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The Institute for Historic Review: Objecting to the History of the Holocaust


The Institute for Historic Review (IHR) is a rather harmless name for what appears to those unacquainted with the group and its peculiar history to be an academic institution seeking to re-examine any mistakes made by historians in the past.   In fact, that would the institute’s official statement of purpose as well:

“Founded in 1978, the Institute for Historical Review is a public interest educational, research and publishing center dedicated to promoting greater public awareness of history, and especially socially-politically relevant aspects of twentieth century history. The IHR particularly strives to increase understanding of the causes, nature and consequences of war and conflict (A Few Facts About the Institute for Historical Review).”

The Institute for Historic Review, or as the Institute often refers to itself, IHR, appears to be a pretty innocent, run-of-the-mill academic organization with good intentions.  Further examination of their website reveals that they claim to have nothing but the truth in mind as apparent by this statement: “The IHR works with scholars, writers and publicists who endeavor — sometimes at great personal sacrifice — to separate historical fact from propaganda fiction (A Few Facts About the Institute for Historical Review).”  Then why does the IHR draw so much attention to themselves as being incredibly controversial and even “anti-Semites” or “Neo-Nazis?”  


The answer is simply that the IHR is the world’s most widely recognized group of Holocaust revisionists.  That is they do not subscribe to the traditional view of the events that took place during World War II in Nazi Germany and its occupied territories referred to as the Holocaust.  While IHR and other Holocaust revisionists do not deny the Holocaust in the traditional sense of outright Holocaust denial, claiming that it is in fact a complete and utter hoax, the institute does however offer resistance to the traditionally held views regarding such central ideas of the historical accounts of the Holocaust as the traditionally reported number, six million or more Jewish victims, the existence of a planned extermination of the Jews, and the existence of gas chambers used in the murdering of victims in concentration camps.  Holocaust revisionists and the IHR both acknowledge that Jews did suffer horrible atrocities, were unjustly taken from their homes, and moved to Nazi-occupied parts of Eastern Europe (Weber). 


The response from other historians and indeed the international community in general to the IHR is as would be expected – outrage.  The Anti-Defamation League describes the IHR so:

“Since its formation in 1979, the Institute for Historical Review has served as the primary force in the movement to deny the reality of the Holocaust.  Operating in the guise of scholarship… it has... distributed a variety of “revisionist” materials saturated with traditional anti-Semitic themes (Salberg 5).”

It’s important to note that this description of the IHR includes claims that the IHR blatantly denies the Holocaust, is not legitimately academic, and is also anti-Semitic, three things to which the IHR themselves would certainly never publicly admit, but may nonetheless prove to be accurate accusations. 


In a leaflet issued by the Institute, Mark Weber the group’s current director, outlines a basic list of objections that the revisionists have to accepting the traditional historic view of the Holocaust.  Other historians have naturally responded to these objections.  It is however important to look carefully at these various objections, which constitute the sole reason for the existence of IHR and potentially a very dangerous medium through which anti-Semitism, Neo-Nazism, or some other negative sentiment might be able to gain ground.  The careful construction of these arguments is also such that even educated, non-historians might find themselves scratching their heads wondering if maybe everything they had been taught about this event was indeed partial lie as the Holocaust revisionists would have them believe.  However, even more intriguing is the potential implications of these arguments especially in the realm of moral guilt placed on the Nazi regime.  

The IHR’s Objections to the Standard Historic Perspective of the Holocaust

I.  The Debunking of More Outrageous Claims
The group points out in their leaflet, “The Holocaust: Let’s Hear Both Sides,” that many of the claims that were once commonly accepted by the academic community and general public have been found to be completely false.  They, therefore, conclude that many of the other aspects of the commonly accepted history of the Holocaust may in fact be questionable, implying that we should probably keep an open mind to such ideas, which is a cunning strategy, enabling them to make further attacks on otherwise solid, historic fact.  

For instance the IHR points to the fact that historians once believed that the SS had killed Jews in the extermination camp of Treblinka with steam chambers.  The authors, Mark Weber and Andrew Allen, point to the fact that this accusation was used against defendants in the Nuremberg War Trials.  They also point out, however, that most modern historians now doubt this accusation, which was based on eyewitness testimony.  The myth, however, continues to live and is frequently alluded to in various Holocaust publications.  The IHR therefore points this out to indicate that much of what is known about the Holocaust is exaggeration or simply false (Weber and Allen).  

