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Part One: General Considerations

There are few conventional wisdoms that we do not des-
pise.  There are few that do not alarm us.  None, how-
ever, do we find so alarming and despicable as the
growing reluctance to attack or defend certain opinions
with reasoned argument.

There are many who think that it enough to dismiss a
false and pernicious opinion with the words “unaccept-
able”, or “offensive”, or “evil”, or “mad”.  Failing this,
they will call for it to be erased by Act of Parliament.
Long part of its standard armoury, these shifts seem
lately to have become the weapons of first and only re-
sort of “progressive” belief in this country.  Scientific raci-
alism, paranormal claims, new age religious cults,
astrology, anti-Darwinism, anti-Einsteinism, and much
else – these are set beyond the pale of reasoned reply,
where not simply proscribed.  To make reply is to risk
accusations of frivolity, of giving such opinions an “un-
deserved credibility”, or even of “objective complicity”.

As libertarians, we believe in freedom of speech.  Cer-
tainly, this follows from a general belief in the right to
life, liberty and property that is not at the moment
widely shared.  Even so, there is a case for freedom of
speech that stands alone; and this we will now put.  We
say that truth, progress, and even social harmony are
best served by the equal toleration of all opinions.  We
say this on two grounds.

First, an opinion may, for all its appearance, be incorrect.
There are few of us who have not believed with all surety
in what we now dismiss as a falsehood.  The most casual
knowledge of history gives instances of truths laughed at
and their discoverers persecuted.  Galileo died under
house arrest for having asserted that the Earth orbited
the Sun.  The German National Socialists drove physic-
ists into exile or idleness for refusing to denounce the
“Jewish” myth of the interchangeability of energy and
matter.  The Soviet Socialists even killed those biologists
who denied, against Lysenko, that acquired charac-
teristics in living things were transmissible to the next
generation.  So far as the truth is worth knowing, we
lose by its suppression.

Second, even if an opinion is wrong beyond all reasonable
doubt, to suppress it is to deprive us or what John Stuart
Mill calls “Almost as great a benefit, the clearer percep-
tion and livelier impression of truth, produced by its col-
lision with error.”1  Protect the most solidly based truth
with penal laws, and faith in it will insensibly wither.

Take, for instance, a case given by J. A. Froude.  Some
time around 1860, a school inspector wrote to The Times,
announcing that, contrary to what every astronomer be-
lieved, the Moon did not revolve on its axis.  If it did, he
explained, it could not always present the same face to
us.  School inspectors, it seems, were as ill-educated then
as they are today.  But a question had been raised.  A
few days later, a full answer was published from the As-
tronomer Royal.  The Moon, he explained, did revolve on
its axis – but at the same average speed as its orbit

about the Earth:  only because of these synchronised
movements could it always present the same face to us.
[M]ost of us, Froude comments,

who had before received what the men of science
told us with an unintelligent and languid assent,
were set thinking for ourselves, and as a result of
the discussion, exchanged a confused idea for a
clear one.2

Yet, suppose the Moon’s rotation had been an article of
faith, and the Astronomer Royal had been able to answer
the inspector with persecution instead of reason – that
the inspector had been turned out of his job, or even im-
prisoned – what then?  Why,

The world outside would have had an antecedent
assumption that truth lay with the man who was
making sacrifices for it, and that there was little
to be said in the way of argument for what could
not stand without the help of the law.  Everybody
could understand the difficulty; not everybody
would have taken the trouble to attend to the
answer.3

If, therefore, we desire the benefits of progress, we must
leave opinions alone.  We must leave people to seek out
and announce anything that they believe to be true.  If
we want the occasional gleam of truth, we must put up
with an endless torrent of nonsense.  We must tolerate it
all.  We must hope for an answer not in censorship, nor
in any other refusal to debate, but in the far greater
power of unarmed truth.

