

8.1. Introduction

The problem of the cremations at Auschwitz — one of the most im-
portant and still unresolved questions in the historiography of that camp
— had started to come out of the general hysteria, into which it had been
relegated for decades, and had started to take on some scientific conno-
tations only in 1989, thanks to Jean-Claude Pressac. The merits of the
French researcher end there, however: while he did indeed try to ap-
proach the problem from a scientific standpoint, his argumentative pro-
cedure and his conclusions show his deplorable lack of technical train-
ing, which I shall discuss in chapter 9. A rigorous scientific treatment of
the matter became an urgent need.

Since the early 1990s I have been working on such an opus, assisted
by engineer Dr. Franco Deana.’*® This treatment has not yet been pub-
lished for a variety of minor vicissitudes, but it is presented here along
its main lines. Its publication has become ever more pressing, because
over the last ten years the problem of the Auschwitz cremations has re-
lapsed into the propagandistic hysteria of the immediate post-war
years.**

As I have explained above, the question of the crematorium furnaces
of Auschwitz-Birkenau is one of the three pillars which support the en-

¥ Yts Italian title is  forni crematori di Auschwitz. Studio storico-tecnico con la collabora-
zione del dott. ing. Franco Deana. An English translation is in preparation and is slated
for publication in 2011.

Aside from van Pelt’s silly contribution in his 2002 book, the collective work by Ass-
mann et al. (2002) has absolutely no technical or scientific character and does not provide
any new elements on the Topf ovens at Auschwitz. Likewise, the recent Encyclopedia of’
Cremation (Davies/Mates), though claiming to be scientific in its general conception, de-
dicates to “Auschwitz” one purely propagandistic page (p. 66) founded on the works of
Czech, Piper, and Pressac!

349
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tire argumentative structure of van Pelt’s book. One could even go so
far as to say that it is the most important pillar, because the reliability of
the witness testimonies is closely linked to the reliability of their state-
ments in respect of the crematorium ovens. If the latter breaks down,
the “convergence of proof” between witnesses and documents will fol-
low, and thus van Pelt’s entire argumentative structure crumbles.

The problem is hence of prime importance. I will therefore offer the
reader in the present part of this book first and foremost a synthesis of
the conclusions of the work in question and of an article I wrote on the
Auschwitz ovens (1994c, pp. 281-320, updated in Rudolf 2000 and
2003a) with its major historiographic implications, adjusted here with
minor modifications to my final results of the study of cremation. The
first version of said article has been criticized by a certain John C.
Zimmerman in a text entitled Body Disposal at Auschwitz: The End of
Holocaust Denial, which appeared on a website in 1999 and was partly
incorporated into his book a year later. My reply to Zimmerman’s his-
torically wrong and technically nonsensical arguments has definitely
silenced this would-be critic (Rudolf/Mattogno 2005, pp. 87-194).

8.2. Structure of the Work

The crematorium ovens of Auschwitz, heated by means of coke-fed
gasifiers, constituted a development or rather a simplification of the ci-
vilian type. However, it is difficult to obtain detailed information on
these ovens even in the specialized literature. I therefore decided to
place, at the head of the specific topic of my described study, a rigorous
introductory treatment of those ovens as the First Part of the first vo-
lume of the work.

Furthermore, in view of the fact that crematorium ovens are simple
combustion devices, I think that it would be helpful for the reader to be
acquainted, on the one hand, with the general principles of combustion
technology and of the chemical processes which come into play during
a cremation, and on the other hand with the theoretical and structural
principles of a crematorium oven with a coke-fed gasifier, supple-
mented by a detailed description of its structure and its operation. In this
way, the reader will come to a better understanding of cremation tech-
nology.

Finally, as the Auschwitz crematorium ovens were products of the
technology of their era, I considered it useful to present an overview of
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the history of cremation in modern times with a particular emphasis on
ovens with coke-fed gasifiers such as those at Auschwitz, but without
leaving aside systems based on other types of energy — gas, naphtha,*
or electricity. In this way, the reader can appreciate the technological
development of these combustion devices from the latter decades of the
19" century through the Second World War, with all the technical prob-
lems which had to be solved. This historical presentation of cremato-
rium ovens is complemented by a parallel study of devices for mass
cremations for sanitary and hygienic reasons (in connection with wars
or epidemics) and finds its conclusion in a brief analysis of the cremato-
rium ovens of today.

The scientific cremation experiments carried out in Germany (and in
Switzerland) at the end of the 1920s provide us with a solid experimen-
tal basis in order to resolve the essential questions of the duration of a
cremation and of the corresponding fuel consumption of a cremation
oven with a coke-fed gasifier; these aspects will be analyzed in detail in
two specific chapters.

Aiming for a comprehensive presentation of the subject of this book,
I have not by-passed the legal and statistical aspects of cremation, espe-
cially for the case of Germany. The above topics are presented in the
First Part of the first volume.

In the Second Part I have primarily outlined the activities of the Topf
company in the area of the design and construction of civilian cremato-
rium ovens and other combustion devices, describing in detail the struc-
ture and the operation of the Topf crematorium ovens heated by means
of coke, gas, or electricity, and presenting the numerous patents (and
patent applications) granted, acquired, or filed between the 1920s and
the 1950s.

After this general introduction concerning the Topf line of cremato-
rium ovens for civilian use, I have addressed the cremation devices
which the company supplied to, or designed for, the concentration
camps, starting with those for Dachau and Gusen (a subcamp of Maut-
hausen). At this point we enter the core topic of the described work,
which begins with a documented history of the construction of cremato-
rium ovens at Auschwitz-Birkenau. It is followed by a detailed technic-
al description of the structure and the operation of these devices — the

%0 A fraction of hydrocarbons in petroleum boiling between 30°C and 200°C, today still

used as lighter fuel and for camp stoves.
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ovens with two, three, and eight muffles — and a survey of the Topf
projects for mass incineration in that camp.

The three fundamental questions — the duration of the cremation
process, the capacity of the ovens, and the fuel consumption of the Topf
ovens at Auschwitz-Birkenau — are then treated in a scientifically rigor-
ous fashion on the basis of a wide variety of documents.

For the determination of the duration of the cremation process I have
based myself primarily on experimental data, in particular those result-
ing from the cremation experiments with a coke-fired oven undertaken
by the engineer R. Kessler in Germany at the end of the 1920s and those
stemming from the experiments with a gas-fired oven done by Dr. E.
Jones in England in the 1970s. I have also taken into account a frag-
mentary list of cremations at Gusen and the nearly complete list of cre-
mations at the Westerbork crematorium. The name lists of cremations in
the Terezin crematorium (a vast sampling of 717 cremations carried out
between October 3 and November 15" 1943, over 41 operating days)
furnish us with a most useful means of comparison in the sense that the
average duration which results for these cases constitutes the lower do-
cumented limit that could be achieved in the cremation devices of that
period.

The result of the study — that the average duration of the cremation
process was one hour — is confirmed also by the statements given by the
Topf engineers Kurt Priifer, the designer of the ovens with three and
with eight muffles, and Karl Schultze, the man who designed the blow-
ers for the double and triple-muffle ovens.

The section dealing with the capacity of the crematoria at Ausch-
witz-Birkenau contains a preliminary evaluation of the limits to the con-
tinuous operation of the devices (imposed by the inevitable formation
and the necessary removal of slag from the hearth) and to the loading of
the muffles, i.e. an evaluation of the possibility of incinerating more
than one corpse at a time in one muffle in an economically advanta-
geous way. This possibility is ruled out on the basis of experimental da-
ta (tests run in the crematoria at Westerbork and Gusen as well as in
ovens for slaughter-houses). The Topf ovens at Auschwitz-Birkenau
were designed for individual cremations, and pushing their thermal lim-
its provided no advantage with respect to the economy of the cremation.
The Soviet technical expert reports about the coke-fired Kori cremato-
rium ovens of the Lublin-Majdanek, Sachsenhausen, and Stutthof con-
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centration camps, disconnected from their propagandistic embellish-
ments, supply us with an indirect confirmation.