A rather famous example of an exaggerated claim stemming from Nazi Germany’s cruelty toward the Jews is the often still-cited belief that the bodies of Jews were used in the making of soap.  This claim, as the revisionists point out, derives from wartime atrocity myths spread by word of mouth among the Jewish community as well as other circles.  The myth was further perpetuated by the displaying of soap in various Holocaust memorials with placards that claimed the soap was made from the fat of Jewish men and women.  What’s even more startling is the fact that this soap and its recipe were presented as evidence in the Nuremberg trials.  No solid evidence exists for the existence of soap made from human fat, and indeed the claim appears rather dubious (Harwood).  

Though none of these former myths or mistakes prove anything of the sort that more substantial details of the current view are in fact flawed.  However scholars have noted that the IHR is caught in somewhat of a fallacious argument in this instance.  Just because solitary facts, figures, statistics, etc. have been proven false after many years of study does not prove anything but just that, that those particular facts, figures, and statistics are false.  One has to examine the facts one at a time.  The revisionists are therefore accused of making blanket statements assuming that one fact being called into question justifies throwing out an entire historic argument, in this case Hitler and Nazi Germany’s plan for the extermination of the Jewish race and their successes in that bloody endeavor.  

II.  A Different Suspect: Disease?

The IHR also claims in this leaflet that many of the deaths reported to have been murders, were actually deaths by disease, which ran rampant in Europe during World War II and especially in the cramped quarters of the concentration camps and ghettoes.  It seems completely reasonable to assume that disease ran rampant in a country whose infrastructure was gradually crumbling due to a war that had cost it millions of lives and vast amounts of resources.  As one of the members of IHR, Friedrich Paul Berg, points in an article disease is often a major killer in internment or military camps established during wartime.  For instance the article states that during the American Civil War for every one soldier that died in battle, two died from disease. Berg also points out that Poland had for many years suffered from a high rate of typhus infection. Evidence indicates that typhus was existent in the camps, especially the constant use of delousing techniques, including the gas Zyklon-B.  Therefore, the author is convinced that rather than gassing or any type of intentional murder, typhus was the major killer of Jews in concentration camps (Berg).

The effect of this argument, assuming that it is as bulletproof as it appears, is essentially that the hands of the SS and Nazi regime in general are cleansed of many of the murders committed in the former concentration camps, and instead the real culprit would be disease.  The argument attempts to demonstrate that the Germans were undertaking delousing measures during the war to combat typhus not only to offer evidence of a typhus epidemic which killed many of the Jews and left more in misery, who would later be photographed and become the faces that people all over the world would hold as evidence of the Nazi Final Solution, but also to paint a less grim and cold picture of the regime that set up these camps.  By claiming that typhus was the major killer and that the men in charge of the camps were undertaking serious attempts to stop the major killer throughout the course of the war essentially removes some of the blame from those men.  

The claim that disease, typhus being one of those diseases, was common in the camps is completely valid.  The basic problem with the claim however is that it attempts to take away from the significance of the gas chambers, shootings, and other execution methods, which were used, by stating that disease was the primary killer in the camps.  It also downplays the total loss of life in the camps.  One historian’s estimate puts the total number of deaths from the gas chambers at over 3 million (Shermer and Grobman 128).  To say then that disease was the primary killer of the Jews in Nazi concentration camps simply downplays the large scale of death in these camps as well as flat out denies the use of extermination, which has come from many eyewitnesses.  

III.  Eyewitness Testimony: Invalid?

The group also cites the unreliable nature of the survivor testimony, used as proof of the planned extermination and mass murders of Jewish victims during the war.  There are three important groups of eyewitnesses in the case of the Holocaust: former camp inmates, former SS members or camp employees, and the liberators.  The IHR has charged at least two of these groups separately with having serious flaws in their testimonials.  