Now, this deals with truth and progress, but what about
the social harmony we mention above?  The answer is
simple, if unflattering to the present age.  There are
many people in this country and elsewhere who deny
that the Holocaust really happened.  Some of these
people are self-evident cranks.  Their research is a joke.
Their very tone indicates that they desire to happen
what they deny to have happened.  Some, on the other
hand, give every appearance of sound scholarship.  They
cite documents that cast doubt on the received account.
They draw attention to alleged contradictions between
what was said at the Nuremberg trials and what is now
claimed.  They deny that much of the Holocaust was
technically possible.

Take, for example, the American writer L.A. Rollins:

Did you see The Wall, the TV movie about the
Warsaw Ghetto?  If so, then you may recall that
after the deportation of Jews from Warsaw began,
the character played by Tom Conti followed a
train carrying Jews to Treblinka.  There he saw a
crematory building with huge chambers spewing
black clouds of smoke into the sky.  Thus he
learned that Jews were being murdered at Tre-
blinka.

But this is an example of what is known as ‘dra-
matic license’.  In reality, Zalman Friedrich, who
supposedly followed a train carrying Jews out of
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Warsaw, never claimed to have gone all the way
to Treblinka, but only to a town near the camp.
There he supposedly met an escapee from Tre-
blinka, who supposedly told him that Jews were
being murdered there.

Furthermore, there was no crematory building at
Treblinka, no chimneys spewing clouds of black
smoke.  At the time in question, the Jews al-
legedly murdered there were allegedly buried in
mass graves, not cremated.

Finally, even if there had been a crematory build-
ing there, as at Auschwitz-Birkenau, the chim-
neys would not have been spewing clouds of black
smoke into the air.  The patent of Topf and Son,
the builders of the Auschwitz-Birkenau crema-
tories, indicate that it was impossible for them to
emit smoke.  And this seems to be confirmed by
the aerial photographs of Auschwitz-Birkenau
published in the CIA monograph The Holocaust
Revisited (1979).  According to the two CIA photo
interpreters who analyzed the aerial photos taken
of Auschwitz-Birkenau between April, 1944 and
January, 1945, ‘Although survivors recalled that
smoke and flame emanated continually from the
crematoria chimneys and was visible for miles,
the photography we examined gave no positive
proof of this.’  In other words, none of the aerial
photographs of Auschwitz-Birkenau show any
smoke or flame coming from the crematoria chim-
neys.

Are you a believer in the infallibility of eyewitness
testimony by Holocaust survivors?  If so, then I
suggest you look at the aerial photos of Ausch-
witz-Birkenau, and then ask yourself who you be-
lieve, Holocaust survivors or your own eyes.4

What are we to make of this?  It is our belief that the
Germans did rob, imprison and systematically murder
perhaps ten million civilians during the War, and that a
high proportion of these millions were Jewish.  We have
met too many survivors to doubt that the camps existed.
We know too many undenied instances of German bru-
tality to doubt the moral possibility of a Holocaust within
them.  Above all, we reject the conspiracy view of history
on which Holocaust denial needs to rest.  If the Holo-
caust never took place, at least the British and American
Governments would need to have been actively involved
in a gigantic conspiracy of fabrication since 1945 or be-
fore.  These are governments that have been unable to
cover up the most immediately damaging scandals.  We
think it incredible that institutions that failed to keep
the burglary at the Watergate Building and arms sales to
Iraq out of the newspapers have yet managed to keep up
the myth of a Holocaust that never happened.

This being said, we have no specific reply to Mr Rollins.
We have never made any study of the Holocaust.  We do
not know what was claimed about Treblinka or Ausch-
witz-Birkenau.  We have never heard of the CIA mono-
graph mentioned.  We do not know if it exists, or if it
really says what Mr Rollins quotes, or if it is based on a
true study of the alleged photographs.

And the people who are most likely to know the truth of
these matters seem to show the least interest in open
debate.  So far as the leaders of most Western Jewish
communities have involved themselves in this debate,
they have only called for its suppression.  In this country,
for example, the Board of Deputies has strongly sup-
ported every extension of our race relations laws, the ef-

fect of which has been to silence most rational debate on
race.  They are now strongly supporting still further ex-
tensions to these laws – in particular, a draft law in the
European Parliament which would make it illegal
throughout the Community to deny the factual truth of
the Holocaust.  Even where they cannot suppress their
opponents by force of law, Jewish leaders on the whole
refuse to debate with even the most apparently scholarly
– and therefore dangerous - of the Holocaust deniers.