In the described treatise I have not limited myself to the mere verifi-
cation of numerical data, but have also examined the historical question
of the purpose of the design and the construction of the crematoria
ovens at Auschwitz-Birkenau.

The heat balance — i.e. the calculation of the coke consumption of
the ovens — is set on a secure experimental footing: the consumption of
the Topf double-muffle oven in the crematorium at Gusen with its aver-
age consumption of 30.6 kg of coke for each of 677 individual crema-
tions. This chapter analyzes and explains this consumption in a scientif-
ic way. The calculation takes into account the technical data concerning
the coke, the ovens (with a detailed computation of the hourly heat loss
of the Gusen oven and of the double and triple-muffle ovens at Ausch-
witz-Birkenau) and the corpses, which are divided into three types:
normal, average and lean. The fuel consumption (including total com-
bustion air, theoretical air consumption and excess air) is computed for
each type of oven and for each type of corpse.

The analysis of the thermal balance of the Auschwitz-Birkenau
ovens moreover evidences a design error for the triple-muftle oven, on
account of which the combustion gases fed into, or forming in, the cen-
tral muffle did not have enough residence time to burn completely, but
were sucked up by the chimney draft and finished burning in the flue
ducts. In March 1943 this phenomenon caused serious damage to the
refractory lining of the flue ducts and of the chimney of crematorium II
at Birkenau. But could this surge of flames also show on the outside and
produce the phenomenon of flaming chimneys as reported by various
witnesses? On the basis of calculations one can say that these flames
should have exhausted themselves within the smoke ducts of the crema-
toria. However, in order to verify this experimentally, I have conducted
two experiments with animal grease in a simple oven I built for the pur-
pose. The experimental results fully bore out the theoretical data.

For a better judgment regarding the Topf crematorium ovens at Au-
schwitz-Birkenau I have also made an extensive analysis of the naphtha
and coke-fired ovens supplied to the concentration camps by Topf’s
most serious competitor, the Hans Kori Co. of Berlin, as well as those
installed at the Terezin camp by Ignis-Hiittenbau Co., undoubtedly the
most efficient devices built anywhere in Europe in the 1940s.
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The final problem dealt with in the Second Part concerns the legal
requirements regarding the cremations in the concentration camps and
the compliance of the ovens in use there with those requirements. In
that context, [ have quoted in extenso the important “Decree concerning
the implementation of cremations in the crematorium of the Sachsen-
hausen concentration camp” issued by Himmler on February 28", 1940,
showing that — initially at least — the normal use of coffins, and urns for
the ashes, was the rule in the crematoria of the concentration camps.

To make the text more easily readable, I have added an Appendix
which contains the long lists of cremation statistics for Westerbork and
Terezin (altogether 41 tables), a synopsis of the activities of the Topf
Co. at Auschwitz-Birkenau, and a list of the patents as well as the patent
applications and patent descriptions of the Topf Co. I have moreover
compiled a glossary of over 300 German technical terms with the ne-
cessary explanations. The described work is based on strict and irre-
proachable first-hand sources.

I have primarily brought together the most significant German his-
torical and technical literature which exists on this subject, reinforcing it
with the patents concerning civilian ovens to the extent that such docu-
ments still exist (many have been lost on account of Allied bombard-
ments). At the same time, | have been in touch with various producers
of crematorium ovens and have personally visited several crematoria in
Italy and France.

For a better understanding of the functioning of the Topf and the Ko-
ri ovens, | have studied the available German documents, especially
those of ZBL of Auschwitz as well as other documents preserved in
various European archives. I have furthermore inspected and taken pho-
tographs of devices still existing in German concentration camps at:
> Auschwitz: 2 double-muffle Topf ovens poorly rebuilt by the Poles;

the mobile naphtha-fired Kori oven;
> Buchenwald: 2 coke-fired triple-muffle Topf ovens (one also adap-

ted for use with naphtha) identical to those installed in Crematoria II

and III at Birkenau;
> Dachau: 1 double-muffle coke-fired Topf oven, originally a mobile

oven fired with naphtha; 4 coke-fired Kori ovens;
> Gusen: 1 double-muffle coke-fired Topf oven, originally a mobile
oven fired with naphtha;
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> Mauthausen: 1 double-muffle coke-fired oven identical to the 3
double-muffle ovens installed at crematorium 1 of the Auschwitz
main camp: 1 coke-fired Kori oven;

> GroB-Rosen: 1 mobile naphtha-fired Kori oven;

> Lublin-Majdanek: 5 coke-fired Kori ovens; 1 mobile naphtha-fired
Kori oven;

> Stutthof: 2 coke-fired Kori ovens; 1 mobile naphtha-fired Kori oven;

> Terezin: 4 stationary naphtha-fired Ignis-Hiittenbau ovens.

In the second volume of the described work I have amply illustrated
the description of these devices with 360 photographs divided into 11
sections, each one corresponding to a specific device. This collection
contains illustrations of devices heretofore unknown (the ovens of the
Terezin crematorium) or unfamiliar even to specialists, such as the pho-
tographs of the ovens at Gusen, Grof3-Rosen, Stutthof and Lublin-Maj-
danek. However, even the photographs of the well-known devices con-
stitute a not irrelevant contribution inasmuch as they depict, for the first
time, the essential components of these units, which are indispensable
for an understanding of their structure and their way of operation.

The second volume furthermore contains some 300 document repro-
ductions, many of which heretofore unpublished or unknown even to
specialists. The first ca. 100 documents concern civilian crematorium
ovens. The next ca. 40 documents refer to the civilian activities of the
Topf Co., while the rest is a selection of the most important documents
regarding the Topf crematorium ovens at Mauthausen, Gusen, Buchen-
wald and Auschwitz-Birkenau (blueprints, drawings, proposals, cost es-
timates, shipping documents, invoices, operating instructions, diagrams
etc.), regarding the Kori ovens in the camps mentioned (especially orig-
inal drawings and very accurate drawings prepared by the Soviet ex-
perts), regarding technical and administrative questions, and on the bu-
reaucratic formalities for cremations in the concentration camps.

8.3. The Modern Cremation

8.3.1. Crematorium Furnace Technology up to the End of the
First World War

Corpse cremation was practiced in Europe as early as a thousand
years before Homer (Schuchhardt, p. 502) and continued to be practiced
up to the year A.D. 785, when it was prohibited under pain of death by
the Paderborn Decree of Charlemagne (Capitulare Paderbrunnense;



236 CARLO MATTOGNO + AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1

Pauly, p. 8). Over the following centuries the cremation of corpses fell
completely into disuse as a funerary habit throughout Christian Europe.
The idea of a cremation of corpses resurfaced during the French Revo-
lution (Reber, pp. 26-29) but did not take hold before the second half of
the 19™ century. The birth of the movement for the cremation of corpses
can be traced back to 1849, when the philologist Jakob Grimm gave a
memorable speech on this subject at the Berlin Academy of Sciences.*’
The idea was immediately picked up and spread by untiring pioneers
such as army surgeon J.P. Trusen, professor Moleschott, professor
Richter, professor Reclam, and professor Kiichenmeister.

The first cremation in a crematorium oven in modern Europe took
place at Dresden on October 9, 1874, in an experimental oven built by
Siemens; it was followed by a few others, before such experimental in-
cinerations were stopped by the government of Saxony (Pauly, p. 18).

Italy soon placed herself in the vanguard of the modern cremation
movement from both the legal and the technical point of view. The
principle of corpse cremation was recognized in that country by the sa-
nitary regulations of September 6, 1874 (Pini, p. 16). This period saw a
massive amount of work being done in this field, theoretical as well as
experimental, and various types of ovens were built. Modern cremation
had to fulfill numerous ethical, esthetic and economical requirements.
The general congress on cremations which was held at Dresden on June
7, 1876, specified their principles (Pauly, pp. 14f.).

The first European crematorium was built in Milan in 1875. It was
equipped with a Polli-Clericetti oven inaugurated on January 22, 1876,
with the cremation of the corpse of Alberto Keller (Pini, p. 30) who had
been a promoter of cremation throughout his life. The first crematorium
in Germany went into service at Gotha on December 10, 1878. The first
types of cremation equipment used in Italy employed muffles. The
corpse had to be placed into a metal cylinder heated on the outside by
coke (Du Jardin design, 1867) or town-gas (Polli apparatus).’