The IHR is quick to refer its readers to Shmuel Krakowki, who is the archives director at the Yad Vishem, Israel’s Holocaust center.  Mark Weber points out Krakowki’s reluctance to accept all of the survivor testimony in this paragraph in an article from the IHR’s journal, Journal for Historic Review: 

“Shmuel Krakowki, archives director of the Israeli government's Holocaust center, Yad Vashem, confirmed in 1986 that more than 10,000 of the 20,000 "testimonies" of Jewish "survivors" on file there are "unreliable." Many survivors, wanting "to be part of history" may have let their imaginations run away with them, Krakowski said. "Many were never in the places where they claimed to have witnessed atrocities, while others relied on second-hand information given them by friends or passing strangers." He confirmed that many of the testimonies on file at Yad Vashem were later proved to be inaccurate when locations and dates could not pass an expert historian's appraisal (Weber.  “The Nuremberg Trials”).  

Weber especially draws on the fact that at least half of the testimonies at the Yad Vishem are known to be “unreliable” at best and some are no doubt complete fabrications.  This is the central argument behind the IHR’s objection to survivor testimony used not only in the Nuremberg trials but also in the development of the current, accepted historic view of the Holocaust.  They pride themselves on their ability to find discrepancies and falsehoods in individual testimonies.

The confessions of the SS men, guards, Nazi leaders, etc. constitute much of the eyewitness testimony for the use of gas chambers and the existence of a plan to eliminate all of the Jews of Nazi-occupied Germany.  These confessions were given primarily during the International Military Tribunal, or the Nuremberg trials, and similar hearings such as the trial of Eichmann in Israel.  The IHR claims, however, that the Nuremberg trials were in fact not legitimate, that the judicial committee already considered the defendants guilty, and that none of the evidence used was actually valid.   They especially cite the disillusionment of two American judges, Charles Wennerstrum and Harlan Stone, who after the trials had ended and the sentences were handed down, were unpleased with the results and considered them to be unjust.  The IHR especially claims that many of those who confessed to war crimes had been tortured.  Most notably they insist that Rudolf Höss, the former Auschwitz Kommandant, was probably tortured, by the British, they believe, into signing his confession presented before the tribunal.  The revisionist Robert Faurisson notes in an article that the typed confession signed by Höss contained a large amount of hand-written corrections, was written not in German but in English, and that two paragraphs in one version of the document do not appear in full in another, among other discrepancies outlined in his article.  This makes Höss’s confession seem very suspect to the revisionists (Faurisson).  That confession claimed that 2.5 Million Jews had been gassed in Auschwitz and that another half million died of natural causes.  These numbers are no longer accepted as factual, because they are too high.  Therefore, the confession of Höss is actually considered unreliable.  The IHR goes on further to claim that many of those who did confess were tortured into doing so (Weber. “ The Nuremberg Trials“). 

In response to these objections by the IHR, historians who maintain the mainstream view of the Holocaust point to a “convergence” in the testimonials.  This convergence of evidence refers to the fact that no single eyewitness account is used as the supreme piece of evidence upon which the belief that gas chambers were used to exterminate the Jews in concentration camps such as Auschwitz.  Rather it is the constant appearance of similarities in descriptions of both structure and procedures by various individuals, who witnessed the crimes.  Historians Shermer and Grobman discuss Höss specifically.  Although the revisionists claim that Höss’s testimony was falsified it happens to bear a strong resemblance, Shermer and Grobman, point out to another testimonial that of Pery Board SS-Unterscharführer.  The two likely never saw each other until after Höss’s capture yet their stories are very similar as re-printed in Shermer and Grobman’s book.  Broad’s is as follows:

“The disinfectors are at work… with an iron rod and hammer they open a couple of harmless looking tin boxes, the directions read Cyclon [sic] Vermin Destroyer, Warning. Poisonous.  The boxes are filled with small pellets, which look like blue peas.  As soon as the box is opened the contents are shaken out through an aperture in the roof.  Then another box is emptied in the next aperture, and so on.  After about two minutes the shrieks die down and change to a low moaning.  Most of the men have already lost consciousness.  After a further two minutes… it is all over.  Deadly quiet reigns… the corpses are piled together their mouths stretched open… It is difficult to heave the interlaced corpses out of the chamber as the gas is stiffening all their limbs (Shermer and Grobman 138).”

