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A Radical’s Diary:-

In this issue:
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Into Battl e again ...

I WORK UNTIL THREE A.M. ON
tax returns and an advert-
isement for the two big new
books were are publishing

this spring: the advert features a
Waterstone’s storefront, through
the windows of which can be
seen Hitler, Keitel, and other
generals conferring (the famous
Walter Frentz photo). Mischie-
vous message: “Look who’s back
in your local bookstore!”

I finish all the Photoshop work at
two a.m. and the machine
crashes; have to repeat the whole
job until 3:30 a.m.

To the Public Record Office; a good
day’s work on files removed by
the security authorities from
Churchill’s papers. I notice in-
cluded that in yesterday’s New
Releases is my 1970s correspond-
ence with Prime Minister Harold
Wilson, applying for access to
certain restricted documents. I
am surely not the only person to
have so applied in 1970? But I
suppose I am hotter news than
the rest. A Polish gent chatting
loudly with his wife at another
research desk recognises me and
growls my name when I remind
him of the need for silence.

A schoolgirl asks to visit me in Bir-
mingham or London. I reply: “I
am coming to B’ham in two
weeks to work in the university

THE LIPSTADT CASE

Deborah Lipstadt and
Richard Rampton, a
Dog-and-Pony Act

This is the Big One

Last-minute ambush attempt fails

LONDON— The Court of Appeal in London agreed in a special
hearing on March 2 to vacate the premature date fixed for hearing
David Irving’s appeal against the adverse judgment handed down
last April by Mr Justice Gray in the his action against U.S. scholar
Deborah Lipstadt and her UK publishers, Penguin Books Ltd.

A new date has been fixed: June 11. Much will depend on the histori-
an’s ability to raise sufficient funds to match the huge legal effort which
his opponents will once again pour into the British Law Courts when the
appeal, expected to last five days, begins.

The two-month trial was followed with intense interest by the world’s
media, and the stunning adverse judgment on April 11 last year was re-
ported across pages of Britain’s national newspapers. Lipstadt’s team ran
through six million dollars, provided to them by Steven Spielberg and
alcohol-billionaire Edgar J Bronfman; the neutral witnesses whom the
Atlanta-based scholar and her U.K. publishers had summoned were gorged
on immense fees of up to a quarter a million dollars each to assist them in
their search for objectivity.

After several court hearings over the last months conducted by Mr
Irving’s legal team, which is now headed by barrister Adrian Davies, the
court had unexpectedly fixed March 19 as the date for the hearing of his
application for permission to appeal, which is expected to be followed

We still
urgently
need sup-
port to
carry on
the fight
through
the Court
of Appeal.

Use the en-
velope pro-
vided, or
mail to

P O Box
1707,
Key West,
FL 33041

easiest of all,
go online at
www.fpp.co.uk/
help

Court will hear Irving challenge
in Lipstadt Smear Case in June
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In this issue:
• On Jun. 11, 2001 the Court of Appeal is asked to overturn the Deborah Lipstadt judgment
• Lipstadt and her legal team and experts tour world, smearing him for big cash fees
• We review two books now published on the trial by her friends (even before appeal is heard!)
• Read these dramas here in A Radical’s Diary:-

A Final Big Appeal byA Final Big Appeal byA Final Big Appeal byA Final Big Appeal byA Final Big Appeal by
David Irving to all hisDavid Irving to all hisDavid Irving to all hisDavid Irving to all hisDavid Irving to all his
supporters:supporters:supporters:supporters:supporters:

As you know, I am en-
gaged in probably the big-
gest legal action involving
Real History that has ever
been fought: the battle-
ground is the Law Courts
building in London; the op-
posing lines drawn up are in
some ways more formidable
than at Agincourt, or Water-
loo, or Kursk.

On the one side, skulking
in the darkness, are the
massed battalions of the old
version of history, as propa-
gated by the traditional en-
emies of the truth: their
champion is the unlikely fig-
ure of a professor of reli-
gion, or of history, at
Emory University in At-
lanta, Georgia. Her name is
Deborah Lipstadt, but that
is unimportant – what mat-
ters is the sinister people
lurking behind her, who
have funded the action
against me so far to the ex-
tent of Six Million dollars.

We won all the initial
rounds (up to April last
year) before the lower
judges; we then stunningly

“A disaster,” gasps Anthony Julius

Dog, Ponies Deborah LipstadtAppeal  PAGE 3

IT aroused comment
among lawyers and jour-
nalists that Prof. Deborah
Lipstadt, accompanied
by her hired historians
and Richard Rampton’s
legal team spent many
months – while not ne-
glecting their other du-
ties – touring universities

and public halls and lec-
turing on their surprise
victory in the British law
court. While she has not
revealed the lecture fees
paid to her, the attorneys
with her are usually paid
over $1,000 per hour.

People are asking: who
is paying, and why?
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The Anti-Defamation League attempts
to disable Mr Irving’s website

COLORADO – For several
weeks in March thousands of
Internet users around the
world found themselves un-
able to access the award-win-
ning (“top 50 historical sites
on the Internet”) website of
Mr Irving’s publishing im-
print Focal Point Publications
(link: http://www.fpp.co.uk).

Explains the author:
“Unfortunately the Califor-

nia server Verio ended the
hosting prematurely, jumping
the gun after I told them I was
switching to a UK broadband
server, who will however take
a few days to set it up for me.”

Verio subsequently admit-
ted that they had come under
pressure from the Anti-Defa-
mation League, a sleazy and
corrupt body long identified
by Mr Irving one of the tradi-
tional enemies of free speech.

ADL director Abraham
Foxman was one of the signa-
tories of a secret letter sent to
outgoing President Clinton
asking him to pardon narcot-
ics barons and billionaire tax-
fraudsters like Marc Rich.
(When his role was made pub-
lic Foxman declined to an-
swer inquiries from the press.)

Mr Irving continues: “Verio
turned out to have all sorts of
hidden charges, which hit me
badly because of the thou-
sands of visitors my website
is getting each day.”

The ADL, furious at the run-
way success of out-of-control
Internet publications, has wea-
seled into the business of pro-
viding “pædophile” filters to
government institutions and
colleges; the manufacturers of
these filters, with names like
HateWatch and CyberPatrrol,
refuse to reveal the actual
identities of websites being
blocked by computers that
have their filters installed.

The ADL’s own special in-
terest is in ensuring that the
software secretly includes fil-
ters that make it impossible
for college students to access
websites whose content the
ADL disapproves of.

“This is not the first time the

ADL has tried to sabotage my
website,” says Mr Irving, who
recalls that the same body was
(jointly with Deborah Lip-
stadt) at the forefront of the
intimidation and terror-cam-
paign conducted against his
New York publishers, St Mar-
tin’s Press, Inc., in 1996.

The ADL often set their
highly paid lawyers to harass-
ing Internet service providers
(ISP’s) hosting websites of
which they disapprove.

Last year, following long-
tolerated newspaper practices,
Mr Irving pictured the ADL
industrial trademark as a
thumbnail illustration when
reporting news items about
the controversial body.

When the ADL hired even
U.K. lawyers to protest, he
lampooned the league’s own
poorly-executed logo toavoid
copyright problems, and re-
placed the ADL designation
with the (in his view more

accurate) title, “Global Smear-
mongers.”

This change did not satisfy
the lawyers, and they threat-
ened the new US server, Cali-
fornia-based Verio I nc., with
a lawsuit. Mr Irving pointed
out that he could not be ac-
cused of violating ADL copy-
right, but the server took fright.

Wrote Susan E. Gindin, law-
yer for the Internet provider,
“We remind you that trade-
mark infringement is in viola-
tion of [our] policy.” Mr Irving
responded: “I cannot find one
instance where the copy-
righted and
trademarked
ADL logo is
used, only our
obvious cari-
cature of it
which we in-
clude as an il-
lustration of
their infa-

Richard Evans:
Lying About Hitler
( H a r p e r C o l l i n s ,
$27.00), 336 pp.