Brunetti’s device (1873) consisted of four little walls of ordinary
brick, making up the hearth, upon which was placed a thin sheet of steel
which covered only a small part of the hearth; above, there was a large
hood linked to the chimney. The corpse was tied to the steel plate with

3! The speech, entitled “Ueber das Verbrennen der Leichen” (On the cremation of corpses),

was published the same year.
%2 Pini, pp. 130f. A detailed description is given by Wegmann-Ercolani, pp. 30-33.
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wire and was exposed to the flames of the hearth located underneath.
Cremation took about 6 hours.””

The Polli-Clericetti oven consisted of a cremation chamber with a
horizontal grid on which the corpse was placed. It had 217 nozzles for
air and gas, the jet-like flames of which impinged directly on the corpse
and heated the chamber to a temperature of 1,100°C. This oven was set
up in the Milan crematorium and was used for the cremation of Alberto
Keller and for two more cremations. After that, on account of its exces-
sively high costs, it was dismantled and replaced by a Betti-Terruzzi
furnace in 1877. This device was a muffle oven consisting of a cast-iron
cylinder located in the center of a large coke-fired furnace. When the
cylinder started to glow, the corpse was introduced along a kind of steel
guide-rail. Cremation was fairly complete, but the process took at least
5 hours, and the costs were high. After nine cremations, this type, too,
was demolished.

The Muller-Fichet oven, shown at the Paris Universal Exhibition of
1878, consisted of a muffle made of refractory brick into which the cof-
fin was placed. It was lined below and on the sides with refractory
bricks which acted as heat accumulators. The muffle was made white-
hot by means of the combustion products coming from a large gasifier
with a stepped grid, and then the coffin was introduced.

The Kopp oven was based on the same principle as the Betti-
Terruzzi type, but had a muffle made of refractory brick. It was set up in
the Washington, D.C., crematorium; 6 hours were needed for a com-
plete cremation.

The Gorini furnace was based on the principle of direct combustion
with live flames. The prototype of this furnace was inaugurated in the
Riolo crematorium on September 6, 1877. The duration of one crema-
tion was generally between one and a half and two hours, with a wood
consumption of 100-150 kg.

The Venini device was the first Italian crematorium oven using a ga-
sifier. The cremation was brought about by the flames coming from a
mobile gasifier and reaching the cremation chamber after having passed
through a connecting duct; they struck the corpse directly. The introduc-
tion temperature was 800°C, and the duration of a cremation was nor-
mally one hour and a quarter.

353 Pini, p. 132. The following derives from this work, unless otherwise stated (pp. 128-171).
Cf. also: Cristoforis, pp. 56-135; de Pietra Santa/Nansouty; Maccone, pp. 102-124;
Schumacher, pp. 18-32.
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The Guzzi furnace brought together the principles of direct crema-
tion by means of live flames and of indirect cremation by means of
clean hot air, of which we shall speak later. In this device, the cremation
chamber was heated either by the combustion products coming from the
hearth or by hot air heated in the regenerator.”*

The Spasciani-Mesmer furnace, used at Livorno and Venice, was a
device with a gasifier having a horizontal grid and a feeding chute for
the fuel. It took 8-10 hours to heat the oven and some 2,000 kg of coke
were needed for this phase; one cremation then consumed 200-300 kg
of coke.

The Toisoul-Fradet oven was a device using a gasifier and having
three levels: the gasifier was in the basement, the recuperator’> at
ground level and the cremation chamber on the floor above. Cremation
took about one hour and coke consumption was 100 kg.

The ovens considered so far operated on the basis of the principle of
total direct combustion, i.e. the corpse was struck directly by the flames
generated on a hearth (as in the Gorini oven) or by the products of a ga-
sifier (as in the Venini oven). The system invented by Friedrich Sie-
mens introduced the process of totally indirect combustion by means of
clean hot air, which dominated in Germany unchallenged until 1924.
This new process, as we have seen, rested on the principle that the cre-
mation was effected by clean air heated to 1,000°C in a regenerator or
recuperator. The experimental prototype was used only for the destruc-
tion of animal carcasses (Kiichenmeister, pp. 70f.). The Siemens oven
was installed in 1878, with some modifications, only at the Gotha cre-
matorium. A cremation in that oven generally took two and a quarter
hours. 1,500 kg of lignite were needed for a first cremation, and 250-
300 kg for each subsequent one.**®

The Klingenstierna oven was an essential improvement over the
Siemens model. It had a main hearth and a secondary hearth, which
served mainly as an after-burner for the fumes. The combustion air was
heated in a recuperator made of metal tubes. The corpse was introduced

*** A heat regenerator transfers heat from hot exhaust gas to incoming cold air by filling a

dedicated space alternately with either; hence it operates discontinuously and inefficient-

y.

%> A heat recuperator continuously transfers heat from hot exhaust gas to incoming cold air,
both flowing in separated but intertwined spaces.

%6 Heepke 1905b, p. 20. This work contains a very detailed description of the Siemens,
Klingenstierna, and Schneider ovens with highly detailed drawings (pp. 41-58). On the
subject of these ovens cf. also Beutinger.
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into the cremation chamber by means of a cart which stayed in the
chamber throughout the duration of the process.

In Germany this Swedish design was perfected by the engineer E.
Dorovius and built by the Gebriider Beck Co. of Offenbach. The first
models, installed at Heidelberg in 1891 and at Jena in 1898, still had the
trolley for the introduction of the coffin, but for the oven set up at Of-
fenbach in 1899 this detail was eliminated. The cremation chamber was
given a grid made of refractory clay, below which two V-shaped in-
clined planes were arranged for the ashes to move into the ash recep-
tacle. The Mainz version of 1903 had a single inclined plane beneath
the grid, as did all the later ovens, but was still equipped with a recupe-
rator having metal tubes (Heepke 1905b, pp. 45-55). Subsequently, this
type of recuperator was replaced by one of refractory brickwork, and
the oven took on the typical shape of German crematorium ovens with
coke-fed gasifiers.

The prototype of the Schneider oven was built for the Hamburg
crematorium in 1892. Its structure was very similar to that of the Klin-
genstierna-Beck model. The most significant innovations concerned the
hearth which had a horizontal grid and a primary combustion® air vent
below it. The gasifier was placed vertically above the grid and had a
coke-feeding chute in the upper part of the furnace. Preheating the oven
took about three and a half hours. Some 45-90 minutes were needed for
one cremation, with a coke consumption of 250-300 kg for a single
cremation and 50-100 kg for any succeeding ones.

The Ruppmann oven already had the design typical of a modern
crematorium furnace with a coke-fed gasifier (H. Keller 1928). From
the experimental data collected at the Stuttgart crematorium and cover-
ing 48 cremations carried out between July 20 and September 15, 1909,
we have an average duration of 1 hr 33 min.; the minimum time was 1
hr 10 min., the maximum 2 hrs 30 min. (Nagel, p. 36.).

The Swedish Knos oven brought along more improvements on the
Klingenstierna-Beck oven. Coke consumption was about 300 kg for the
preheating phase and the first cremation, and 50-90 kg for any subse-
quent ones. The rights to this furnace for Germany belonged to the
Gebriider Beck Co. of Offenbach.