The result has been what anyone who has read Mill or
Froude would expect.  We quote from a recent article by
Bernard Levin:

[A]n opinion poll, from a most reputable organisa-
tion, found that in the United States, 22 per cent
of adults who were asked the question said it was
possible that the Holocaust had never happened,
and a further 12 per cent said that they did not
know if the Holocaust had been possible.  The ad-
mirable and most scholarly periodical called Pat-
terns of Prejudice has recently carried a thorough
examination of Holocaust-denial, by Deborah Lip-
stadt, a professor of religion at Emory University
in Atlanta; she has written a book called Denying
the Holocaust, and her article was drawn from
her research for the book. I started the article, as
I suppose most people would, in a sceptical mood;
I knew, of course, about Holocaust-denial and
those who propagate it, but I could not bring my-
self to believe that it could do serious damage, in
the sense that a substantial number of people,
neither anti-Semitic nor mad, might come to be-
lieve that history’s greatest crime had never been
committed.5

It has become a serious intellectual evil exactly because
of what opposition has been offered.  A general refusal to
debate the matter, combined with occasional persecution,
has made it possible for anyone with a light but enquir-
ing mind to doubt that the Holocaust actually happened.

Part Two: The Case Of Al Baron

We turn now to the particular case of Al Baron, a jour-
nalist accused of running an anti-semitic campaign.  In
May this year, his flat in South London was raided by
the Police, who removed his computer and a number of
documents.  Although charges have yet to be made, these
could include incitement to racial hatred (Race Relations
Act 1976; Public Order Act 1986), sending indecent ma-
terial through the Post Office (Post Office Act 1953), and
breaches of the Financial Services Act 1986.

Let us explain.

In 1980, Mr Baron was briefly involved with the British
Movement, an overtly national socialist organisation
complete with Jewish conspiracy theories and a venera-
tion for Adolf Hitler.  This involvement ended with his
realising that the British Movement was worthless and
evil.  He is quite open about this involvement, and says
he was attracted only because the Movement was anti-
Communist at the time of the Soviet invasion of Afghan-
istan.  He denies that his motives were malevolent, and
that he ever accepted any politics of hate.

In 1990, he interviewed Chris R. Tame for the Investor’s
Chronicle.  This was a fine piece of work, as was another
interview with Mr Tame as Director of FOREST.

Mr Baron approached the Libertarian Alliance again in
1991, for help in his campaign to end the imprisonment
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here of Lorrain Osman, a Hong Kong businessman whose
confused extradition had led to his becoming the longest
person imprisoned in the United Kingdom without trial
since the 17th century.6  He became an subscriber, and
has attended a number of LA conferences.

This connection, we should say, does not mean that Mr
Baron has become a libertarian of our kind.  He still
holds opinions most decidedly at variance with our own
on such matters as gay rights and monetary economics.
However, his belief in free speech, and his work on the
exposure of various health and environmental scares,
among much else, command our firm and public respect.

We also respect his work on the various national socialist
movements.  Indeed, we think that it is for this that he
will one day be chiefly remembered.  We think it no
exaggeration to claim that he has become one of the most
deadly opponents that national socialism has in this
country – or perhaps the world.

His opposition has been so deadly because it is based on
accurate knowledge – knowledge of what these people be-
lieve, and knowledge of the poisoned sources from which
these beliefs are taken.  In our last issue (Free Life, No.
18, May 1993), we carried a review by Howard Perkins of
Mr Baron’s Shechita Barbaric?.  This begins and ends
with the following paragraphs:

I would commend this pamphlet on two grounds.
First, it is so hilariously funny that I almost had
a seizure on reading it.  Second, it is a devastat-
ing attack on British national socialism....

These issues – and others that I do not mention –
are all discussed with a proper scholarly serious-
ness.  Indeed, the author probably knows more
about these aspects of anti-semitism than most
anti-semites.  There are 69 endnotes, and every
work used is given its full citation.  This makes
the pamphlet a good starting point for anyone
who wishes to study the history and doctrines of
British national socialism.  For anyone who wants
a brief but authoritative overview of the subject,
it is simply the best place to look.