A few impressions
gleaned from a ten minute browse (I
did not want to buy the book). The
book uses a large typeface; of  its 336
pages only about 240 are text. A
book is “stretched” this way to make
it appear more substantial than it is,
but in this case stretching did not
even put it in the same league as the
most slender Harry Potter book. The
book seems to have been printed on
acid free paper that guarantees that
it will still be readable 500 years from
now, but I think that was an unnec-
essary provision in this case.

The book is in five sections: two
are devoted to Hitler and the Jews,
one to Holocaust Denial, one to
Dresden, and a chapter to the Judg-
ment of  the trial. There are copious
endnotes, but Evans does not use
them to touch on digressive matters
or expand his thinking, unlike, for ex-
ample, Peter Novick, David Irving
himself, and others. Thus there’s lit-
tle to chew on besides the text.

The text itself  is a rehash of  the
expert report Evans that provided for

Book Review

mous defamation methods, of
which many people, includ-
ing the (Jewish) professors
Naom Chomsky and Norman
Finkelstein, and prestigious
British writers like the late
Auberon Waugh have com-
plained. . . They may not like
it, but that expression of opin-
ion is what your First Amend-
ment is there to protect.”

Mr Irving has now reworked
the icon for the Anti Defama-
tion League yet again. It is
unlikely that Mr Foxman,
wherever he is, will be happy
about that.

the Lipstadt defense, delivered in a
diffident and chatty tone. At least in
this respect, Evans seems to have
modulated the rhetoric that marred
his expert opinions on David Irving
and Joel Hayward.

This milder approach is evident in
the section on Holocaust Denial,
which occupies some 45 pages in the
middle of  the book. Evans now takes
pains to avoid the spittle-flying name-
calling that characterizes most au-
thors on the subject. “Deniers”, as
he calls them, are described relatively
fairly; there are references to Arthur
Butz and Robert Faurisson,
and Evans resists the temp-
tation to call the revision-
ists names, e.g., crackpots,
and fruitcakes – a tempta-
tion which Peter Novick
was not able to resist.

Evans also avoids ascrib-
ing moral or political agen-
das to revisionists. In this
chapter, as throughout the
book, however, Evans uses
Holocaust Denial to attack
Irving. He emphasizes par-
ticular elements of “Denial”, like the
number of  victims, or the penchant
of  revisionists to use ridicule. By go-
ing through the videotaped lectures
of  Irving, he then finds material to
fit his own definition, and behold, he

has found a “Holocaust denier.” The
quantity of  both detail and actual ar-
gument is slender.

Perhaps needless to say, I could
find nothing in this book find any-
thing about the controversies sur-
rounding the missing “holes in the
roof  of  Crematorium II” at Ausch-
witz, or the air raid shelters either.

Auschwitz expert Robert van Pelt
will be sore to find that he rates only
two entries in the book’s index: on
page 199, for example, the fact that
Pelt recommended that Evans not
look Irving in the eye, in order to

avoid “getting angry.”
I walked away from

the bookstore disap-
pointed. With most of
the book taken up by
materials on Dresden,
Holocaust Denial, and
the Judgment in the
Lipstadt–Irving case, it
seems almost dishon-
esty in advertising to
call this book Lying
About Hitler.

The main character
of  the book is not Hitler at all, but
David Irving.

Perhaps Lying About David Irving
would have been a better indication
of  the book’s contents.–Samuel
Crowell.
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lost the crucial battle before Mr
Justice Gray, a novice judge in
the High Court. We have won
every further round since then,
and as recently as Friday March
2 we persuaded the Court of Ap-
peal to abandon the ambush it
had mysteriously set, under
which the appeal hearing was
suddenly announced for March
19 – this coming March 19! – a
date we could not possibly have
met, as we are still briefing our
trial counsel.

The Court of Appeal, con-
fronted with our expert lawyers’
arguments, has agreed to a new
later date, June 11, and this is
so much in our favour that Lip-
stadt’s junior Counsel, the re-
nowned Anthony Julius (who
negotiated Princess Diana’s di-
vorce for her), was heard to turn
to his senior Counsel and bleat:
“That is a disaster!”

And a disaster it is for them.

After the extraordinary and per-
verse judgment handed down by
Sir Charles Gray in April last
year, which resounded around
the world, none of my enemies
expected me to fight back.

They at once began a round of
lectures around the world – par-
ticularly in Europe and North
America, gloating over the judg-
ment, smearing my name (they
hoped irrevocably), and reveal-
ing piece by piece their own tac-
tics, their own venality, and, as
is now clear, their stupidity too.

Their expert witnesses, who
were paid up to a quarter of a
million dollars each to give their
“neutral” evidence, have now re-
vealed themselves in their true
colours: Prof. Richard Evans
wrote a book about me titled “Ly-
ing about Hitler.” It was so libel-
lous that his U.K. publishers
Wm. Heinemann have just an-
nounced that they will not pub-
lish it for that reason; Prof. Hajo

Funke, the defendants’ “neu-
tral” German expert on
rightist organisations, gave
his first and so far as we
know only interview about
the trial for Neues
Deutschland, the former
East German Soviet newspa-
per!

More dramatically, their
own behind-the-scenes ex-
perts revealed that they all
realised what a close shave
they had had, and that until
Gray read out his judgment
they had seriously feared de-
feat at my hands. Professor
David Cesarani, a historian
dubbed “Ratface” even by
his friends, told Die Zeit, a
liberal German magazine,
that my cross examination
of their Auschwitz expert
Prof. Van Pelt caused them scary
moments when Pelt proved inca-
pable of explaining the logistics
of disposing of fifty thousand
tons of corpses in three weeks in
one building at Auschwitz using
only a small Sonderkommando;
fortunately for them, the judge
willingly overlooked Pelt’s failure
to explain.

Lipstadt herself explained to
an all-day Toronto university
seminar on the trial, three or
four weeks ago, that the reason
that her legal team had decided
not to call any Auschwitz survi-
vors into the witness stand was
that they knew that “Mr Irving
would tear them to shreds” in
cross examination.

As you know, the defendants
in this action, and other tradi-
tional enemies of the truth, re-
fused to call their “survivors”
into the witness stand, where I
could have exposed the hollow-
ness of their case, just as Doug-
las Christie exposed the lies of
“survivor” Prof. Rudolf Vrba in
the Zündel trial some years ago
(he was forced to admit that al-
though held at Auschwitz, he
had never even seen a gas-cham-
ber).

We are going to produce in the
Court of Appeal a genuine
Auschwitz survivor, a dear old
lady who now lives in Scotland,
who will have some very interest-
ing things to say about the
camps at Auschwitz and
Birkenau, which she endured in
1943.

We are also going to call a wit-
ness I now regret not having
called during the trial last year,
which, at three months, was God
knows already long enough:
namely the German scientist
Germar Rudolf.

The rest of our proposed legal
tactics we are keeping to our-
selves.

Getting now to the point of
this appeal: In the first round of
this battle, calculating that it
was better to have a historian
who was a poor lawyer than to
have a lawyer who was a poor
historian, I acted in person (and

earned grudging praise in the
newspapers even from the judge
and opposing leading Counsel for
this). This time round however
we are engaging not only Adrian
Davies as junior Counsel, who
has already won every subse-
quent skirmish against these
foes; we shall also instruct a
leading Counsel (or “Silk” as he
is called in the English bar) who
is an expert in a very different
field from libel. And this is some-
thing our enemies will not ex-
pect.

Which brings me back to the
words at the top of this letter:
“The Appeal.” By them, I mean
not only the action formally di-
rected to begin on June 11 this
year before the English Court of
Appeal — and I may add that the
presiding judge, Lord Justice
Pill, has already on March 2
shown himself fairly disposed to
our honest cause; it is a personal
appeal to you, as a supporter of
the fight that I am waging.