7 n the technical terminology, the primary air was the combustion air fed to the hearth, and
the secondary air was the air for the combustion of the corpse.
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8.3.2. Technical Developments of German Crematorium Ovens in
the 1930s

After the end of the First World War, the reduction in coal produc-
tion due to the loss of major coal producing territories and the supply of
coal to the victorious states imposed by the treaty of Versailles made it
imperative for Germany to use its remaining coal resources with great
prudence. For that reason, in the years following the war, German in-
dustry strove to optimize, in terms of heat technology, all of its installa-
tions consuming coal or coal derivatives in an effort to obtain the great-
est possible efficiency. The demands for a rational utilization of heat
concerned also the field of crematorium ovens and even influenced the
respective legislation. The original law on cremations of September 14,
1911, had permitted only a completely indirect cremation with the en-
suing enormous loss of heat. It was amended on October 24, 1924, and
the semi-direct process was authorized (Kori 1924, pp. 115-120). The
manufacturers of (theoretically) totally indirect crematorium ovens felt
threatened by the new cremation system which would lead — as it ac-
tually did — to great technological changes.”” A controversy thus en-
sued. The general question of the economy of cremation furnaces could
only be resolved by scientific cremation experiments. The most impor-
tant experiments of that period were run in the Dessau crematorium in
1926 and 1927 by the engineer Richard Kessler who wrote a long scien-
tific paper about them.”” We will examine the results of these experi-
ments one by one.

The design of the new models of the 1930s took due notice of the
determining factors for a rational heat economy as identified by Kessler
in the course of his experiments. This resulted in a substantial increase
in efficiency. Among the most important technical innovations of that
period one may cite the reduction of the horizontal cross-sectional area
of the gasifier, the installation of a post-combustion grid, an improved
air-feed, more efficient recuperators and, finally, appropriate control in-
struments (Hellwig 1930, pp. 56f.; A. Peters, pp. 56f.).

At the beginning of the 1930s, coke-fired crematorium ovens with a
gasifier had reached the pinnacle of their technical perfection but also

%% «Amtliches” 1925b, pp. 107f.; 1926, pp. 9-12; 1927, p. 51; Tilly 1926¢, pp. 143ff.; Pe-
ters/Tilly, pp. 176tf.

Kessler 1927. Abbrev. version: Kessler 1930. It is also worth mentioning the experiments
which engineer H. Keller performed in 1927 in the crematorium of Biel, Switzerland with
an oven with coke-fired gas generator: H. Keller 1928, also H. Keller 1929.

359
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started on their inexorable decline: they began to be replaced by the
new generation of ovens, heated more efficiently by gas or electricity.
From this point on, the existing coke-fired ovens were either torn
down®® or revamped to accommodate gas heating (Repky, pp. 506-
509). The new heating systems necessitated additional studies on the
structure of the ovens as well as on the phenomenon of cremation per
se, and these studies were presented in significant technical publica-
tions.>®’

In the area of gas heating, the most notable innovation was the new
design of the Volckmann-Ludwig furnace, patented on October 30,
1928. An exclusive license for this patent was granted to the firm H.R.
Heinicke of Chemnitz.*®* The first electrically heated oven went into
operation at Biel (Switzerland) on August 31, 1933. It was built by the
firm Brown, Boveri & Co. of Baden, Switzerland, under the supervision
of the engineer Hans Keller.’*

8.3.3. Legislation and Statistical Data Concerning Cremation in
Germany

Although the first German crematorium was built as early as 1878
(in Gotha), cremation in Germany was not legally recognized for quite
some time. In Prussia it became a legal option only with the law on
cremation of September 14, 1911. In the other parts of the Reich it was
accepted between 1899 and 1925, albeit with rather divergent regula-
tions. Legislation was unified only in the 1930s: the first “Gesetz iiber
die Feuerbestattung” (Law on Cremation) as such was promulgated on
May 15™, 1934. It contained 11 articles that concerned in particular the
medical and legal aspects of cremation as well as the supervisory role of
the police in the matter. Shortly thereafter specific ordinances concern-
ing the crematorium ovens and the cremation process were issued: “Be-

3 For example, the old coke ovens at the Hamburg crematorium were replaced by an expe-

rimental Volckmann-Ludwig gas oven already in 1928 (Manskopf), and the old coke

oven of the crematorium at Dortmund was dismantled in 1937/38 and replaced with two

new ovens of the Volckmann-Ludwig system: Kdmper 1941, pp. 171-176.

Of the most important technical articles, we would cite: Hellwig 1930, in abbreviated

form Hellwig 1932, pp. 8-14; Schlépfer 1937, 1938; Kessler 1931, pp. 83-89; Kessler

1935, pp. 21-26; Quehl 1936, pp. 5591t.

*2 Regarding the Volckmann-Ludwig oven cf. Volckmann 1931a, 1931b, 1934; Wolfer
1932.

3 H. Keller 1934; H. Keller 1935. This experimental oven was gradually perfected by the
firm of BBC Brown Boveri, which did not have a large market in Germany; cf. G. Keller
1942.
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triebsordnung fiir Feuerbestattungsanlagen” (Service regulation for
cremation devices) on November 5" 1935, and “Verordnung zur
Durchfiihrung des Feuerbestattungsgesetzes” (Decree concerning the
application of the law on cremation) on August 10, 19383

Between 1878 and 1939 a total of 122 crematoria were built in Ger-
many, as shown by the following table:**’

Table 2: History of Crematory Construction in Germany

Year # Total Year # Total Year # Total
1878 1 1 1910 4 23 1925 4 69
1891 1 2 1911 6 29 1926 7 76
1892 1 3 1912 5 34 1927 5 81
1898 1 4 1913 6 40 1928 7 88
1899 1 5 1914 3 43 1929 5 93
1901 1 6 1915 5 48 1930 11 104
1902 1 7 1916 1 49 1931 3 107
1903 1 8 1917 2 51 1932 2 109
1904 1 9 1918 2 53 1934 3 112
1905 1 10 1920 1 54 1935 2 114
1906 2 12 1921 1 55 1936 1 115
1907 3 15 1922 2 57 1937 3 118
1908 1 16 1923 4 61 1938 3 121
1909 3 19 1924 4 65 1939 1 122

In those same years a total of 1,202,813 cremations were carried out
in Germany with the following distribution over time:

Table 3: Number of Cremations in Germany

Period Number of cremations | Cremations/year (ave.)
1878 1 1

1879 17 17
1880-1889 701 70
1890-1899 2,903 290
1900-1909 20,271 2,027
1910-1919 111,671 11,167
1920-1929 355,836 35,583
1930-1939 711,413 71,141

Total 1,202,813

*%* Cf. in this respect Lohmann 1912; Marcuse 1930, pp. 121-133; “Betriebsordnung fiir
Feuerbestattungsanlagen” of Nov. 5, 1935, as well as the “Verordnung zur Durchfiihrung
des Feuerbestattungsgesetzes™ of August 10, 1938, reprinted in Schumacher 1939, pp.
116-121; Richtlinien 1932. These guidelines were also published in Zentralblatt fiir
Feuerbestattung, vol. 5, no. 6, 1933, pp. 87-92; Richtlinien 1937.

3% Verbandsvorstand, 82-87; Phoenix 1939, p. 7; Phoenix 1940, pp. 20, 29; Helbig 1940, pp.
28-31.
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In the Sudeten territory there were 4 crematoria: in Reichenberg
(1918), Aussig (1933), Briix (1924), and Karlsbad (1933); in Austria,
there were 5 crematoria: in Vienna (1923), Steyr (1927), Linz (1929),
Salzburg (1931), and Graz (1923). Thus, there were altogether 131 cre-
matoria in Grofideutschland in 1939. In 1940 there were 108,630 cre-
mations, in 1941: 107,103 and in 1942: 114,184 (Weinisch, p. 17).

At the end of 1938 Germany counted 130 crematoria, England 47,
Italy 37 (with 8 out of service), in Sweden and Switzerland there were
22 each, in Denmark 16, in Norway 10, in Czechoslovakia 9, in France
6, in Russia 2, and in Belgium, Finland, Holland, Portugal, and Ruma-
nia one each. Behind Germany, the countries with the greatest number
of cremations were England (16,312 cremations), Switzerland (7,071),
the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia (5,535), Sweden (4,434),
Denmark (4,031), Norway (2,262) and France (1,340) (Statistisches, p.
41).

Both by number of crematoria and cremations, the list was topped by
Japan, which could boast of 36,723 cremation installations as early as
1912. In 1929 this country alone cremated 622,492 corpses (Pallester, p.
28; Maccone, p. 92).