This is a fair estimate of Mr Baron’s work – formidable
research married to a biting sense of humour, and a will-
ingness to enter into controversies from which most
others hold back.

We have before us a further sample of his work – A Goy
Pries into the Talmud:  The Six Million Reconsidered by
the Light of Four Small Candles.7  This will be reviewed
at length in our next issue.  In the meantime, we will
call it an astonishing piece of work.  Its author deserves
the highest praise from everyone who cares for the good
name of the Jewish people.  For he has made the sort of
reply to anti-semitic claims that we regret above have
not been made by the Jews themselves.

It deals with the claims that are often made about the
contents of the Talmud – that, for example, it exhorts
Jews to molest Gentile children, or to cheat Gentiles in
any business deal, and so forth.  We quote from the pre-
face “To the Reader”:

Talmudic fabrications and other anti-Semitic non-
sense have rather more in common with flying
saucers than with the geography of France.  Pri-
marily because the Talmud (which is written in
Hebrew) is not a book which is stocked in most
ordinary libraries, and there are few English
translations available to the general public.  How-
ever, English translations do exist, and it is

possible for a goy to pry into the Talmud.  I am a
regular researcher in the British Library (which
stocks some eighteen million books), I am also a
goy who has pried into the Talmud, and believe
me, the obscenities are not there.  For those who
don’t or won’t believe me, there is one failsafe al-
ternative:  pry into the Talmud yourself!

What follows must be read in full to be appreciated.  But
we will say that whoever does read it need never again
be thrown by the forged and twisted quotations with
which most anti-semitic writers sprinkle their texts and
their footnotes.

In another of his works, Mr Baron attacks the notion of a
Jewish financial conspiracy:

Anti-Semites hold many erroneous views about
Jews including that they control the financial sys-
tem or even the whole economy.  Bizarre as such
beliefs may at first sight appear, a powerful case
can be made out for them.  The roster of Jewish
names associated with banking, particularly “in-
ternational banking”, is so long that it is embar-
rassing:  Goldman, Lehman, Loeb, Seligman, and
of course Rothschild, to name but five.  Jewish
names are well-represented in commerce too:  H.
Samuel the jewellers, Amstrad (owned by Alan
Sugar), and Marks & Spencer, Britain’s largest
(and most respected) retailer.  Several hundred
names could be added to this list, but impressive
though it is, it is an illusion that Jews in any
sense monopolise or even dominate the economy.

The anti-Semitic fantasy is that Jewish commer-
cial hegemony is the result of a conspiracy; the
reality is that the Jews are more successful in the
free market largely because they are better at sat-
isfying their customers’ demands.  After all, no-
body has to buy from Jews.8

Yet, in spite of all this, Mr Baron is hated by the main
bodies of our Jewish community.  The Board of Deputies
has reported him to the authorities, and The Jewish
Chronicle has given him some rather unflattering cover-
age.  Why should this be?

The most obvious answer is that Mr Baron does some-
times give the wrong impression.  Look again at the title
of the pamphlet from which we quote above – A Goy
Pries into the Talmud:  The Six Million Reconsidered by
the Light of Four Small Candles.  To anyone disinclined
to read it, this work looks like yet another anti-semitic
screed.  Some others of his publications quote anti-
semitic cartoons on their covers.  It is no answer that the
factual accuracy of what these cartoons claim is often
scathingly attacked within: first impressions mean a lot.
His publishing house, Anglo-Hebrew Publishing, was set
up to oppose anti-semitism and popular misconceptions
about the Jews.  But his means of advertising this ven-
ture do seem to have frightened several elderly Jewish
people to whom he sent publications and requests for do-
nations – and we repeat, not surprisingly

Again, Mr Baron seems to believe that the best form of
defence is attack.  We will not comment on legal proceed-
ings which are pending or actual, but his current
strategy is not the one that we might adopt in the same
circumstances.