I have necessarily set a target
of over $200,000 to be raised
over the next five weeks to en-
gage the legal experts and pay
the costs of this appeal, which
are already considerable. I
started raising this sum when I
visited the West Coast of the USA
on March 3.

We are already nearly one-
quarter of the way to this target.
When the appeal is heard, over
five days from June 11, it will
become, just like the final days
of the trial itself last April, the
subject of the most intense me-
dia glare. TV cameras, satellite
transmitters, news teams and
photographers, will line up all
the way down the street outside
the Law Courts.

The battle for true debate,
which our enemies fought so
hard to avoid, has forced them
right out into the open. If it ends
in victory, the appeal court
judges will in fact there and then
order the gloating “victors” of
last April, Lipstadt and her pub-
lishers, to pay colossal damages
and put her book and the version
of history that she peddles in the
trashcan they deserve.

Win or lose — and perish the
latter thought! — this final su-
perhuman battle hammers one
more hefty nail into the coffin of
the self-serving, phoney history
that is now being forced upon us
and our children. It will be the
beginning of the end of what
Norman Finkelstein has so
rightly called an Industry.

But I can no longer carry this
entire burden myself. I must
turn to you, and all my other
friends, with an appeal to sup-
port this battle not only to the
best of your ability, but beyond.

I and my legal team cannot a
second time go into this battle
under-armed and under-equipped
with the means to fight. Give us
the tools!

The other side have Stephen
Spielberg, the World Jewish Con-
gress, and Edgar Bronfmann
bankrolling them. I have behind
me just a few great and coura-
geous friends, and many hun-
dreds of lesser but no less brave
ones.

I am not going to keep making
appeals to you all: this is the
only such appeal that I shall
make for this last great  battle.

This is the Big One. The contri-
bution that I ask you to make to-
day is one-of-a-kind; so please
think of a figure, and then multi-
ply it by a figure that takes that
uniqueness into account. I
pledge that I will never reveal
your names.

How can you contribute most
swiftly? You can pledge for the
future weeks, and you can send
something right now. If you are
on the Internet – the weapon
that our enemies have learned to
fear the most – you can go to my
own personal website at
www.focal.org/help and punch
the appropriate buttons. Or you
can choose any of the options at
the foot of this page. I will per-
sonally acknowledge all support
that reaches me — but it must
be in good time!

Tuesday, March 20, 2001

Methods (anonymous if you wish): mail cash or check in any
currency you choose to me at David Irving, 81 Duke Street, Lon-
don W1K 5PE, or to my US address at P O Box 1707, Key West,
FL 30041. Or: Make a direct wire transfer to the account of “David
Irving,” at Barclays Bank plc, 212 Regent Street, London W1A
4BP (banking Swift-code BARC GB 22), sort code 20-71-74, ac-
count number 9026 3923, stating as the purpose: “Appeal Costs”.
Or: Transfer payments by bank transfer directly to: “David Irving
Legal Fighting Fund” at First State Bank, Key West, FL 33041-
1579, USA, bank ref. number 067 000 438, account number 0100
297 447, stating as the purpose: “Appeal Costs”.

Incapable Robert Jan Van Pelt,
Professor of Architecture, gave Lip-
stadt experts “scary moments”: he
was incapable of explaining how the
thousands of bodies were disposed of.

Lost a Battle  but not the war. On
June 11, 2001 the Court of Appeal will
hear from David Irving what was
wrong with Judge Gray’s 333-page
verdict (photo:  )

Appeal FROM PAGE 1



ACTION REPORT Mar.24, 20014

A key point of the June 11 appeal: The Crematorium No. II build-
ing at Auschwitz. The defendants say it was a factory of death –
that SS guards tipped canisters of Zyklon B poison through holes
in the roof, and that half a million people were killed inside in
this way. Their 1945 “eye-witness evidence” confirmed it.
Rampton, we have a problem: The concrete roof is still there
(below) . . . and their own expert Van Pelt admits there are no
such holes in it. Judge Gray however believed the eye-witnesses.

library.” She says, “I would re-
ally like to see a lecture”, and I
reply: “I am not allowed to lec-
ture – every time a university
invites me (six times since
April) the Jewish mob steps in
and threatens violence, and the
university bans the invitation.”

Long e-mail from a Miss Solomon
in Australia, who like millions
of other pupils around the
world (to judge from e-mails
I’ve been getting) has been set
tasks on The Holocaust (and
“denial”). The Industry is bur-
geoning. I reply at length and
end: “I may take it from your
name perhaps that you are
Jewish? Please be assured that
this will not have the slightest
bearing on the objectivity of my
replies to your questions.”

At 6:30 p.m. The Sunday Tel-
egraph phones, has spotted an-
other 1970 file on me released
in the Public Record Office.

10 p.m. Programme Have I Got
News for You on BBC-2 has a
funny and scurrilous lampoon
on me. It was evidently first
broadcast in the week of Gray’s
perverse Judgment in April last
year. Shows me being bom-
barded with eggs etc.; the panel
wits make no doubt long-pre-
pared “off the cuff” jokes at my
expense, increasingly lavatorial
in nature (as far as that fat
poofter Stephen Fry is con-
cerned). No real harm done
though.

Up by eight to take Jessica to
school. What joy. She looks very
smart.

Mark Weber informs me: “In The
Hitler of History by John
Lukacs (NY: Knopf, 1977, p.
233n) I found the following in-
teresting footnote quoting Prof.
Richard Evans as writing in a
December 1987 article in Jour-
nal of Modern History:

German “reunification is sim-
ply not a realistic possibility,
and to talk about it or to ad-
vance historical arguments in
its favor is to indulge in politi-
cal fantasizing.

Evans, says Weber, sure ain’t
much of a prophet. He’s evi-
dently not very popular among
other historians either.

John Sack’s Esquire piece is out;
according to Michael Hoffmann
our trust in him is vindicated.

Dr H. phones, would like me to
lecture at Staff College in Feb-
ruary or March on Russian
army Intelligence, to a Russian
unit of Lithuanians, Czechs,
etc.; i.e., the Reinhard Gehlen
materials.

Work until 2:30 a.m. on Church-
ill’s War, revising vol. ii. A good
ending for the MINCEMEAT
chapter, thanks to today’s work
in the Public Records Office.

Things are slowly ravelling and
unravelling. I find we are down
to our last forty-eight copies of
NUREMBERG, THE LAST BAT-
TLE. How has that happened? I

printed 10,000. A good steady
seller in the bookstores, and
now I must reprint that too.

The Sunday Telegraph runs
an article by Christopher
Hastings, very respectful;

tells how Prime Minister
Harold Wilson’s government
planned to prosecute me in
1970 for having obtained the
CSDIC file on Field-Marshal
Milch. After all these years I
can’t even recall where I got it
from. The USA? Hugh Trevor-
Roper? I haven’t even bothered
to look at that other Harold
Wilson file on me in the PRO,
as I have my hands full with
final work on Churchill’s War,
vol. ii. Noteworthy that the Lip-
stadt libel action is not even
mentioned in the Telegraph ar-
ticle. Ho-ho! I am just the “right
wing historian” again, though I
would dispute most of even that
phrase. The traditional enemy
must be having screaming fits.

n I place a personal ad. in The
Evening Standard: “Xerox engi-
neer to fix old 1040 with error
306 (dead battery on main cir-
cuit board).”

I am told that the fault is a 5v.
battery available at any Radio
Shack, evidently, and I don’t
want to junk an £8,000 copier
just for that. Nobody answers.

Birmingham University has au-
thorised me to see the Anthony
Eden diaries again, next week.

Our next Appeal Court hearing
will be on Jan. 17. I must have
the affidavit perfect by then.

At the Public Record Office all
day. In the evening a letter
comes from the Canadian
House of Commons in Ottawa,
granting me permission to re-
produce Frank Salisbury’s por-
trait in oils of William Lyon
Mackenzie King as a colour
plate in Churchill’s War, vol. ii;
that is great news. He is one of
my favourite statesmen in
WW2.