Many of those same details were also present in Höss’s confession, although the two could never have had any chance to discuss their stories, and even if they had wanted to it would have only incriminated them.  Höss’s confession contains similarities namely that it describes the dropping of Zyklon-B from the roof through small holes, the screaming that would be followed by suffocating, and low moans, which would eventually die out.  Here is the portion of Höss’s confession as reprinted in Shermer and Grobman’s book:

“Then, very quickly, the door was hermetically sealed, and a can of gas was immediately thrown onto the floor, through an opening connected to an air duct in the ceiling of the gas chamber, by the disinfectors, who were standing read.  This led to the immediate release of the gas.  Through the peephole one could see that those who were near the air duct died immediately.  It can be said that about a third died within a moment’s notice.  The others began to struggle, to scream, to choke.  But very quickly the cries became death rattles, and, after a few minutes, all were on the ground.  After a maximum of twenty minutes, nobody moved (Shermer and Grobman 139).”

Other eyewitnesses describe the process as well, which help to form a convergence of evidence upon which the fact that gas chambers and other facts of the Holocaust are based.  

The only explanation for such a coincidence would have to be conspiracy.  Such a conspiracy however is so highly unlikely as to be almost infeasible.  The fact is that the maintenance of such a conspiracy would require that not only were the survivors and liberators in on it, but also many of the guards and SS-men, who had nothing to gain by the fabrication of such crimes, would have to be in on it as well.  One other factor that seems to be overlooked by both revisionists and their opponents is the linguistic aspect of such an undertaking.  Eastern Europe is a blanket of various languages and in order for such a conspiracy to be spread it would have not only to be spread through the languages of the various Jewish communities (Yiddish, Polish, Lithuanian, Latvian, Estonian, Hungarian, Ukrainian, German, etc.), but also it would also have to be translated into English and Russian so that the liberators could fluently discuss the things they alleged to have seen at these camps.  Such a linguistic undertaking would have been quite impressive and the fact that the stories maintain their similarities despite the differences in language, and the translation factor, would be simply astounding.  The consistent appearance of such concepts as “gas chambers,” “crematoria,” “mass graves,” “extermination,” etc. as well as the unlikelihood of a conspiracy, however, seem to indicate that while none of the eyewitnesses can be trusted to be a completely reliable source in telling the exact details of what happened at Auschwitz or any other concentration camp it stands to reason that these different items did in fact exist and were probably in use in exactly the way they are described repeatedly by said eyewitnesses, hence the previously described convergence of evidence.  

IV.  A Lack of Written Evidence for the “Final Solution”

The Institute also claims that there exists no actual evidence of a plan for genocide; the “Final Solution” to them appears to be a plan to deport all of the Jews within German controlled territory to the East.  The revisionists point to the fact that Hitler never personally signed any order to have the Jews exterminated, or at least none exists in all of the documents found and confiscated by the Allies.  Rather the only documents dealing with the camps and their Jewish inmates appear to be discussing the idea of resettlement, emigration, or deportation, not extermination (Mattogno).  

The idea that no actual intention to exterminate the Jews completely downplays the idea of the Holocaust as genocide, and not only genocide but also one of unprecedented proportions and intentions.  This idea carries the implication of freeing the Nazi regime from its most heinous crime and instead charging it with a much less extreme injustice, that of unfairly forcing the Jews to emigrate.  Such an idea that either the Nazi regime or Hitler individually were not aware of any killing in the East, like many of the revisionists’ beliefs has the power to lift some of the blame from the shoulders of the Nazis, particularly Hitler and his direct subordinates.

However, most historians do not accept the argument that a lack of an explicit document, signed by Hitler indicates the inexistence of a plan for mass-murder.  Their first line of evidence stems from the fact that it would be totally against his best interest for Hitler to draw up such a document explicitly and then sign it, as he learned after the failures of and negative reaction to the earlier Nazi euthanasia program.  Hitler, it is said, learned from that experience and made sure not to sign his name on any document, which could link him to killing.  This, however, does not mean he was either the creator of the idea to eliminate the Jews or at the very least in favor of such a measure.  Evidence such as strong anti-Semitism and cries to exterminate the Jews both in his autobiography Mein Kampf and in his political speeches seem to indicate that the idea at least existed in his mind.  Documents also point to the idea that the Nazi party’s “evacuation” or “emigration” program was actually double-speak for “extermination.”  Kenneth Stern in his book, Holocaust Denial, quotes one such document, which states, “The present capacity of the ‘resettlement action’ furnaces: 10,000 in 24 hours” (Stern 63).  ’Resettlement action’ furnaces are a good example of exactly the type of double-speak used to cover the paper trail of the Final Solution’s ultimate goal of Jewish extermination.

