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Truth is incontrovertible. 

Panic may resent it, 

ignorance may deride it, 

malice may distort it, 

but there it is.

Winston Churchill

17 May 1916

 

 

 

Contents

 

Preface

The Event

Relevance to Armenians?

Provenance

Embellishments

Other Voices

A Holistic View

Illusions of Substance

Restructuring

Conclusion

Epilogue

References

Appendix A

Appendix B

 

 

 



Preface

“What is it with you people?”  The demanding query came years ago from a fellow student, the setting a classroom of a required course not even marginally related to my university studies.  More specifically, this classmate was curious as to how the ‘technical crowd’ could exhibit better mastery of a non-technical subject than students majoring in said subject.  By ‘technical crowd’ he had in mind Science-Math-Engineering (SME) students, an appellation later replaced by the acronym STEM.  He had witnessed this occurrence before and decided to find out … 

A fundamental truth has made itself evident to me over the years.  No, it is not that smart people exclusively become members of the SME club, with all others entering fields randomly chosen from whatever else remains.  There is however a structural difference between the Physical and Social Sciences, if we are to divide academia into two.  Whether it is in tradition, debate, or development, there is a difference, and it is pervasive.

This work began with the view of a short article on a specific topic:  the evidentiary status of a document named L-3 at the Nuremberg War Crimes Trials.  Was it ‘in evidence’ before the Tribunal, or not?  This is fundamentally a simple question that should have been settled long ago.  Notice that I write settled not answered.  It has undoubtedly been answered, and likely many times, but the topic repeatedly appears with the ebb and flow of propaganda, motivated by bias contemporaneously political, ethnic, or religious in nature.  As for my contribution, I had planned on offering the context of discussions found within Nuremberg’s transcript, which had been missing from earlier articles.  So what happened?  Upon analyzing L-3’s origin, content, messenger, and ensuing debate about it, I was tempted to declare you can’t make this stuff up.  I was also reminded of that difference between the Physical and Social Sciences, and it is with this in mind that this work has taken its current form.

The standard for correctness in the Physical Sciences is 100%.  Any statement falling short cannot be used as a building block for furthering knowledge.  At some place and time, it will fail; as such, it is considered false.  Countless supporting examples are not sufficient to prove it true yet one counterexample is sufficient to prove it false.  There is no room for vapid clichés like ‘the exception that proves the rule’.  If a phenomenon occurs sometimes, then a statement of the conditions required for it to occur results in a 100% true conditional statement, the kind that does in fact serve as a building block for furthering knowledge.

A much different situation prevails in the Social Sciences.  Derivative statements (rather than original sources) are put forth as evidence, effecting an ever larger separation of appearance from reality.  There is a constant tension between the quality of one’s argument and quantity of people supporting it, the resulting popularity contest serving as a pretense to truth.  Absent the Physical Sciences’ objective verification of experimentation, base tactics and blatant dishonesty are deployed without apprehension.  Who said something seems to matter more than the logic and evidence supporting what was said.  Because many topics directly affect people’s lives past and present, politicians will get involved eventually and with predictably negative results.

What now qualifies as a long research paper not only provides context to the original question (L-3’s evidentiary status) but confronts the underlying question of a remark on Armenians popularly attributed to Adolf Hitler.  Did he or did he not say it?  The infamous Obersalzberg speech sets the stage, providing all readers with a common starting point regardless of historical knowledge.  Said remark is introduced, its association with Nuremberg documented.  The L-3 manuscript itself is then considered—its provenance and content—along with other accounts of the speech that would precipitate the Second World War.  Our attention is then turned to L-3’s messenger, a midwestern American pacifist in Berlin, who had studied Music, Greek, and Latin before pivoting to Journalism.

The more persistent topics of analysis and debate of the speech are addressed next.  Strategies employed by academicians are analyzed—a University of California at Berkeley history professor who seems to not know things, a Harvard-educated law professor whose quotations from historical documents appear with false context, an Oxford-educated historian whose quotations differ from their sources, to name a few—all with documented corrections.  Two accounts of Hitler’s words at Obersalzberg are included in the appendices as translated into English by the Office of U.S. Chief of Counsel for Prosecution of Axis Criminality.