Back to the Public Record Office
all day again; dotting i’s, cross-
ing t’s. Home to Duke Street six
p.m. Benté is up and cheerful.
Jessica is on the computer; I
peer over her shoulder – she is
on-line to the Encyclopædia
Britannica, checking up on the
word VAMPIRE. Later, I find a
photo of Bela Lugosi printed-
out on my desk. Not part of her
school homework, I don’t think.

Bed around midnight, early, as I
am exhausted. The website and
AR-Online have been rather
neglected the last few days.

M. says Lipstadt is lecturing at
the University of Seattle on
Jan. 18. I put together a leaflet
with a dozen questions for her
[SEE BOX ON RIGHT].

n Steve C. comes during the
morning to research in my files
on Nazi helicopter develop-
ment; took up a lot of my time,

w Prof. Lipstadt, why were you afraid to go into the witness box and
expose yourself even to the questioning of an amateur like Mr Irving.
You effectively pleaded the Fifth Amendment, which is the traditional
route of those with something to hide. Mr Irving subjected himself
voluntarily to three weeks cross examination by one of the world’s
leading trial lawyers, and he voluntarily made available to you his
entire private and public papers.

w Are you aware that one of your main researchers, Dr David Cesarani,
said that Mr Irving gave the defence some scary moments, particu-
larly when their chief witness Prof. Van Pelt proved unable to explain
what had happened to the bodies (i.e. the logistics of disposing, for
example, of 450,000 Hungarian-Jew bodies in three weeks – around
50,000 tons of corpses, by a small Sonderkommando in one building)
[see http://www.fpp.co.uk/docs/trial3/DieZeit120400e.html]

w Why did you not accept Mr Irving’s offer, made three times publicly in
the courtroom, to halt the case in mid-trial if you could find any evi-
dence of the holes in the roof slab of Crematorium II at Auschwitz,
which still exists, through which “eye witnesses” in the pay of post-
war prosecution teams claimed to have seen SS officers tipping the
Zyklon B granules. Your own chief witness Pelt said there are no such
holes in the slab, so the witnesses lied.

w Why are you afraid of free debate? You said there IS no debate, but
when push came to shove your highly paid Queens Counsel felt it nec-
essary to fill the courtroom every day with over thirty lawyers, coun-
sel, barristers, assistants, solicitors, attorneys, historians, research-
ers, just to stand up against Mr Irving, who appeared in court alone.
Was your case that weak?

w Why have you and your friends done all you can to muzzle Mr. Irving
by putting pressure on publishers, broadcasters, television companies,
and governments not to allow him to speak or publish his widely ac-
knowledged books. What are you scared of?

w In a trial which was about a very serious matter, why did you instruct
your counsel to resort to smear tactics, branding Mr. Irving as a racist
(although he, unlike your counsel, employs ethnic staff) and an anti-
Semite, and although neither allegation was made in your book or
pleaded in your initial Defence. Were you frightened of fighting the
case on the facts of history?

w Are you aware that Mr Irving’s case is under appeal? How do you feel
about going around the world drawing fat fees, smearing him further
before the final outcome? How much money have you made out of this
lawsuit (articles, speaking fees, etc) already? That’s what it’s about,
isn’t it: money?

w Do you think it right to pay your so called neutral expert witnesses a
quarter of a million dollars in inducements to testify in your favour?
The six million dollars put up by Steven Spielberg... Ever heard the
Biblical phrase, Good wine needs no bush? If your case was rock solid
why was so much money swilling around that London courtroom. [see
http://www.fpp.co.uk/Legal/Penguin/experts/payments.html]

w A New Zealand tribunal has found that Prof. Richard Evans your chief
witness was guilty of grossly distorting, exaggerating, and polemicising
in his similar “expert report” on Dr Joel Hayward, and totally lacking
in the objectivity that is expected by a court of an expert witness.
How do you feel about him now? [see http://www.fpp.co.uk/Legal/Pen-
guin/experts/Evans/NZReportExtract.html]

w Have you read Norman Finkelstein’s book, The Holocaust Industry? Is
he a racist and anti-Semite?

w You have argued in your books and articles that Jews should never
stoop to marrying outside their religion and race. Is that not racism
in its purest and most evil form?

Twelve tough questions for Prof. Lipstadt:

Diary FROM PAGE 1

Mr. Irving: Prof. Van Pelt, we are wasting our time really, are
we not? There were never any holes in that roof. There are no
holes in that roof today. There were never four holes through that
roof. They cannot have poured cyanide capsules through that
roof. The concrete evidence is still there.

 Trial transcript, January 25, 2000:
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but he was pleasant enough.
Another night of weird dreams. I

emerge from a restaurant to
find it has poured with rain and
only the tip of my bicycle bell is
visible above the water. The
basket is full of correspondence,
which – being ink jet – is now
seriously degraded. Worries!

A long gossip with historian Dr
John Fox. He is fizzing with
rage at Prof. Ian Kershaw, who
in all four editions of his uni-
versity textbook says Hitler did
not know about or order the Fi-
nal Solution, but in Volume II
of his new Hitler biography
says exactly the opposite; Fox
has pointed this out in a review
in The Independent.

R. comes at 11:30: I put him to
work scanning ROMMEL in Ger-
man for our website.

Up at eight to take Jessica to
school. Xerox man comes at ten,
shows me leaflets for their Type
432 and 440 copiers. They seem
cheaper than the opposition.

Tomorrow’s a crucial hearing in
the Courtof Appeal on the Lip-
stadt case. I am worried about
how it may go. Later, the law-
yers for her publisher (Penguin
Ltd), Davenport Lyons, send a
list of questions, which I an-
swer in full by midnight.

Ten a.m. at the Court of Ap-
peal, Courtroom 72. Next
to the big courtroom we

had for the Lipstadt trial last
year. We have the courtroom
“booked” until 11:15 a.m., but it
takes an hour beyond that.
Twenty minutes pass before
Lord Justices Sedley and Potter
make their entrance. Potter not
unlike myself to look at, large,
four-square, and very English;
Sedley, different.

Potter begins by saying they have
already taken a view of my ap-
plication, and want to state
what would in their view be the
appropriate course, namely
that there should be a stay of
any execution of Mr Justice
Gray’s order until our appeal
application is disposed of. So
that is that. We have won the
point already.

There remains a lot of tidying up,
as Miss Heather Rogers, the
very capable barrister appear-
ing for Penguin Books, is none
too happy to be cheated of their
prey as easily as that.

It has however damaged her cli-
ents that we learned of the out-
come of our first application
(Sedley’s refusal) only through
the press, when The Guardian
rang up my attorneys. Sedley
takes a dim view of that.

Potter then goes through my last
night’s answers to the defend-
ants’ list of questions – thank
goodness I did take the trouble
to print three extra copies for
the Court, just in case.

Addressing paras. 22 and 25, he
says “David Irving rightly takes
the point that the defendants

have no need to know the
source and identity of his con-
tributors,” and that I am con-
cerned to protect those identi-
ties, “in the light of the content
of this litigation and the high
feelings aroused.”

Sedley agrees at once that it
would be proper for me to dis-
close the overall amounts con-
cerned, but not the identities of
any of the contributors.

Sedley has a good grasp of the
case and the essentials, and at
the end of the day we have
nothing to complain about.

It is soon decided that the appeal
should follow immediately on
the determination of our appli-
cation for permission to appeal
– in Sedley’s memorable phrase
the appeal should come “in line
astern” after the application,
i.e. without a pause (if the per-
mission is granted); Adrian
Davies, my barrister, says that
we estimate the appeal hearing
to last three to five days, and
we may well want to put in fur-
ther evidence.

At which Sedley remarks that if
they are just new documents it
would be less problematic –
“are we only looking at a ring
binder,” he asks. “Is it to be an-
other expert witness,” asked
Sedley, “or something con-
crete?”