V.  Six Million: An Exaggeration?

The Institute objects to the commonly reported statistic of Jews who were murdered, six million, labeling it an “exaggeration.”  According to IHR director Mark Weber, the statistic of six million Jews murdered under Nazi rule comes from the Nuremberg Trials in which both the prosecuting attorney’s final statements and the judge’s final ruling include that number.  The figure Weber claims is not,

“ the result of any careful investigation, research, or calculation. The only specific evidence presented for it to the Nuremberg Tribunal was the hearsay testimony of former SS officer Wilhelm Höttl, who said that he recalled it from a remark by Adolf Eichmann, the wartime head of the Jewish affairs section of Himmler's Reich Security Main Office (RSHA)” (Weber.  “Wilhelm Höttl and the Elusive ‘Six Million.’”).

Weber also goes on to attack the character of Höttl using memos from US Intelligence agencies, with which he worked.  Weber and the IHR maintain that there were never even six million Jews under German control during the war.  One other feature of the six million figure they attack is that it does not seem to take into account the number of Jews who died of natural causes, fighting for the Allies, in Allied bombings, or simply succumbed to the harsh pressures of a country with no resources or food left at the end of the war (Weber.  “Wilhelm Höttl and the Elusive ‘Six Million.’”).    


Attacking the figure of six million Jews murdered by the Nazis has two implications which the IHR may or may not intend, first; to show that much of what we believe about the Holocaust is in fact simply hearsay and legend, and second; to downplay the crimes of the Nazi regime.  As already discussed one of the main strategies of the IHR is to attack details of the traditional Holocaust history in order to show its lack of credibility.  The “Six Million” is simply one of their favorite targets, as it is at the heart of the Holocaust story and because it has proven difficult to defend.   However, the other implication of their argument, downplaying the crimes of the Nazi regime seems to also be a common theme with the IHR.


However, modern historians continue to defend, if not the exact figure of six million, then a very high number of Jews.  John Zimmerman is one such historian and points to a mistake in the revisionists’ demographic statistics.  First in Poland he claims that the real number of Jews in Poland at the outbreak of World War II, 1939, was 3.3 to 3.5 million, although the revisionists, in particular Walter Sanning, claimed the number was 2,664,000 (Zimmerman 3).  Zimmerman also mentions the fact that many of the so-called sources the IHR uses in its claims that most of the Eastern Jews had emigrated behind Soviet lines were misrepresented (Zimmerman 30).  

Why the IHR Believes what it Does

I.  War Time Atrocity Propaganda


One of the core beliefs of the IHR is that the traditional stories of the Holocaust are not the result of fact, but of wartime atrocity propaganda, which has not faded away as it did after other conflicts such as the first World War.  One IHR writer, William Hesseltine, in an article for the Journal of Historic Review, writes about the various false stories used by both sides in the conflict to rally their citizens and troops against the enemy.  Particularly prevalent were stories of American prisoners of war being treated brutally by their German guards.  As the article points out these accusations were later recanted (Hesseltine).  This is indeed a recognized trend in the media during times of war in many countries.  The IHR’s official position on why they are so reluctant to believe in and constantly question the traditional story of the Holocaust, is related to this, simply that they believe it to be an extreme case of war-time atrocity propaganda that has never gone away as it should.  This position, however, does not seem to explain the extremities to which they will go to deny details of the Holocaust that could be true as well as other aspects of their writings.  

II.  Benefactors, Jewish Conspiracy, Israel, and Anti-Semitism


One of the most obvious and betraying features in the writings of the IHR is a seemingly unfounded belief that the entire world Jewish population is somehow linked together.  They refer to such things as, “World Jewry,” “international Zionism,” etc., which are simply figments of their imagination as no organization of Jewish people exists, which represents them all; not to mention that modern Jews are as diverse as the places, in which they live.  The IHR accuses Jews of being the perpetuators of the Holocaust story, as it is currently told, because they benefit financially from it through such things as movies about it, because according to the IHR the Jews own Hollywood (Marchetti).  The part of such a belief that is hard to swallow is that it appears to be more of a coincidence that the film-makers, CEOs, etc. who are Jewish all happen to work in the industry, rather than being a plan for their take-over of the world.  Such an unfounded belief of a non-existent, global organization with lofty goals of benefiting one and only one group of people is a warning sign for conspiracy theory.  It’s safe to say that if not distrustful of Jews in general, the members of IHR have unfounded suspicions toward Jewish organizations. 