8.3.4. The Firm J.A. Topf & S6hne of Erfurt

In the field of crematorium ovens, Topf began its activity in the year
of the outbreak of the First World War. The first Topf oven with a coke-
fired gasifier was erected at the Freiburg crematorium and was started
up on April 15, 1914 (Phoenix 1915 & 1916). Over the 1920s Topf be-
came the largest company, commercially speaking, in this sector in
Germany: out of the 24 ovens installed in the country between 1922 and
1927, a total of 18 came from Topf (Verbandsvorstand, p. 84).

At the beginning of the 1930s, thanks to its technological advance,
Topf’s lead had been consolidated. The firm could claim to have built
the first gas-fired crematorium oven on German soil at Dresden in 1927,
which had performed faultlessly, as well as the first electrically heated
oven in Germany which went into operation at Erfurt in 1933.%° Topf’s
activity in research and development is furthermore borne out by the
numerous patents it obtained, especially in the 1930s. Some of them in-

366 Regarding the electric Topf oven see K. Weiss 1934, pp. 453-457; “Elektrisch betrieben-
er...,” 1935, pp. 88ff.; K. Weiss 1937, pp. 159-162; Schumacher, pp. 28ff.; Jakobskétter,
pp. 579-587.
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troduced highly significant innovations into the field of cremation, such
as the post-combustion grid and the revolving grid.

Topf responded to the competition of the gas-fired Volckmann-Lud-
wig oven with the “High-efficiency oven with revolving ash-grid,
D.R.P.” (German patent), model 1934. In this device the operating sys-
tem was still indirect, with air being heated in metal tubes above the
muffle. The post-combustion chamber was equipped with a revolving
grate, but overall the oven was of a more massive and decidedly more
voluminous appearance than the Volckmann-Ludwig model. It still pre-
served the two-tier design of the coke oven, with a total height of some
5 meters. On the lower level were located the controls of the revolving
grate as well as the ash extraction device. The part located in the fur-
nace hall, too, with its size of 3.70 by 2.60 meters, was much larger than
the Volckmann-Ludwig oven (3.10 by 1.70 meters).**’

The first crematorium oven with a coke-fired gasifier built by Topf —
while retaining more or less the design principles of earlier ovens —
brought along several innovations derived from previous ideas, but it
did so in a novel manner. In particular, the Topf oven presented a sys-
tem of heating the muffle from the outside, controlled by a fire-clay trap
located in front of the gasifier outlet; by preventing the gases from en-
tering the muffle, it allowed for a completely indirect cremation (Rei-
chenwallner, pp. 28f.).

8.3.5. Crematory Ovens with Coke-Fed Gasifier in the 1930s

This type of oven consisted of a gasifier (Generator), the cremation
chamber or muffle (Verbrennungsraum; Muffel) with the post-com-
bustion chamber (Nachgliihraum) and the recuperator (Rekuperator)
below. The gasifier was a vertical chamber lined with refractory materi-
al on the inside. The hearth was situated in the lower portion; it con-
sisted of a grid and a door for the primary combustion air and for the
removal of ash and slag. In its upper part it narrowed on one side into a
duct (gasifier neck) through which the combustion products of the coke
entered the muffle, and on the other side into a vertical or slanted shaft
which opened up on the outside of the oven and constituted the coke
feeding chute.

The specific function of the gasifier was to gasify the coke, i.e. to
bring about its transformation into combustible gases (generator gas or

37 Etzbach, pp. 3ff. Regarding the gas-fired Topf oven cf. also Schumacher, pp. 25ff.
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producer gas, a gas mixture mainly consisting of nitrogen and carbon
monoxide plus minor amounts of carbon dioxide). The muffle was a ho-
rizontal combustion chamber with a vaulted ceiling, made of fire-brick,
closed in front by a sliding, fire-clay closure which moved on a suitably
slanted frame. In front of the closure was a metal door. In its rear part
the muffle was connected with the gasifier via the gasifier neck. The
floor consisted of a fire-clay grid, usually with bars lengthwise and
across, on which the coffin was placed. Below this grid was an inclined
plane for the ash, on which the parts of the corpse which fell through
the grid burned out completely. The plane ended at the front in a recep-
tacle for the ashes which were raked into it by means of a suitable tool.

In the 1930s a post-combustion grid was arranged at the end of the
inclined plane for the ash. Below the fire-clay grid, the walls of the
muffle were inclined toward the inside, so as to form a small chamber
which received the remains of the corpse. Openings in the walls of this
chamber led to the discharge channels through which the spent gases
flowed into the recuperator.

The recuperator was a heat exchanger made of refractory material. It
consisted of adjoining channels arranged in the lower part of the oven.
The channels had upper openings into the muffle and lower openings to
the outside. The spent gases coming from the muffle flowed down-
wards, countercurrently to the combustion air which flowed upwards
from the outside in neighboring channels. In this process the spent
gasses transferred their heat to the walls; the heat spread by conduction
through all parts of the recuperator, which heated up to a temperature
varying between 400 and 600°C or higher.

The oven was usually arranged on two levels: the hearth and the re-
cuperator stood in the basement, the cremation chamber on the ground
floor. In the direct process the operation of the device was as follows:
before starting up the gasifier, the smoke trap was opened and a small
fire of wood and some coke was lit on the gasifier hearth. When the
coke started to glow, more fuel was added through the feeding chute.
The resulting gases were led from the gasifier to the muffle via the neck
of the gasifier, then passed through the post-combustion chamber and
the recuperator and left the oven through the flue duct. When the oven
had reached its operating temperature, the muffle door was opened and
the coffin was introduced into the muftle, resting on the refractory grid.
The high temperature in the muffle caused the coffin to ignite as soon as
it entered the chamber; it burned away rapidly and left the corpse ex-
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posed to the combustion products coming from the gasifier, which
moved through the muffle at a high temperature. At this point evapora-
tion of the corpse’s water set in, followed by the incineration as such.
The combustion residues fell through the grid openings onto the in-
clined plane of the post-combustion chamber below where they burned
out completely.

When flame generation had ended, the glowing embers were raked
forward on the inclined plane by way of the ash-chamber door into a
suitable container, where they burned out altogether. Control of the
oven was accomplished by means of the control devices (air inlet,
hearth door, and vane of the flue).”®®

8.3.6. Chimney Draft and Hearth Loading

In a crematorium oven with a coke-fed gasifier, the chimney not on-
ly removed the spent gases, it also served to feed the necessary air to the
gasifier hearth. The highest resistance the combustion air encountered
was, in fact, the resistance of the hearth grid and the layer of coke above
it. The chimney draft could be natural or forced. The natural draft is due
to the difference of the densities — and hence to the temperature differ-
ence — of the gases at the bottom of the chimney and the outside air. It
also depends on the height of the chimney and its cross-sectional area.
Draft was measured in terms of mm of water column.*®

Forced draft or suction draft was obtained by means of a blower at
the base of the chimney, which drew in a portion of the spent gasses and
ejected them into the chimney at a high velocity. In crematorium ovens
with a coke-fired gasifier, the minimum required draft was 10 mm; the
maximum was 30 mm of water column.

The draft had a direct effect on the loading of the hearth grid, i.e. on
the amount of coke which burned on the grid in a unit of time, usually
expressed as kilograms of coke per square meter. With a natural draft
and a normal chimney, this loading was about 120 kg per hour and
square meter. The corresponding draft was about 10 mm of water col-
umn. With a forced draft, the amount of air passing through the hearth
per unit of time was increased, and coke combustion increased likewise,
leading to a higher loading of the grid. Some experimental data are
shown in the table below:

% Weigt, p. 46; H. Keller 1927, Kessler 1927, pp. 148-151.
% In German “Wasserséule,” abbreviated WS. 10 mm of water column is equivalent to 1
mbar = 0.0145 psi.
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Draft [water col. (mbar)] 10 mm (1) 20 mm (2) 30 mm (3)
Grid loading [per m*]’” 120 kg/h 150 kg/h 180 kg/h

8.3.7. Coke Consumption of a Crematory Oven with Gasifier

Fuel consumption in a crematorium oven depended primarily on the
design of the oven, on the cremation process, on the frequency of cre-
mations, on the composition of the corpses, and on the operation of the
oven. The design of the oven was important, because a greater mass of
refractory material absorbed more heat during the first cremation runs.
The cremation system, likewise, had an influence on coke consumption
in the sense that the muffle could be heated indirectly, semi-directly or
directly; indirect heating was the most wasteful.