Then there is Mr Baron’s campaign against the “anti-fas-
cist” magazine Searchlight.  This is a contemtible publi-
cation that mingles disinformation with distortion and
plain lies to destroy the reputations of anyone whom its
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REVIEWS

The New Joy of Gay Sex

Dr Charles Silverstein and Edmund White

The Gay Men’s Press, London, 1993, 220 pp., £16.95

(ISBN 0 85449 214 3)

I did think of turning this review into a plea for the
toleration of sexual differences.  But where homosexuals
are concerned, I suspect I am about a decade too late.  I
will not claim that they have today no justified griev-
ances.  The criminal and civil law of this country em-
bodies a mass of prejudice which ranges from the petty
to the viciously destructive.  Even so, the argument for
removing that prejudice has been largely won in the
minds of those who matter.  There are few middle class
people left who regard homosexuality as anything abom-
inable – as justifying an exclusion that amounts to social
death, or even as justifying the slightest legal disability.

Of course, such people do still exist.  But they are the
despised minority.  They are the ones often excluded
from polite society.  They are even the ones whom this
journal may soon be defending from a legal persecution.

This being said, I will deny my readers an unnecessary
effusion, and move directly to consider the merits of this
book.

These, I must say, are considerable.  I missed the orig-
inal Joy of Gay Sex, which according to Edmund White’s
Preface was thrown quickly together in 1977.  But I do
know people who read it and whose lives were trans-
formed as it helped them to throw off the shackles of a
guilt they had never before questioned.  15 years later,
and the book’s message is necessarily more complex, less
immediately joyous.  We can no longer believe that sex-
ual pleasure is easily and safely available for anyone who
will only dare to reach out and claim it.  Yet, though
written in the shadow of AIDS – Mr White has been HIV
positive for some time – this new edition is, quite simply,
the best thing I have ever read about homosexuality and
homosexual acts.  For anyone who is a homosexual, or
wants to know what homosexuals are and exactly what
they do, it is an essential book.

Arranged as an encyclopædia, its subjects include: Anus,
Blow Job, Bondage, Coming Out, Domestic Violence,
Gyms, Insurance, Nipples, Rape, Scat, Suicide, Water
Sports, Wills, and much, much more.  The writers know
what they are writing about, giving what in some cases I
suspect to be their personal experiences.  And they do
not rant.  This is an inestimable quality in such a work.
I have taken up other works on the subject that have
been made unreadable by a hectoring or even hysterical
tone.  Here, the tone is throughout cool and informative.

Editor or his masters currently dislike.  Of course, it does
sometimes publish true information about national so-
cialists – but far more often false information about an-
archists, conservatives, libertarians and other anti-
socialists.  We do not approve of every argument that Mr
Baron has used against Searchlight, but we fully share
his distaste for its editorial policy.  And we have no doubt
that it is behind many of his present troubles.

Finally, there is the strong possibility of discreditable
motives on the part of some Jews.  Mr Baron is most
obviously not an anti-semite.  He is, however, a com-
mitted anti-zionist.  We know that these two doctrines
are easily conflated.  Even so, they are logically distinct,
and in this case are actually so.  Moreover, while we re-
gard anti-semitism as a degrading superstition, we re-
gard anti-zionism as an entirely legitimate opinion.  It is
not one that we are inclined to share: Mr Tame is even
an ardent pro-zionist.  But we see no difference between
opposing the policies of the Israeli Government and op-
posing those of the British Government: both are matters
of fair comment.  By no means every Jew is a committed
zionist, and so far as many Jews are committed on the
subject, it is against the state of Israel.

We suspect that in Mr Baron’s case, some Jews are cyni-
cally conflating these two distinct doctrines, for the pur-
pose of smearing an enemy of Israel as an enemy of the
Jewish people.  If so, this is a disgrace.  We can think of
little that is more liable to add weight to the claims of
real anti-semites that the Jews are conspiring to pervert
the course of justice.

In conclusion, we will express our strongest disquiet at
the campaign against Mr Baron.  We encourage our
readers, both Jewish and Gentile, to read his pamphlets.
We are quite convinced that they will then fully share
our disquiet.
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