Alas, at the word “concrete” I
laugh out loud.

Apologising if she might appear
to whinge, Miss Rogers then
whinges that this is the first
she has heard any suggestion of
“new evidence.”

The judges settle at this stage on
three days for the appeal, with
room for more if necessary. As
Mr Davies says, the pre-read-
ing will involve some 2,000
pages of transcript; but the two
judges query whether the court
will have to read the entire
transcript, or just those parts to
which their attention is drawn.

Penguin Books are aghast at the
extra expense that they now
face. They could have walked
away Scot-free two years ago –
that was my offer to them then;
and for just five hundred
pounds paid to a charity for the
limbless a year ago.

“We can see the costs tap [faucet]
being turned back on,” laments
Miss Rogers, and she stoutly
submits that there are no
grounds for appeal.

The judges remind her that under
the new Civil Procedure Rules
she can no longer ask for secu-
rity for costs against an appel-
lant, as everybody has a right
to appeal once permission is
granted.

After a fifteen-minute break for
deliberations, Sedley pro-
nounces the Judgment. He re-
cites the history of the action
ending with Mr Justice
Gray’s – in our view highly per-
verse – judgment: in August
last year, he recalls, we applied

for permission to appeal and for
a stay on the costs order. Sedley
applied himself to the matter
and on December 18 refused
our application, giving his rea-
sons. That is how things have
stayed until today. Penguin
Books are opposing any con-
tinuance of the stay.

At the eleventh hour, continues
Sedley, Mr Irving has put in a
draft affidavit (“draft,” because
we were unable to swear it yes-
terday evening or this morning,
the Court office not opening un-
til 10 a.m.). The affidavit states
that I am without means to
meet the huge costs ordered,
and if the order were enforced
it would create crushing hard-
ship and put an appeal beyond
my means.

Penguin Books on the other hand
are a prosperous publisher.
They have asked questions on
my affidavit (last night) and I
have (also last night) submitted
answers which, he says, “entitle
Mr Irving to a continuance of
the stay.”

He then goes into what he calls
“the logistics of the application
for permission.” The work to be
done in putting forward the ap-
plication is the same as that for
the actual appeal being heard.

 There will be no appreciable
waste of effort in doing the
work if the application is re-
fused, as the appeal is on fact
and detail. The right course is
for the application to be listed
with the appeal itself to follow
immediately. Mr Davies has
said there may be further ex-
pert evidence.

n I am sorry to see that the
writer Auberon Waugh has
died. I have fond recollections
of the debate at Durham Uni-
versity on Dec 11, 1981, and I
post my affectionate diary note
of that event on the website.

I take Jessica to school, then
leave London at nine a.m. for
Birmingham, arriving at the
University Library at 11:30
a.m.; I work here for two days
on the 1944–45 Anthony Eden
diaries. They are good diaries.
Very sad, reading how his son
Simon was killed in June 1945.
That inevitably has me think-
ing of Josephine for a while.

It is altogether depressing to read
the original handwritten dia-
ries of any man, whether great
or small; you are cast down by
all his misfortunes, and share
none of the corresponding ex-
hilaration at his triumphs.

Adrian asks me about the
Chelmno gas-wagons con-
troversy. I reply:

The Chelmno matter is a spe-
cial one. Lipstadt’s experts
produced one document that
spoke in pretty clear terms of
97,000 killings. (Oddly, the
document began, on its first
line, with the phrase “For ex-
ample...” Not many genuine

documents do that).
I am not a Holocaust expert.

We had decided to concentrate
our efforts on Auschwitz, not
Chelmno. I still don’t know
what happened there (Chelm-
no is not mentioned explicitly
in the “97,000” document, by
the way). I don’t think we
would be wise to descend to
this level in the court of ap-
peal.

I write an answer to [the extraor-
dinarily conscientious Ameri-
can author] Don Guttenplan’s
latest questions. He has asked
for example, “I seem to recall
reading that Thyssen, like
Krupp, had originally backed
Hitler financially but had later
fallen out with him, which is
how they were able to escape
being dismantled after the war.
Do you have any knowledge of
this?”

I reply at some length:
If you can get a copy of The

Phoenix, the Imperial College
magazine, for about January
1957, it has an article by me:
“Hitler ’s Paymaster was a
Guildsman.”

Fritz Thyssen attended the
City & Guilds College, one of
the three constituent colleges
of Imperial College (I attended
the Royal College of Science,
one of the other two).

I researched this article and
included a picture from the
Hodder & Stoughton edition of
Thyssen’s book I Paid Hitler.

His widow Amalie visited the
steelworks [at Mülheim] once
when I was there [in 1960]. He
probably had very little to do
with the book, which was writ-
ten in French (not a language
he knew), translated into Eng-
lish, and published by Imre
Revesz, a British propaganda
publisher (who became
Churchill’s agent “Emery
Reeves”).

Revesz also published Rau-
schning’s notorious work Con-
versations with Hitler, which
was as phoney as the Thyssen
work. Thyssen had fled Ger-
many, and lived in Switzer-
land. The Nazis gave him a
hard time for the book, which
seems unjust.

n Guttenplan also asks: “I re-
call from our interview that in
the original ms. of your book
THE MARE’S NEST you had ma-
terial about Enigma, but re-
moved it when asked to do so.
In the tape of the interview it
says this request was delivered
to you “in the Cabinet Office”.
Which Cabinet Office?”

There is only one Cabinet
Office [I reply]. It is the Prime
Minister’s secretariat.

“Also,” presses Guttenplan, “my
understanding was that your
agreement was voluntary, since
as a civilian you were not
bound by the Official Secrets
Act. Is that correct?”

Yes [I reply], but I did not
know that at the time. I kept it
out of the first edition

(a) to avoid arrest (as I
thought);

(b) because they appealed
to me as an Englishman and
gentleman;
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(c) because Geoffrey Evans,

the GCHQ security chief, told
me at the meeting that I had
made errors which would
make me a laughing stock.

Ahighly interesting bulle-
tin comes from Brian
Renk in Vancouver, BC,

who has attended Deborah Lip-
stadt’s Seattle lecture on
Thursday evening:

Lipstadt stated that one
evening in London she, Prof.
Evans, Prof. van Pelt, and two
lawyers were discussing trial
tactics. This was prior to the
trial. Lipstadt claimed that she
suggested to the expert wit-
nesses that they suggest you
are “not a historian at all”.

Evans, she said, claimed that
was not possible, that it
wouldn’t fly. After all, Evans
purportedly stated, you had
written “more than 20 books”
of history.

Lipstadt admitted that she
pressed the point, knowing
nevertheless that it was illegal
for her to suggest what the ex-
perts should conclude about
you in their reports. Lipstadt
also once again said that you
were Amalek, which she de-
scribed as “evil”.

Predictably, there was no
substance. She went on and on
about how you should have
qualified a footnote regarding
Kurt Daluege’s crime statistics
from 1933, I believe, with an
indication that your source
was a “Nazi” source. Nothing
whatsoever about the Ausch-
witz gassing claims, other than
a faint reference to the testi-
mony of Marie Vaillant Coutu-
rier as merely “hearsay”.

n I send a message to German
scientist Germar Rudolf, who is
seeking political asylum (as a
refugee from Germany) in the
United States:

We had a conference this af-
ternoon with legal counsel and
we shall be asking you first to
draw up and swear an affida-
vit on the reasons for your po-
litical persecution and other
matters.

We expect the appeal to be
heard about 15 months from
now, which is when we would
need you to appear (if it is per-
mitted by the Appeal Court).

Michael X. phones from New York
– he is mailing the Himmler/
Potthast letters to me. I book
air tickets for my junior counsel
Adrian Davies and myself to
visit California on Feb 27.

Benté thank goodness has been
sparkling for the last four or
five days. Wordsworth Books
Ltd phones, they have sold off
some of their remaining
ROMMEL stock since we placed
our order for the rest, so only
110 are left.