The frequency of incinerations had an overriding effect on the fuel
consumption. If, in fact, only one cremation was carried out on a given
day, the fuel needed to bring the oven up to its operating temperature
would all be debited to it. If, on the other hand, several incinerations
were carried out in succession, the initial fuel needed was averaged out
over all of them, and the individual consumption decreased accordingly;
beyond a certain number of cremations it tended to stabilize.

The constitution of the corpse, too, had an effect on the cremation
and hence on the fuel consumption, because it could contribute more or
less heat to the process, depending on its composition in terms of pro-
teins and fat. Experiments carried out in German crematoria in the
1930s showed that 65% of the corpses burned normally, 25% poorly,
and 10% with difficulty (Jakobskétter, p. 587).

The operation of the oven, finally, had an extremely strong effect on
the heat economy: a wrong way of operation or an inattentive one could
actually double the fuel consumption. The coke consumption for an in-
dividual cremation was not known, as the crematoria only kept track of
the average values which covered also the initial heating of the oven
and thus varied depending on the number of consecutive cremations. A
theoretical solution of the problem was thus required.

The heat balance around a crematorium oven with a coke-fired ga-
sifier is, however, very difficult to establish theoretically, because many
variable factors exist in practice, which cannot be handled theoretically

70 Heepke 1905b, pp. 71-75; Labrasseur 1922, pp. 56-57 (review); Cantagalli 1940, p. 86;
Salvi 1972, pp. 617-822; Colombo, pp. 399f.



248 CARLO MATTOGNO + AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1

in advance and which require changes in the operation of the oven from
time to time.

In the 1920s the problem was discussed among engineering special-
ists like Fichtl and Tilly and the engineer Peters,’”' but the major con-
tribution to its solution came from the engineer Wilhelm Heepke in a
fundamental article published in 1933.>”* The result of his calculations
for one incineration in an oven at its thermal equilibrium (i.e. when the
heat absorbed by the muffle had stabilized) was 30 kg of coke (plus the
heat contribution of a 40 kg coffin). A revision of the calculation, how-
ever (Heepke’s method contained some errors of attribution), brought
the consumption down to 20.5 kg of coke per corpse. This result was in
good agreement with experimental data. Kessler’s cremation experi-
ment of January 5, 1927 (8 consecutive cremations in a coke-fired oven,
Kessler 1927, pp. 148-159) showed the following results:

| Total | Firing up | 8 Cremations | Total+8 | Cremations+8
Coke[kg] | 436 | 200 | 236 | 545 | 295

The consumption for the 8 cremations without firing up a cold oven
still contained the heat absorbed by the oven brickwork up to the point
of thermal equilibrium, an effect of some 22%, and the effective con-
sumption then became 23 kg of coke (plus the heat supplied by the cof-
fin).

8.3.8. Duration of the Cremation Process in Ovens with Coke-Fed
Gasiflers

Cremation is a physico-chemical process which for its completion
requires a duration that may be called natural in the sense that it is not
possible to shorten it at will, whatever the oven system used. This dura-
tion depends essentially upon the chemical composition of the human
body whose protein structure strongly resists combustion, as has been
confirmed by the specific scientific experiments run in England in the
1970s, which we will discuss later. This is due to the body’s relatively
high nitrogen content, to its elevated autoignition temperature,’” and to
the chemical changes which the proteins undergo at higher tempera-

7' Fichtl 1924, pp. 394-397; Tilly 1926a, pp. 190f.; Tilly 1926b, pp. 134ff.; Tilly 1927, pp.
19-25; Peters/Tilly, pp. 176tf.

32 Heepke 1933, no. 8, pp. 109ff., and no. 9, pp. 123-128. This is a consolidated version of
the study on thermal equilibrium in Heepke 1905b, pp. 60-63.

*” The autoignition temperature of a substance is the lowest temperature at which it will
spontaneously ignite in a normal atmosphere without an external source of ignition.
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tures. All of these effects contribute to a corpse’s strong resistance to
combustion.*”*

In other words, a cremation which takes place under optimum condi-
tions cannot proceed more quickly than the natural time needed for the
progression of the combustion. In the same way, a cremation takes
longer the more it moves away from its optimum conditions, be it be-
cause of a negligent operation of the oven, or be it because of inadequa-
cies in the design of the unit. In present-day gas-fired ovens this lower
limit is about one hour.

In the 1970s scientific experiments were done in England with the
aim of identifying the most important factors having an influence on the
cremation process. The results were read at the annual convention of the
Cremation Society of Great Britain in July 1975. The experiments were
done along two lines: a preliminary investigation in the Breakspear
crematorium at Ruislip and a full investigation in the Chanderlands
crematorium at Hull. The researchers conducting the experiments in-
itially selected the following factors: fuel, type of oven, dimensions of
the coffin (and of the corpse), hygienic treatment (embalming) of the
corpse, cause of death, oven operator and use of different ovens. The
effects of technical factors were evened out by adopting the same gas-
fired oven (Dowson & Mason Twin Reflux Cremator) and the same
oven operator.

Taking into account these factors, 200 to 300 cremations were ob-
served, and the data gathered were handed to the statistician of the
group for a preliminary report. This analysis showed that, out of the fac-
tors considered initially, only four were significant: the age and sex of
the deceased, the cause of death, and the temperature of the oven. On
the basis of these findings, the research was continued at the Hull cre-
matorium. Here it was found that the really decisive factors were the
maximum temperature of the oven and the sex of the deceased. The re-
sults obtained were incorporated into a graph by the statistician, which
one of the researchers, Dr. E. W. Jones, comments on as follows (Jones/
Williamson, p. 81):

“From his graph he [the statistician] was able to tell us (we
thought this rather interesting) that there is a maximum point, or ra-
ther a minimum point of incineration time, below which it is imposs-

3 Fleck, pp. 163f.; Kraupner/Puls; Loffler, pp. 3f; BR Deutschland. Deutsches Patentamt.
Patentschrift Nr. 861731. Klasse 24d. Gruppe 1. Issued on Jan. 5, 1953, filed by Martin
Klettner, Recklinghausen.



250 CARLO MATTOGNO + AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1

ible to go, and our statistician defined this as a thermal barrier that,

because of the make[up), the nature of human tissues, you cannot in-

cinerate them at a rate which is below round about 63 minutes.”

The graph shows that the duration which comes closest to the ther-
mal barrier, set at 60 minutes, corresponds to a temperature of 800°C.
When the temperature is raised to 1,000°C, the duration of the crema-
tion counterintuitively rises to 67 minutes, and then drops again to 65
minutes at 1,100°C. At higher temperatures, which were not investi-
gated, the duration should eventually fall and should drop below the
thermal barrier at super-high temperatures. If one wanted to reduce the
cremation time to 20 or 15 minutes — according to Dr. Jones — it would
be necessary to build an oven capable of running at 2,000°C (ibid.). But
for technical reasons the cremation process must take place between
well-defined thermal limits, because at temperatures beyond some
1,100 to 1,200°C sintering takes place, i.e. the bones and the refractory
material both soften and fuse together, whereas below 700 to 600°C the
corpse merely carbonizes. Experiments have shown that the optimum
temperature for the introduction of the coffin is around 850 to 900°C
(Kessler 1930, pp. 136f.).

Dr. Jones added the following observation (Jones/Williamson, p.
81):

“Our statistician colleague did some work, he looked into the
records of crematoria in Germany during the last war, and it would
appear that the authorities there were presented with a similar prob-
lem — that they came up against a thermal barrier. They could not
design a furnace that reduced the mean incineration time to a very
practical effective level. So we started to look at why there is this
thermal barrier with human tissues.”

The conclusion of the researchers is that the proteins of the human
body undergo a chemical change when heated to 800 to 900°C, disso-
ciating and recombining to form “something one can only describe as a
hard shell” which resists the process of cremation (ibid.).