In the end readers are left with definitive answers to the questions posed, including whether or not Adolf Hitler made the remark on Armenians.  In that sense this work serves as a building block for furthering knowledge.  As to this question being settled, that is a never-ending consideration dependent on the honesty and objectivity of others, in the present and into the future.  The serious allegation of genocide of Armenians is not taken up as it would require research much different than that herein.  This type of compartmentalized approach has shown itself to be advantageous in the Physical Sciences, leading to technological progress comparing favorably to the progress of human behavior.  References herein number more than two dozen, ranging from court proceedings, military interrogations, and diplomatic documents to newspaper articles and books.  We even have the opportunity to witness how ‘professionals’ past and present have manipulated translations.  Due to reverence for objectivity, politician’s opinions of these topics are not considered.

As human behavior figures prominently, one might expect new questions to be raised.  Upon encountering what passes for research by some professors, readers will undoubtedly worry about the future of education.  Although diminished regard for academia might be a natural reaction, kindly remember to differentiate between education (knowledge) and academia (the business sector specializing in education).  Yes, it is a business sector.  (One more thing: the single fact that an enterprise is categorized as ‘nonprofit’ should not be taken to mean those working there do not profit from the enterprise.)

Another new question:  exactly how did the British Embassy in Berlin obtain a copy of what would become the L-3 manuscript?  Its dispatch to London is a known fact, but there is no corroborating evidence as to how it was obtained.  Everyone assumes it was hand-delivered by Louis Lochner, but he never made such a statement and furthermore made statements to the contrary.  Along with a British diplomat’s departure from standard operating procedure and a cover letter’s suspicious details, one is left wondering who gave what to whom?

As is true in life, some things are known and some unknown.  Speculative debate will rule the day for the unknowns.  The situation for the knowns is much more menacing.  Those with malicious intent will utilize a biased set of information so as to weave a story quite contrary.  Maintaining that honesty requires all relevant facts and nothing else, the principled among us must reject their propaganda, replacing it with an objective, substantiated narrative.  We must also direct everyone’s attention towards truth and remind them, “but there it is.”

Alasdair Roche
August 2023
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The Event

Speaking at a 2016 awards ceremony in the Armenian capital of Yerevan, Hollywood actor George Clooney told the audience that Adolf Hitler had once asked:  “Who remembers Armenia,” to which Mr. Clooney himself answered, “the whole world” [USAT]. The rhetorical recitation—actually, who still talks nowadays of the extermination of the Armenians—refers to early twentieth-century conflict in eastern Anatolia between Turks, Armenians, Kurds, and Russians, concerning which Armenians accuse Turks of genocide.  While mention by a celebrity guarantees membership in the lexicon of popular culture, what are its context and implications?

It was during a speech to Germany’s military commanders that Hitler announced his decision to invade Poland, an action which would mark the beginning of World War II.  Telling them to achieve a quick result no matter the means, he emphasized that they need not worry about the consequences of destroying Poland because for victors, there are no consequences.

The historical template in Mr. Clooney’s reference suggests those responsible for Armenian suffering during World War I escaped blame and punishment.  The notion that it could serve as an instructive example to German officers decades later further implies that Hitler also believed so.  Some go on to insinuate his being inspired by events in eastern Anatolia.

The extent to which, and at the hands of whom, various ethnicities experienced great suffering in the early twentieth century—a period during which more than 150 million Europeans faced starvation [NYT 43]—is outside the purview of this work.  Examined are the speech’s message, accounts of it, and its evolving standing in history.

During that meeting with his top officers in the city of Obersalzberg on 22 August 1939, Adolf Hitler discussed his decision to conquer Poland for the stated purpose of having more land.  Along with commentary on Germany’s situation since World War I, the leadership and political situations of countries neighboring Germany and Poland, and potential military strategies, he attempted to motivate the commanding officers to be strong-willed in this invasion.  For the purpose of quick success in the “destruction of Poland,” they were to be “brutal” and have “no pity” [EV 1014-PS].
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