Over lunch, R. casually admits
that he revealed on his website
last spring the fact that I had
long ago rumbled that T. the
black-cab driver was an agent
for somebody (Board of Depu-
ties of British Jews? or the good
guys, M.I.5?) and that he had
seen T. slot an empty cassette
into a tape-recorder on the floor

of his driving-cab as he drove
us away from the High Court
one day during the Lipstadt
trial last year.

I am stunned at R.’s indiscretion:
surely it must have occurred to
him to ask me if I wanted him
to reveal this fact, which I have
long known? I prefer an agent I
have identified, as a conduit for
me to feed disinformation
through (e.g. the Cincinnati-
1999 location, which I hinted at
as “the Marriott”); now I have
to work out who T.’s replace-
ment is.

Quite apart from which, T. has
stopped offering me free cab
rides out to Heathrow airport
since last spring!

I work until one a.m. I never
quite catch up. I take Jessica
out to buy presents for this

evening’s function and at five
p.m. I take her over to little N’s
house for his birthday treat;
their house turns out to be a
millionaire’s four-storey man-
sion, off Wellington Place. He
has invited her and her best
friend C. to go to the ballet at
the Royal Sadler’s Wells. Her
first ballet. Jessica returns at
10:30 p.m., very blasée and
pleased with herself.

This letter goes to Fighting Fund
contributor Mrs V:

Very sorry to hear of the
pneumonia. You must take
care of yourself, that is a nasty
illness.

I am going to the west coast
(your town!) at the end of Feb-
ruary to find ways of raising
the target-figure we need for
our major appeal battle loom-
ing. The other side (Lipstadt &
Co.) have all the money they
need to hire the smartest legal
heavyweights; but we have
Right on our side, which is
more than money alone can
buy.

I must have however a legal
chief counsel who is of suffi-
cient stature that the Court of
Appeal does not feel slighted.

We are all working hard on
putting together the dossiers
of evidence we need to prove
that I have not manipulated or
distorted historical truth; we
are ignoring their charges of
racism, antisemitism, etc., as
the red herrings that they are.
And I am using the words that
Mr Justice Gray used about me
on all the publicity for my two
big new books this spring: “His
knowledge of World War II is
unparalleled!”

I am making publication day
the anniversary of his per-
verse Judgment.

I retire around two a.m. I
loaded Netscape-6 two days
ago and it is proving a real

pain in the butt. At eight-thirty
a.m. I set it to upload Church-
ill’s War, vol. ii, Part 3, again
onto my website – part of my
free download programme –,
then leave for school with
Jessica. As we pass behind
Selfridge’s she realises she has
forgotten her swimming kit,
and there are floods of tears; I

hurtle round the block and we
pick everything up and get her
to school only a few minutes
late.

It appears that another speaking
invitation has been withdrawn:

I am a pupil at Latymer Up-
per School [in London] and fol-
lowing the recent decision not
to allow you to speak to our
history society, I decided to en-
title my A-Level Politics per-
sonal study: “Would J.S. Mill
have allowed David Irving to
Speak in Public?”

Consequently, if you could
spare the time, I would be very
interested to know your own
thoughts concerning the way
in which you are treated as an
historian and public speaker.
I think that there is a very
strong case favour of free
speech and I am certain, upon
examination of your web site,
that you feel the same.

I reply:
“Well there’s a turn-up for the

books! I had not even been told
that the invitation was being
withdrawn.

There appears to be a lot of
moral cowardice around when
it comes to questioning re-
ceived views of History.

But I have no doubt that
mine will prevail in the long
run, because mine are based
on solid archival research, and
the views of my opponents are
based purely on comparing
notes with each other – what
used to be called cribbing, or
even cheating.

n This letter goes to the London
Evening Standard (they pub-
lish it):

Hyam Maccoby, reviewing
The Hitler of History by the
Hungarian-born author John
Lukács (Jan 29), reveals that I
warned his American publish-
er of potential libel action if
they sold the book here, and he
regrets that Weidenfeld &
Nicolson, the UK publishers,
have consequently “toned
down” the New York edition’s
strongest strictures against
me.

I too regret their omission,
but for a different reason: they
would have vastly enriched
me.

Without making the least at-
tempt to check back with me,
Mr Maccoby’s friend Lukács
accused me of inventing docu-
mentary sources and of mak-
ing up quotations for my
books. Weidenfeld’s were not
reckless enough to print such
things, because they knew that
no judge – and I mean no judge
– of the Queen’s Bench would
have shown the slightest sym-
pathy for them or their off-
shore author.

Mr Maccoby should not chide
a reputable publishing firm,
which has itself published
many of my works, for their re-
fusal to take such unnecessary
risks.

As for what he calls the “to-
tal failure” of my action
against Lukács’s compatriot
Deborah Lipstadt: it ain’t total
until our Court of Appeal says
so.

n A message goes to Netscape,
the sum total of my anger of
the last three days:

I am deeply angry with Net-

scape-6 – which I have bought
– and I am removing it from my
Macintosh.

I am sure I am not alone.
Quite apart from causing three
or four system crashes a day
when I try to perform simple
tasks . . . If I can find it, I am
going back to Netscape-4·6.

Somebody at Netscape needs
to be shot, in my view, for in-
flicting this misery on us.

The National Post (Toronto)
prints an article on an all-day
function held in Toronto last
week, at which the entire cast
of The Great Holocaust Trial
(DJC Irving vs. Lipstadt) as-
sembled to give their views on
me; needless to say, I was not
informed or invited. That would
have rather spoilt their soup.

A bit of a stale stew, one would
have thought: nearly a year
since the trial was over, and
they are still refighting their
historic battles. I have moved
on.

And where does all the money for
such a junket come from? These
people don’t come cheap, that
we know.

Lipstadt was vitriolic about John
Sack [a Jewish author] and his
Esquire article, for giving re-
spectability to revisionism.
They didn’t see that curveball
coming!

Only the Judge [Gray] and my
witnesses were not invited.

Richard Rampton, QC, was equal-
ly biting about me; Evans (de-
scribed as by the newspaper as

permanently
“scowling” — that
will please him!)
also revealed his
unbecoming bias

yet again.
Evans said I had been quite

“nasty” to some of their wit-
nesses in my cross-examina-
tion; umph, I don’t think so –
but what about their nice Mr
Rampton’s cross-examination of
me!

Writing this seminar up, the Na-
tional Post journalist suggests
that I am a narcissus.

A “Nazi” narcissus. How very
nasty. Sticks and stones! And
not a whisper in these articles
about any coming appeal. It
may well be a nasty shock for
them. There’s that word again.

Julie phones from the Public
Record Office, the “Depart-
ment” (that is, the Cabinet Of-
fice) will return the missing
Major Morton file at once, but
they need it back as soon as I
have finished. Monday per-
haps?

n I write this letter to M. in Ire-
land:

My Counsel in the Lipstadt
appeal process is interested in
the possibility of having your
Auschwitz friend testify or
submit a report (writing) on
her experiences, what she saw
there and what she did not.

Do you think she would be
willing? She need not come in
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person, as she is “beyond the
seas,” but a written report
would be very useful.

At ten p.m. a female reporter of
the St Petersburg Times phones
from Florida, to say that Lip-
stadt is speaking there tomor-
row; she wants to hear my side
of the story –  because, e.g., Lip-
stadt says I consort with “ex-
tremists” like David Duke.

I say I have nothing against peo-
ple with extreme beliefs; even
Nelson Mandela or Martin
Luther King might be regarded
as extreme in their beliefs. (Vio-
lent extremism is of course
something different).

I would rather be extreme, I add,
than mediocre like Prof. Lip-
stadt. As for “anti-Semitic,” I
say that I am beginning to sus-
pect that some people like Mr
Irving Teitelbaum of the Miami
“anti-Defamation League” need
anti-Semites around, if only to
justify their own existence.