It is obvious that the duration of the incineration process in the cre-
matorium ovens with coke-fed gasifiers of the 1930s was even longer.
The data found in the literature are not entirely reliable. As an objective
and irrefutable benchmark I have therefore adopted the data which de-
rive from a series of diagrams for cremations, established by measure-
ment instruments installed in the ovens. The diagrams concerning Kess-
ler’s experiments are of prime importance in this respect. The optimum
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design of the oven (Gedriider Beck, Offenbach), the procedures used by
Kessler to reduce false air,’’”” the presence of instruments permitting the
operator to follow the cremation process through all its phases, the op-
eration of the oven under the supervision of a specialist, all converge to
allow us to say that these cremations were conducted under optimum
conditions.

The average duration of a cremation was 1 hour 26 minutes. In the
run of January 12, 1927, in which eight corpses were incinerated using
lignite briquettes as fuel, the average duration was 1 hour 22 minutes
(Kessler 1927, pp. 150f., 154-157).

8.4. The Topf Crematorium Ovens at Auschwitz-Birkenau
8.4.1. The Topf Crematorium Ovens for the Concentration Camps

The German concentration camps were set up at a time when crema-
tion could look back on many decades of growth, as described in chap-
ter 8.3.3. At the time the concentration camps received their first occu-
pants, the respective SS authorities in the Third Reich did not expect the
high level of mortality which would be reached in later years. Corpses
of detainees were normally sent to civilian crematoria, and only when,
against their expectations, mortality began to get out of control did the
SS authorities decide to set up crematoria within the camps.

Along these lines, KL Buchenwald initially made use of the crema-
torium at Weimar. Between September 5, 1938, and May 3, 1940, the
deceased detainees of KL Mauthausen were sent to the municipal cre-
matorium at Steyr. KL Wewelsburg relied on the Bielefeld crematorium
at least until December 1941, whereas the GroB-Rosen camp used the
Liegnitz crematorium between August 21, 1940, and January 28, 1943.
Initially even KL Auschwitz dealt with a civilian crematorium, the mu-
nicipal institution at Gleiwitz (Gliwice in Polish).*’®

When the first crematoria began to operate within the concentration
camps, they were subject to severe regulations perfectly analogous to
those applying to civilian crematoria. This results from the “Decree
concerning the implementation of incinerations in the crematorium of

*” This is the designation for the air which seeped into the oven through invisible cracks in
the refractory brickwork and around the doors and closures.

376 Letter from Bauleitung if KL Buchenwald to SS-Gruppenfiihrer Eicke dated June 18,
1938. NO-4353; ODMM, Archiv, 7, 4; SB, Einischerungslisten; Czuj/Kempisty, pp. 106-
119; Piper 1994, p. 158.
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the Sachsenhausen concentration camp” signed by Himmler on Febru-
ary 28, 1940.””7 According to this decree, the urns containing ashes of
incinerated detainees could be buried in the cemetery of the detainee’s
home town. Later, due to the tragic deterioration of the sanitary condi-
tions in the camps, the crematoria became an indispensable hygienic
and sanitary instrument, and the cremations were carried out with less
respect of the legal dispositions.

From the end of the 1930s onwards, the Topf Co. and other German
firms, in particular Hans Kori and Didier-Werke AG in Berlin, began to
plan crematoria for the concentration camps with a design simpler than
what was the rule for civilian use.

Topf designed — and built in part — six oven models of the following
types:

1) Crematorium oven with one coke-fired muffle, never built.
2) Mobile crematorium oven with two muffles heated with naphtha

(later modified into a stationary coke-fired oven). This model was

installed at the Gusen camp (a subcamp of KL Mauthausen) and at

KL Dachau.*”” The former was ordered from Topf by the SS-Neu-

bauleitung of KL Mauthausen as a mobile naphtha-heated oven

(fahrbarer Ofen mit Olbeheizung) on March 21, 1940, but on Octo-

ber 9, 1940, it was decided to change the naphtha heating system to

coke. The two gasifiers for coke were installed during the construc-
tion of the oven, which was started up at the end of January 1941.°*

The Dachau oven had been put into operation even earlier, as can be

seen from a Topf letter addressed to SS-Neubauleitung of this camp,

dated July 25, 1940.*®' The SS authorities at KL Dachau opted for a

378

377 Erlass iiber die Durchfiihrung von Einéscherungen im Krematorium des Konzentration-
slager Sachsenhausen. BAK, NS 3/425.

7 Drawing by J.A. Topf & Sohne D 58173 of January 6, 1941 “Einmuffel-
Eindscherungsofen” coke-fired, for SS-Neubauleitung of KL Mauthausen. Source: BAK,
NS 4/Ma 54; Kosten-Anschlag of Topf dated January 6, 1941 for SS-Neubauleitung of
KL Mauthausen concerning a coke-fired single or double-muffle crematorium oven.
BAK, NS 4/Ma 54.

3% Letter from Topf dated February 26, 1941 to SS-Neubauleitung of KL Mauthausen. BAK,
NS 4 Ma/54; telegram from SS-Neubauleitung of KL Mauthausen to Topf dated Decem-
ber 19, 1940, ibid.; Letter from Topf to SS-Neubauleitung of KL Mauthausen dated De-
cember 23, 1940, ibid.; Topf, Bescheinigung iiber gegen besondere Berechnung geleistete
Tagelohn-Arbeiten fiir Firma: SS-Neubauleitung d. Kz.L. Mauthausen, ibid.; Letter from
SS-Neubauleitung of KL Mauthausen to Topf dated February 14, 1941, ibid.

%0 Letter from SS-Neubauleitung of KL Mauthausen to Topf dated February 14, 1941. BAK,
NS 4 Ma/54.

3! Letter from Topf to SS-Neubauleitung of KL Mauthausen dated July 25, 1940. BAK, NS
4 Ma/54.



CARLO MATTOGNO - AUSCHWITZ: THE CASE FOR SANITY - VOL. 1 253

modification of the heating system as well and had two coke gasifi-
ers installed instead of the naphtha burners. Both of these modified
ovens still existed in the former camps at the end of WWIL.

3) Crematorium oven with two muffles, using coke, built at KL Bu-
chenwald (1940-1941).>%

4) Crematorium oven with two muffles, using coke, Auschwitz model.
Three such ovens were built at Auschwitz between 1940 and 1942,
one was built in 1945 at the Mauthausen crematorium.’*

5) Crematorium oven with three muffles, using coke. Two ovens of this
type (one with optional use of naphtha) were installed at the Bu-
chenwald crematorium in 1942, two in the Grof3-Rosen crematorium
in 1942,%* and ten in crematoria I and 111 at Birkenau in 1942-1943.

6) Crematorium oven with eight muffles, using coke. Two ovens of this
type were built in crematoria IV and V at Birkenau in 1942-1943,
half an oven (4 muffles) was sent to Mogilev (Byelorussia) in 1942.
In the chapter below we will examine the crematorium ovens in-

stalled at Auschwitz-Birkenau.

8.4.2. Coke-Fired Crematory Oven with Two Muffles

Three ovens of this type were set up in the old crematorium, also
called crematorium I, at Auschwitz. Work on the construction of the
first oven began in early July 1940. It went into operation on August 15
with a test cremation of the first corpse.”® The second oven was com-

382 Letter from Bauleitung of KL Buchenwald to SS-Gruppenfiihrer Eicke dated June 18,

1938. NO-4353; Kosten-Anschlag by J.A. Topf & Sohne dated December 21, 1939 for
SS-Neubauleitung of KL Buchenwald concerning a double-muffle crematorium oven
heated by naphtha or coke. NO-4448; Baubeschreibung zum Neubau eines Not-
Krematoriums im Haftlingslager K.L. Buchenwald. NO-4401; Drawing by J.A. Topf &
Sohne D 56570 dated December 21, 1939 “Doppelmuffel-Eindscherungsofen mit
Olbrenner” for KL Buchenwald. NO-4444.