A quick examination of the front page of the IHR reveals a heavy bias against the Jewish state of Israel.  Headlines for recent news stories include, “Stop Treating Israel as Special…,” “The Challenge of Jewish-Zionist Power,” “Israel’s Scandalous Siege of Gaza,” “Iraq: A War for Israel,” and so on.  Clearly this group cannot be merely dedicated to history if they also have a political agenda, which seems to be the case if they are as anti-Israel and anti-Zionism as they appear from the news stories they choose to highlight (“Institute for Historic Review”).   


The view that the IHR holds appears to be one that would suggest at least a mild anti-Semitism.  Evidence for this is apparent from the constant use of “Jewish” to mean some type of negative influence.  Any time the group uses the words “Jewish,” “Zionist,” or “Israel” it intended to carry an inherently negative connotation.  It takes on the exact type of connotation often given to “Communist” in American society, something that is pervasive and infectious.  To the IHR Judaism represents an outside group, which seeks to infiltrate the in-group of non-Jewish citizens.  This is one of the basic beliefs of anti-Semitism and indeed of many prejudices, and reveals the fact that one can effectively claim many of the members of IHR to be at least minimally anti-Semitic.  
III.  A Desire to Remove Blame from Nazism, Germany, and Germans


In the section outlining the beliefs of the IHR, the implications of those beliefs were discussed.  Most of these beliefs tend to house the moral implication that the Nazis, Germany, and Germans receive less blame for what occurred during World War II.  For example, the idea that typhus was the main killer of the Jews allows the revisionists to say that the Nazis were not actually murderers, perhaps brutally anti-Semitic, but at least not murderers.   The motive for this common theme is unclear, and could stem from a variety of reasons.  The fact, however, that all of the IHR’s research has this common implication is far too apparent to be the result of mere coincidence.

The first possibility is sympathy for Nazi ideology.  It is not completely out of the realm of possibility to conclude that the revisionists are indeed neo-Nazis in professor’s clothing.  Like the Nazis themselves, the IHR could be construed to be attempting to put a respectable, academic face to the idea of Nazi ideology, so that it can be acceptable to educated, ethically minded people who would normally be opposed to the ideology based purely on their experience with the history of the Holocaust.  Many Jewish groups have brought such an accusation forth; naturally, the IHR staunchly denies it.  

Another possibility is simply the desire to downplay the crimes in the name of German nationalism.  Many of the revisionists are either German-born, Ernst Zündel for example, or of German decent.  It’s unclear how far back this connection goes, but it’s certainly not necessary to be directly connected to a country in order to feel nationalistic feeling toward, as the Austrian, Adolf Hitler, has proven.  Much of what is written by the IHR about Germany seems to hold a strong admiration for the country.  The revisionists may simply hold a bias toward Germany and German people and thus be unable to accept that the magnitude of crimes described by the traditional Holocaust story were perpetrated by a country and people they hold so dearly.  Whatever the case, there is clearly a trend among IHR writers to try to make arguments and develop a picture of history that removes the blame from the Holocaust from the Nazis, Hitler, Germany, and the German people.
The Effects of the IHR
I.  The Effect on the General Populace


Despite the fact that proof exists to negate the claims of the revisionists, one should not be deceived into thinking that it is so very easy to see through their arguments.  The IHR is certainly very good at what they do.  They present themselves as a legitimate, academic institute with only scholarly issues in mind and even have a journal, though it is not highly regarded by other historians.  To even the reasonably educated non-historian these arguments can make them question the traditional history of the Holocaust they have been taught.  This is easily accomplished because most people have only studied the Holocaust at a very shallow level, maybe devoting a class period to it in a high school history class.  They know a few basic facts, which can be summed up in: “Hitler rounded up the Jews and put them in concentration camps, where he gassed them.  A total of 6 million died.”  This story is what many are led to believe by contemporary literature and textbooks on the subject that either focus their complete attention on the emotional trials faced by the victims of the Holocaust or are simply lacking in detailed historical information on the Holocaust.  