Work until two or three
a.m. Up at eight to take
Jessica to school. A

BBC team comes at 9:22 a.m.,
and Michael Cockerell spends
the whole morning until 1:30
p.m. interviewing me, with no
holds barred, for a Radio Four
programme on the trial, to be
broadcast after the appeal.

Off-mike, we gossip about Robert
Harris and other mutual ac-
quaintances.

Today’s Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung publishes a long article
on the “Lipstadt” seminar held
in Toronto last week. Things
get weirder and weirder. The
enemy seems to be determined
to spare no money to destroy
my reputation if they can; but –
westward look, — Churchill’s
War, vol. ii is in the offing, and
that will change much, in my
view.

Benté comes and sits with us in
the drawing-room for an hour
in the evening.

A lawyer on our team comments
on the Frankfurter Allgemeine
Zeitung article:

The more malodorous emis-
sions that  das Stinktier
[Evans] squirts over the yellow
press, the better! I am greatly
looking forward to his highly
objective, dispassionate ac-
count of the trial and his role
in it. Let’s not scare off the
publishers of this magnum
opus!

He also asks when he should in-
spect the photos. I suggest
Wednesday evening, and add:

You will have seen that ac-
cording to the Frankfurter
Allgemeine Zeitung article Lip-
stadt explains in effect that
they decided not to call
Auschwitz survivors as wit-
nesses because I would have
decimated them in cross ex-
amination.

R. works until 7:45 p.m. which
tramples on J.’s time (she ar-
rived at seven). He infuriates
by traipsing around the kitchen

eating tuna from a tin and
dropping gobs of it on the floor.
“The cat [Sassy] can lick it up,”
he protests when reprimanded.
He really is a messy, disorgan-
ised, untidy, and chaotic indi-
vidual.

A cheque for three thousand
marks arrives from Alois B. in
Brazil by registered mail, to re-
place the one “lost” in the Ger-
man postal system. The ten
thousand transferred to me by
P. also never arrived.

It appears that the German secret
service authorities are now go-
ing all-out in their efforts to
smear and stifle what they per-
ceive as right-wing extremists.

The news in yesterday’s Stutt-
garter Zeitung that the Verfas-
sungsschutz [Germany’s neo-
Marxist “Office for the Protec-
tion of the Constitution”] ap-
plied pressure to the German
Atomic-Pile Museum at Haiger-
loch to remove my name from
the credits in all their publica-
tions supports this view. They
had thanked me for providing
most of their photographic ex-
hibits; I still have a brick from
the first Nazi atomic-pile built
in that cave which they do-
nated to me in 1981 as a me-
mento!

I remember respected publishers
in Germany several years ago
whispering to me that their
ministry of the interior had re-
quested them not to sign con-
tracts with me in future.

The recent newspapers contain
items about the Postbank hav-
ing shut down the accounts of
“right-wingers” as a way of har-
assing them (they apologise
that they are also doing it to
the Left, but there is little sign
of that).

Today’s Der Standard (Vi-
enna) prints this quote
from Norman Finkelstein:

. . . The Holocaust Industry is
now thoroughly corrupted by
cash.

If experts can bank enor-
mous sums of money for their

expert reports, and if Deborah
Lipstadt receives six million
dollars, primarily from Edgar
Bronfman, Steven Spielberg
and the American Jewish Com-
mittee, to testify against David
Irving, than that is a down-
right corruption of the judicial
process.

From one p.m. I am at the Public
Record Office; they finally pro-
duced file PREM.7/7 for me, and
it has, as expected, some real
nuggets. Just in time!

This fax afterwards to Barbara K.
in Toronto:

Last week of January they
held a symposium on the Lip-
stadt case at the University of
Toronto’s Munk Centre.

“A platoon of high-powered
academics spent a whole day
talking about” me. The event
was called The Holocaust in
the Courtroom: Historical Re-
flections on the Irving Trial,
and one of Lipstadt’s witnesses
(Prof. Richard Evans) there li-
belled me several times, e.g. he
said: “His [Irving’s] methods,
his treatment of sources, his
one-sided distortion, indeed
his forging of the historical
material, as Evans in particu-
lar clearly pointed out, dis-
credited Irving as a Historian.

The mail brings copies of three
more letters written by Hein-
rich Himmler to his mistress
Hedwig Potthast – a gift from
U.S. collector Michael X. –
dated July 27 and 28, 1941, and
June 20, 1944. They go into my
Himmler trove.

Chasing details all day. J. stays to
ten p.m., nearly finishes the
scan of MORELL. Linda N. in
Chicago has finished the scan
of UPRISING!, wants to proceed
now with THE MARE’S NEST.

More investors are coming in,
which makes the printing pros-
pects easier.

It turns out that Cooper
Square Press in the USA
have republished THE KEITEL

MEMOIRS, of which the transla-
tion is my copyright (I was paid
£70 by Wm. Kimber for it in

1965! That was for three
months’ work).

This message goes to Keith McL.
in Australia, with his reward of
A$1,250 in cash: “Thanks for
spotting those errors; we
thought we had gone over the
whole thing with several fine
toothcombs (teethcombs?)”

Linda Nelson has e-mailed me the
complete scan of UPRISING; I
work on the book’s PDF [web-
site] version during the day and
upload it at 3:20 a.m. Not a bad
book, but hideously overweight
(like its author now).

n E-mail to Germar Rudolf:
The Appeal court yesterday

“fixed” the date of the hearing
for March 19, which is absurd,
and we will get that thrown
out.

The IHR hears that we have Ger-
mar coming for our legal confer-
ence to Los Angeles, and ar-
ranges for him to speak there
too. I don’t want that, as we are
paying for his visit to L.A.

This e-mail goes to Cooper Square
Press:

You probably surmised cor-
rectly that I writing about
your upcoming publication of
THE MEMOIRS OF fiELD-MAR-
SHAL KEITEL.

I am of course glad that the
book thus comes back into
print. It is nearly forty years
since I translated it into Eng-
lish for the princely sum of
$120, for three months’ very
hard work (at the British pub-
lisher ’s request I obtained
from the Keitel family large
parts of the manuscript which
editor Walter Görlitz had been
required by the Germans to
excise, and built them back
into the book at galley-stage
and – yes, you guessed it – this
English publisher then docked
most of my translation fee for
“author’s corrections” in con-
sequence! Which led to the
parting of our ways).

The fact remains that the
translation is my copyright,
however. . .”

Xerox phones, they will haul
away my old defunct 1040 to-
morrow morning. I snip off its
power-plug in front of Jessica,
explaining that I am having the
old beast put down. She is quite
sad; she learned how to make
photocopies on it at age two.

At two p.m. to Hamley’s
with Jessica; she squan-
ders ten pounds on

Pokemon cards.
At 2:23 pm Ian Buruma of The

New Yorker phones, has been
asked to write a long piece on
The Great Holocaust Trial, will
come here Monday at two p.m.;
it is a rather aimless, disjointed
interview, shorter than he
needs. What is he up to?

Dennis Roddy of the Pittsburgh
Post-Gazette phones, evidently
up to no good, asks me for the
1995 Auschwitz postcard text. I
e-mail it to him as a PDF file:

With difficulty I have dug the

Don Guttenplan’s book

The Holocaust on Trial
. . . is scheduled for publication at $23.95 on
March 29, 2001. It will not be a friendly book,
but it is possibly  the most objective of a bad
bunch. David Irving has no plans to write a his-
tory of the court actions. The advance notice
by W.W. Norton & Company on the book states:
“To his admirers, British author David Irving is one
of the world’s pre-eminent military historians. Schol-
ars of World War II have described his biographies
of Hitler, Rommel, Goering, and Goebbels as es-
sential reading.

But there is a dark side to  these best-selling
books as well, starting with the author’s denial of
Hitler’s responsibility for the extermination of Euro-
pean Jewry and ending with his claim that the Holo-
caust never happened.