Letters from the Topf firm to the SS Construction Office of the concentration camp Mau-
thausen, November 23, 1940 and October 16, 1941.BAK, NS 4 Ma/54. The letter of Oc-
tober 16, 1941 expressly mentions the delivery of a “Doppelmuffeleindscherungsofen —
Modell Auschwitz” (double-muffle cremation oven — Auschwitz model).

No documents have been preserved for these ovens; however, in 1948, the Soviet counter-
espionage service (Smersh) was in possession of a drawing of the GroB-Rosen cremato-
rium done by Topf and showing 2 crematorium ovens with 3 muffles. Kurt Priifer con-
firmed that these had been built in 1942. FSBRF, Fond N-19262, p. 183. Graf 2002, p.
412.

Tétigkeitsbericht of Bauleiter Schlachter dated July 12, 1940, for the period of July 5-
11.RGVA, 502-1-214, p. 97; Tétigkeitsbericht of Bauleiter Schlachter dated August 17,
1940, for the period of August 9-15. RGVA, 502-1-214, p. 92; Letter from SS-
Neubauleitung to HHB, Amt 11, dated September16, 1940. RGVA, 502-1-327, p. 216.
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pleted at the end of February 1941,”* and the third oven was added in
March 1942.**7 The crematorium remained in operation until July
1943,**® after which the three ovens were knocked down. The two Topf
ovens with two muffles which are now on view in the Auschwitz cre-
matorium were sloppily rebuilt by the Poles in the years after the war
using original parts dismantled by the SS. However, the Mauthausen
oven, which has remained intact, and a wealth of documents such as
shipment notes listing the various elements, allow us to give an accurate
description of the design of the Topf double-muffle device, Auschwitz
type, which can be summarized as follows:**

Dimensions
Height: 1,850 mm; Width: 2,500 mm
Length (w/o gasifiers): 2,780 mm;  Length (with gasifiers): 3,380 mm
Surface area (w/o gasifiers): 25 m?; Surface area of gasifiers: 7 m?
Surface area, total (m?): 32 m?

The oven had two cremation chambers or muffles, each of which
had the following dimensions:

Height: 700 mm; Width: 700 mm; Length: 2,000 mm
Surface area (without grid): 4.5m?
Volume (including ash chamber): 1.4 m?

% Drawing by Topf D 57999, November 30, 1940: RGVA, 502-1-312, p.134; Titigkeitsbe-
richt of Bauleiter Schlachter dated March 1, 1941, for the period of February 23 — March
1: RGVA, 502-1-214, p. 67.

387 Baufristenplan of April 15, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-22, p. 11; Baubericht iiber den Stand der
Bauarbeiten of April 15, 1942. RGVA, 502-1-24, p. 320; Bestandplan des Gebaude
Nr.47a B.W.11. Krematorium. Drawing no. 1241 dated April 10, 1942. RGVA, 502-2-
146, p. 21.

388 Letter from Bischoff to head of SS-Standortverwaltung, SS-Obersturmbannfiihrer Mockel
dated July 16, 1943. RGVA, 502-1-324, p. 1.

3% Kosten-Anschlag by J.A. Topf & Séhne dated November 13, 1940, for the second Topf
coke-fired double-muffle crematorium oven for crematorium I at Auschwitz. RGVA,
502-1-327, pp. 168-172; Kostenanschlag by J.A. Topf & Sohne dated October 31, 1941
for a coke-fired Topf double-muffle crematorium oven for SS-Bauleitung of KL Mau-
thausen. BAK, NS 4/Ma 54; Kostenanschlag by J.A. Topf & Séhne dated September 25,
1941 for the third coke-fired Topf double-muffle oven for crematorium I at Auschwitz.
RGVA, 502-2-23, pp.264-267; Versandanzeige by J.A. Topf & Sohne to SS-
Neubauleitung of Auschwitz dated January 17, 1941, for parts of the second Topf coke-
fired double-muffle crematorium oven of crematorium I of Auschwitz. RGVA, 502-1-
327, pp.201-203; Versandanzeige by J.A. Topf & Séhne to SS-Neubauleitung of Ausch-
witz dated October 21, 1941, for parts of the third coke-fired Topf double-muffle crema-
torium oven of crematorium I at Auschwitz. RGVA, 502-1-312, pp.104-105; drawing by
J.A. Topf & Sohne D 57253 “Koksbeheizter Eindscherungsofen u. Fundamentplan” dated
June 10, 1940, for the first oven of crematorium I of Auschwitz. BAK, NS 4/Ma 54.
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Combustion air feeding system:

The sidewalls of the muffles had four rectangular openings con-
nected to two air-feed channels (Luftkandle) which ran lengthwise
through the brickwork parallel to the muffle and had two air-feed holes
(Lufteintritte) open to the outside, closed in front by two cast-iron doors
moving vertically (Luftkanalverschliisse) measuring 108 by 128 mm
and situated on either side of the muffle door. These channels provided
the muffle with the secondary combustion air.

At the top of the vault of each muffle, along the longitudinal axis,
were the outlets of four pipes connected to the pipework (Druckluftlei-
tung) coming from the blower (Drucklufigeblise). The function of this
feature was to provide the muffle with the required amount of combus-
tion air, especially when a coffin was used in the cremation.

Muffles

The two inner walls of the muffles had three rectangular openings
210 by 270 mm in size. These openings served to exchange heat be-
tween the two muffles. The thickness of the refractory walls was 260
mm. The muftles were closed in front by two cast-iron doors for the in-
troduction of the corpse (Einfiihr(ungs)tiiren) measuring 600 by 600
mm. The inside of the doors was covered with refractory material. In
the lower portion of the doors, on the central axis, was an air-hole
which could be closed on the outside by means of a movable cast-iron
cover of a standard kind, which constituted a round inspection hole
(Schauluke) 45 mm in diameter. At the rear, over the neck of the gasifi-
er, the muffles were closed by means of refractory brick.

Grid of the muffle

The muffles had a partly open floor (grid) of refractory clay (Scha-
motterost) consisting of five transverse bars of refractory material
(Schamotteroststeine) on which the corpse was placed.

Post-combustion chamber

Beneath each grid was a V-shaped inclined ash plane (4schen-
schrdge) which ended in a narrower (340 mm) chamber in which the
post-combustion (Nachverbrennung) of the corpse residues occurred
which had fallen through the bars of the grid; it thus had the function of
a post-combustion chamber.

The front portion of the post-combustion chamber constituted the
ash chamber (4Ascheraum). The glowing ash was removed by means of
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suitable rakes (Kratzer) through cast-iron doors for the ash recovery
(Ascheentnahmetiiren) measuring 280 by 350 mm, located in the front
of the oven below the muffle doors.

Discharge of the spent gases

In the front part of the oven, two rectangular discharge vents were
set into the sidewalls of the post-combustion chamber through which
the gases escaped into the two lateral underground flue ducts (Rauch-
kandle). The flue ducts had a cross-section of 350 by 600 mm. Each of
them could be closed by means of suitable vane (Rauchkanalschieber)
made of refractory material which had the same size as the duct and
moved vertically in a wrought-iron frame (Rauchkanalschieberrahmen)
controlled by a steel cable (Drahtseil) passing over two rollers (Seilrol-
len). The rollers were welded to an anchor bar.

The two flue ducts came together before entering the chimney
(Schornstein). They merged into a common duct which could be closed
by means of a main vane (Hauptkanalschieber) which worked the same
way as those of the individual ducts.

Two fresh-air vents in the sidewalls of the oven could be closed by
two normal cast-iron gate-valves which could be raised. The vents were
connected to two air-ducts which opened up on the outside of the post-
combustion chambers as two small rectangular apertures and provided
combustion air to those chambers.

Gasifiers

The two gasifiers were housed in a brick structure measuring 2,500
(width) by 600 (depth) by 1,400 (height) millimeters. On the inclined
plane of this brick structure were located the two doors of the feeding
shafts (Generatorfiilltiiren); the shafts themselves (Generatorschdchte)
opened into the gasifiers.

Gasifier hearths

The gasifiers (Generatoren) had a bottom constituted by a horizontal
grid (Planrost) made of eight steel bars (Vierkanteisen) 40 by 40 by 630
mm and four sustaining bars (Auflager-Eisen