Another way in which the IHR is able to make itself presentable to the general populace is through avoiding the use of anti-Semitism, racism, or sympathy with Nazi ideals.  Most IHR writers even concede that Nazi policy toward the Jews was incredibly oppressive and inhumane.  They however present themselves as a less extreme position to more mainstream historians, whom they refer to as the, “exterminationists.”  By placing themselves in a position that is neither outright denial of the Holocaust, which they attribute to Nazi sympathizers and neo-Nazis, nor an extreme view of millions perishing under Nazi rule the revisionists appear to be a moderate view on the Holocaust, a reasonable compromise that people are willing to consider.  In the same way that the Nazis themselves were forced to legitimize their anti-Semitism in order to find support from the educated, middle class, the revisionists use these same tactics of eliminating anti-Semitism and Nazism from their own arguments in order to appear legitimate.  


The use of the word, “exterminationist” is also an effective strategy for the revisionists to make themselves appear reputable in the eyes of those who aren’t quite familiar with all of the information regarding the Holocaust.  Just as many historians refer to the IHR as the, “revisionists,” which is the name they themselves use, or in some cases as, “deniers,” in order to segregate them from the mainstream of historic academics, so too do the revisionists use the word, “exterminationist” in order to make it appear as though there are two recognized and well-supported sides to the argument.  This is, however, a false impression, because the revisionists’ theories, arguments, and articles are at best highly questionable, sometimes fraudulent and outright false.  However, these methods allow the revisionists to appear to someone who is not familiar with the facts as though maybe everything they have ever learned about the Holocaust is indeed exaggerated or in some cases lies, as the revisionists seek to do.  Thus the IHR’s effect on the general populace is one of pure deception.
II.  Survivor and Jewish Group Reactions


The IHR has its most significant effect on survivors of the Holocaust and Jewish groups, because they are the most personally attached to the history of the Holocaust, which the revisionists, they charge, desecrate.  Many survivors react rather emotionally to the downplaying of the Nazis’ crimes, which is understandable considering the effect those crimes have had on them and their families.  Some have begun fighting back against the revisionists publishing materials geared toward debunking their arguments or exposing their real motives.  Others have personally challenged them such as Mel Mermelstein, a survivor of Auschwitz, who sued the institute in 1981 for the prize money they offered to anyone who could prove the use of gas chambers at Auschwitz, but refused to pay him.  He was awarded the prize money of $50,000 plus $100,000 for emotional pain suffered as a result of the IHR’s tactless challenge.  The IHR was also forced to write him and the survivors of Auschwitz a formal apology (Lindsey).  The most negative aspect of the IHR, therefore, would certainly be the effect the group has on the survivors of the Holocaust and other groups who feel offended by their downplaying of the Nazi crimes, though they continue to fight back.  
III.  Governmental Reactions


In the United States due to the First Amendment of the Constitution, the revisionists are able to create, publish, and distribute their materials, which call into question the story of the Holocaust, freely.  This is probably the central reason why they are located in the United States, as many of their authors and supporters are to be found throughout the world.  Another example of a country, which allows its citizens freely to deny or “revise” the historic account of the Holocaust, is Denmark.  This may be because the Danes feel no guilt for the Holocaust, because they were able to defend their Jewish citizens from the grasp of the Nazis (Neander).  


However, in an article presented at a conference at Bowling Green Statue University entitled, “The Nuremberg War Crimes Trial and Its Policy Consequences Today,” Joachim Neander presented a paper outlining the legal concept of the “Auschwitz Lie,” indicating that it involves four major historic facts, which in countries like Germany have the weight of legal maxims.  These include the existence of Nazi a plan to commit genocide, the utilization of gas chambers at Auschwitz and other camps as one of the central methods for the murdering of Jews, the number of victims murdered by the Nazis and their accomplices being approximately 6 million, and “the uniqueness of the Holocaust,” which indicates that the Holocaust is not comparable to any other event in human history (Neander).  All four of these main points are common targets of the revisionists.  Twenty countries currently have laws making any portion of the “Auschwitz Lie” illegal.  They are Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, France, Germany, Israel, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Monaco, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Spain, and Switzerland (Neander).  Many of these countries such as Germany, Israel, Austria, and Poland have some type of direct relationship with the events of the Holocaust.  