Deborah Lipstadt, an American academic, blew
the whistle on Irving. Her book, Denying the Holo-
caust, describes him as a right-wing extremist who
denigrated the memory of Hitler’s victims. Irving
sued for libel in England, where libel laws are fa-
mously biased in favor of the plaintiff. It was up to
Lipstadt to prove the truth of what she wrote, and

to prove, along the way, that hundreds of thousands
of Jews were indeed gassed to death at Auschwitz.
D. D. Guttenplan’s brilliant coverage of this high-
stakes duel, based on exclusive access to many of
the participants, makes compelling reading and
raises surprising questions about what we know, or
can know, about history.”
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original layout out of my ar-
chives. The address side had a
handwritten message to every
German politician, MP, sena-
tor, consul, ambassador, etc.

We mailed out 25,000 from ad-
dresses around the world. Not
very much on a Steven Spiel-
berg scale of things, but it ad-
dresses the very real doubts
that any intelligent person
must entertain about the in-
tegrity of many of the build-
ings now gracing the Ausch-
witz site.

Up at seven a.m. and out along a
hopelessly congested M4; I
reach [military staff college] at
10:01 a.m.; there is a nice audi-
ence of officers and students. A
three-hour lecture and discus-
sion on Hitler and Barbarossa.
Prof. B. comes in for the latter
half and is very flattering.
Lunch in their mess.

Get back at five p.m.; on the drive
back into London I feel very
sleepy, keeping my eyes open
with difficulty. I actually fall
momentarily asleep and am
wakened with a shock by the
rumble-strip (on the fast lane!)
Wow! I shout out loud! Shows
how easy it is.

I lie down on the get-well sofa . . .
and am out for two hours like a
light. Flu?

Benté has made supper; she
is putting on weight
again, or so I tell her.

At 9:50 p.m., A. phones, voice
trembling (he is using a mobile
and walking), saying that the
Court of Appeal is refusing to
stand its hideously premature
date for the hearing of our ap-
peal, March 19, out of the list.

This may torpedo the whole USA
effort. We are being ambushed?
He says if they stick to the
date, we are faced with two
choices: . . . [of which the more
extreme is] we scrap the whole
thing, say sod it, and make a
fuss in public.

I find this letter in the e-mails:
Yet again another Latymer

pupil is writing to you. Allow
me to remind you, first it was
E., then T., then S., who were
doing their history personal
study on you, and now me.

I can assure you that the ma-
jority of pupils want you to
come, on the basis of freedom
of speech. What I do know is
that you proved the Hitler Dia-
ries were false.

Evidently you are quite an in-
fluential and controversial
character – for that reason our
history society invited you.
Unfortunately, certain Jewish
pupils weren’t very happy
about that and appealed to the
headmaster who after consul-
tation with the governors
came to the conclusion: no.

For this reason, a team of
sixth-formers including myself
would like to invite you to
come and give a talk, just out-
side the school. ...

n I work until two a.m.; we are
now tidying up the endnotes to
Churchill’s War, vol. ii for print-
ing. I am unhappy with the
Perpetua typeface. There are
kerning problems with some
capitals in the Italic font. I
phone around possible profes-
sional indexers for the volume.

From 9:30 to 10:33 pm a long visit
from [my solicitor]; it turns out
he took a hand-written note on
Lord Justice Potter stating at
the hearing on Jan 17: “Clearly
there must be enough time be-
fore the appeal for Counsel to
read into the documents”.

That sentence, if brought home
with sufficient clarity to the
court, should have prevented
the present calamity.

He is talking of making a com-
plaint, in the event that things
go wrong, to the European
Court of Human Rights. I am
not eager to do that. I have
books to write. Talking of such
courts reminds me of Field
Marshal Erich von Manstein
talking about constructing rear

positions, like an Ostwall. That
is the way to lose wars.

An e-mail comes from our new in-
dexer, she already resigns: I re-
spond that I take it she does
not wish to be considered for
FPP’s future work.

H. [a major backer in California]
writes to me, and I reply:

[. . .] The event in London is
turning into a cliff-hanger; the
court of appeal wants to hear
the appeal this March 19! We
are fighting that crazy notion.
It smells of an ambush.

I post the book to a new indexer.

Aday of disasters. At 1:45
p.m. a long phone call
from my counsel: Lord

Justice Pill has set an oral
hearing of our application to
stand the appeal hearing out of
the list, for March the Second,
which makes it – we agree
eventually – utterly impossible
for him to come with me to Los
Angeles next week. That is
£700 of air tickets to tear up.

I take five sets of Churchill’s War,
vol. ii proofs to the printers. Af-
ter I return, Jessica comes into
my study and sings to me, in-
cluding one song she sang to
the whole school assembly.

I work until two a.m. writing cov-
ering letters for the first batch
of Churchill’s War proofs to be
mailed out later today.

My website has vanished. E-mails
from all over the world tell me
this news as I pack for the
United States. No explanation
as to where it has gone.

Up at eight a.m. and take Jessica
to school. There is a note from
Benté next to kettle: “Do not
disturb!” I collect the first five
bound proof copies of Church-
ill’s War, from the printers.
Then to swear an affidavit for
the Court of Appeal, and and
then to the post office to mail
everything, including a print of
my 1983 book THE SECRET DIA-

immediately by the appeal itself.
“This was worse than an am-

bush,” says Davies. “There was no
way that we could instruct a Leader”
— a Silk, or Queen’s Counsel —
“and give him time to study the im-
mense documentation on the case
by then.” At an earlier hearing on
January 17, the two Judges of ap-
peal who had defeated the publish-
er’s attempts to destroy Mr Irving’s
chances of appealing clearly stipu-
lated that Counsel must have time
to “read into” the documents. The
trial generated a five-foot shelf of
transcripts.

RIES OF HITLER’S DOCTOR to
the new publisher in Japan.

I deal with fifty e-mails, most of
them inquiring what has hap-
pened to my website: yes, what
indeed! Type detailed instruc-
tions for Benté, leave a cup of
sweet tea on a tray for her, and
am out of Duke Street, heading
for Heathrow, four minutes be-
hind schedule at 11:34 a.m.

It is an eleven-hour flight to Los
Angeles. On the plane I type
this message to Benté:

“I hope you found the cup of tea I
made you and did not tread on
it. . . And I hope you’re im-
pressed with Churchill’s War,
vol. ii. – I am.”

I add: “Tell Sassy to lay off my
sofa in future.”

n In Washington I purchase at
the Barnes & Noble bookstore
opposite my hotel a copy of the
Prof. Richard Evans new book
Lying about Hitler. Adolf Hit-
ler’s face glares at buyers from
the bookjacket. (Yes, look who’s
back in your local bookstore!)

It seems to be a rather amateur-
ish hit-job. No doubt, given the
complexion of the literary re-
viewing industry in the country,
it will be very reviewed
throughout the length and
breadth of the United States,
and none of the reviewers will
mention that Evans’s book is
considered by his own London
publishers William Heinemann,
Ltd., to be so libellous that it
cannot be published in Britain
and they have preferred to pulp
the entire edition and swallow
their losses.

Lawyers have their uses – after
all.

WE BRING REAL HISTORY TO CINCINNATI AGAIN!

August 31–September 2, 2001 — Brilliant and witty international speakers on
unusual themes • famous documentary movies • two dinner-evenings on the Ohio river,
including the biggest Labor Day fireworks festival in the USA. Write us now, and book early.

ASK for our
flyer and
registration
form or
download them
immediately at
www.fpp.co.uk/
cinc. Phone
Catherine tollfree
on 1-877 447
5678. Or e-mail
focalp@aol.com

Big One FROM PAGE 1

We still urgently
need support to

carry on the fight
through the Court of
Appeal. All help is ac-
knowledged
Use the envelope
provided, or mail to
P O Box 1707, Key
West, FL 33041, USA
or, easiest of all, go
online at
www.fpp.co.uk/help