This method of making the revisionists’ views illegal, however seems to backfire in an unsurprisingly Orwellian manner.  The IHR themselves have used these laws in their favor to garner support from people who are clearly already prone to believe in cover up conspiracies, hence the fact that they might believe the conspiracy theories of the IHR.  The appeal the IHR gains by their views being made illegal is that the truth of the Holocaust appears to be just as they describe it swept under the rug of the Allied powers and replaced with a new one that is not to be questioned, because it is simply a falsehood enforced by those governments and the media.  In an article littered with references to George Orwell’s book 1984, John Bennet of the IHR discusses the, “strength of the Zionist lobby in Australia, and its role in pushing for War Crimes legislation and for racial vilification legislation as a means of imposing political censorship of Revisionists challenging the official version of the Jewish Holocaust,” (Bennet).  The revisionists are therefore given a certain appealing aspect of being the underground historians willing to risk legal and political persecution for the sake of uncovering truth of a conspiracy, as a result of the governmental reactions of countries such as Germany.  
IV.  The Effect on Academics


The negative side of the IHR is that they have created a large body of often times false or ulteriorly motivated research.  Their work is guided through the same principle of always discovering that the Holocaust has been exaggerated; their articles always make some conclusion to that effect.  Thus they are constantly creating misleading information that appears scholarly and can deceive the non-historian.  They celebrate the rare occasions that they are in fact able to find a minor inaccuracy in the historic record.  This, as vexing as it is, is a positive attribute of the IHR, because they force historians to constantly reexamine the facts surrounding the Holocaust.  This process of reexamination only strengthens the historic record.


The IHR is also constantly asking for proof of the claims of mainstream historians, which those historians will charge is completely hypocritical, because they themselves often make large assertions and assumptions without backing them up.  For example the IHR believes that the testimonies of the Nuremberg trials were the result of torture, coaching, and fraudulent evidence.  No evidence, however, exists for this claim and indeed the IHR is completely unable to produce it.  Though this is yet another example of frustration the IHR brings to the academics, it also has its positive side.  Evidence is often difficult to locate for some aspects of the history, however, oftentimes works are created which shed new light on the matter simply because the revisionists have questioned the evidence.  If the IHR did not exist to raise these questions, they would simply go unraised; the field would be content with the amount of evidence it already has, which is a positive contribution, albeit an unintentional one.  

Conclusion


In the introduction two sides of the IHR were presented, the IHR’s own official statements about its purposes and goals as well as the perspective of a radical opponent, the Anti-Defamation League, who charged them with denying the Holocaust, operating under, “a guise of scholarship,” and producing “anti-Semitic” works.  At first glance with a name like the Institute for Historic Review one may find these charges to be rather radical.  Though through the course of this paper it has been proven that the IHR do in fact at least downplay the Holocaust for whatever reason, do work to create the illusion that they are a credible scholarly institute despite being a rather questionable one at best, and that there does exist at least minor levels of anti-Semitism even in their official, publicly available materials.  It is fair to assume that anything produced by the group is in fact created with an ulterior motive in mind and that the evidence contained within is probably questionable at best.  However, as we approach an age in which no Holocaust survivors will be living to continue to serve as living witnesses, the IHR inadvertently provides historians with the type of practice and ammunition that will be needed in such an age to combat generations of doubters who have neither lived in an age directly affected by the Holocaust nor met a person who has lived in such an age.  We can be thankful for the IHR, because through their incessant demands for evidence, new supporting evidence and arguments are revamped constantly.  


The IHR, whether they intend to or not, are certainly guilty of offending many Jews and Holocaust survivors as a result of their downplaying of the crimes of the Nazis.  However, as tempting as it may be to outlaw the views of the revisionists to protect a group that has already suffered more than its fair share, this is simply not the best method of combating the revisionists.  Their effectiveness and allure are only enhanced because of the censorship enforced upon them.  Rather than treating them as criminals, as many may very well believe them to be, it is simply a more effective strategy to combat them with historic fact.  There exist mountains of evidence to counteract each of the revisionists’ claims.  These facts should be more readily available and made known to students as early as elementary school or junior high, or the equivalent in other countries.  The existence of the IHR should be made apparent, just as the existence of the Klu Klux Klan is acknowledged so that people are aware of what they stand for and why it is deceiving or immoral.  The Holocaust is a grave but unique occurrence in the history of civilizations.  It should be treated as such so that the general populace can become immune to the arguments and deceptions of groups like the IHR.  
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