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“Seventy-five years after his death in the ruins of Berlin, Adolf Hitler remains an
enigma, in large part because we still rely largely uncritically on sources produced by
Hitler and his entourage. Mikael Nilsson’s magnificently researched and brilliantly
argued Hitler Redux: The Incredible History of Hitler’s So-Called Table Talks brings us
much closer to understanding Hitler. By dissecting how Hitler’s ‘Table Talks’ were
compromised and revealing The Testament of Adolf Hitler to be a cover forgery,
Nilsson manages to unmask Hitler.”

— Thomas Weber, University of Aberdeen, UK

“Nilsson’s book provides historical research at its best. Grounded in exhaustive
study of primary sources he paints a gripping picture of how historiography for far
too long followed misleading narratives. His fascinating findings provide lessons for
historians and the wider public how to apply critical rationality and shrewd analysis
of documents. It’s a feast of enlightenment.”

— Magnus Brechtken, University of Munich, Germany

“In a series of hard-hitting and well-researched articles, Mikael Nilsson has shown
that Hitler’s fabled ‘Table-talk’ and ‘Political Testament’ cannot be used as direct
evidence of what he actually said. His work is essential reading for anyone wishing
to understand the challenges which his biographers face.”

— Brendan Simms, University of Cambridge, UK

“Mikael Nilsson provides an unsparing but long-overdue critique of one of the
touchstone sources of Hitler scholarship. Future biographers will be well-served to
read Nilsson’s meticulously researched analysis before turning to Hitler’s table talk
conversations and monologues. Hitler R edux is fascinating, sobering, enlightening.”
— Timothy W, Ryback, Director of the Institute for Historical

Justice and Reconciliation in Paris, France
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After Hitler’s death, several posthumous books were published which purported
to be the verbatim words of the Nazi leader — two of the most important of these
documents were Hitler’s Table Talk and The Testament of Adolf Hitler. This ground-
breaking book provides the first in-depth analysis and critical study of these works
and their history, provenance, translation, reception, and usage.

Based on research in public and private archives in four countries, the book
shows when, why, where, how, by, and for whom the table talks were written; how
reliable the texts are; and how historians should approach and use them. It reveals
the crucial role of the mysterious Swiss Nazi Francois Genoud, as well as some very
poor judgement from several famous historians in giving these dubious sources
more credibility than they deserved. The book sets the record straight regarding
the nature of these volumes as historical sources — proving inter alia The Testament
to be a clever forgery — and aims to establish a new consensus on their meaning and
impact on historical research into Hitler and the Third Reich.

This path-breaking historical investigation will be of considerable interest to all
researchers and historians of the Nazi era.

Mikael Nilsson is a currently unaffiliated Swedish historian who has written and
published extensively on the Cold War and on Hitler’ table talks. Previously he has
been a researcher and teacher of history and military history at the Royal Institute
of Technology, the Swedish National Defense College, Stockholm University, and
Uppsala University. His research interests have mainly been related to Swedish—
American military technological collaboration and US propaganda activities in
Scandinavia during the Cold War, as well as Hitler, National Socialism, and Nazi
Germany in general.
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PREFACE

‘What kind of sources are Hitler’s so-called table talks? When I first asked myself this
seemingly simple question back in 2013, I certainly did not expect the answer to
be as complicated as it turned out to be. I also did not expect that there was no real
answer available in the existing literature. Surely, many historians had looked into
this matter a long time ago, considering that the first edition of the table talks was
published already in 1951. The reality was actually another thing. It turned out
that there was in fact no thorough scholarly examination of these sources. The
first peer-reviewed article on the subject was published as late as 2003." My initial
investigations grew into a three-year research project at Uppsala University, Swe-
den, financed by the Swedish National Bank Centennial Fund (Riksbankens Jubi-
leumsfond, RJ) between 2015 and 2018. The result of this project, some of which
has previously been published in different form in three articles in peer-reviewed
journals, is what is presented in this book.?

This book asks, and answers, a series of questions. When, where, and by whom
were the table talks produced? How did they get to be published, and what did
the translation process look like? Perhaps most pertinently: Why were they written
down? Who published them and under what circumstances? How did they survive
the war? Are they reliable? Are they even genuine? This book will sort out these
vexing problems and show why historians in fact cannot trust what is in them
without having corroborated the information with independent sources. While
much information about the history of the table talks was scant and uncertain, it
became obvious that much was in fact available to the historian who bothered to
actually check the facts.

The “official” history of the table talks

There are several versions of the table talks’ history. According to one wide-spread
version these sources record Hitler’s unguarded statement in front of a small circle
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of confidants in various military Fihrer headquarters (FHQ) from the beginning
of the invasion of the Soviet Union in the summer of 1941 until late 1944, faith-
fully jotted down by two stenographers,” Heinrich Heim and Henry Picker, on
the orders of Reichsleiter Martin Bormann.* A few notes were made by Martin
Bormann himself, as well as a Hans Miiller (although Miiller is almost always for-
gotten). Hitler is usually claimed to have been totally unaware of the fact that
notes were being made, hence the reason that one can supposedly trust that he
was speaking freely. Picker, however, claimed that Hitler did know that notes were
being taken and that he even read parts of Picker’s notes and gave his permission
for Picker to publish them after the War.

The various published editions

Henry Picker was the first to publish his version called Tischgespriche im Fiilhrerhaupt-
quartier 1941—1942 (henceforth: Tischgespriche) in 1951. It contained his own notes
as well as some of Heim’s. Tischgespriche was thematically arranged by its editor,
historian Gerhard Ritter, and published by Athenidum Verlag in cooperation with
the Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte (IfZ) in Munich.®> A second edition with the same title
was published in 1963, this time chronologically arranged and edited by historian
Percy Ernst Schramm.® In 1952 the Swiss Nazi sympathizer, banker, and financer
of international terrorism Francois Genoud’ published the first volume of Libres
propos sur la guerre et la paix (henceforth: Libres propos); the second volume followed
in 1954. This was based on another manuscript, the so-called Bormann-Vermerke,
acquired by Genoud after the war. This consisted mostly of Heim’s notes but also
of notes by Picker, Bormann, and Miiller.® In 1953 all of the notes in Genoud’s
possession were published in English as Hitler’s Table Talk 1941—1944 (henceforth:
Table Talk) introduced by, and with the help of, British historian Hugh R. Trevor-
Roper.” Genoud also published a single-volume edition in Italian in 1954."° Finally,
a German edition with the title Monologe im Fiihrerhauptquartier 1941—1944 (hence-
forth: Monologe) and edited by historian Werner Jochmann was published in 1980.
This edition does not contain Picker’s notes due to a copyright conflict.

Then we have The Testament of Adolf Hitler, a text that has already been ques-
tioned by critical scholars.!? This text is said to be a continuation of the first table
talk notes, supposedly taken down in Hitler’s bunker in Berlin in February and
April 1945. This text was also published by Genoud, first in French in 1959" and
then in English and German in 1961 and 1981, respectively, all with the active col-
laboration of Trevor-Roper.

How easy it is to get the details surrounding all of these texts and editions mixed
up is accidentally illustrated by John Lukacs in his book The Hitler of History where
he writes:

There are various editions of his “Table monologues.” The first is by the
stenographer Henry Picker (first ed. Bonn, 1951; English translation . . .,
1953). . . . More extensive are the records of Heinrich Heim in Adolf Hit-
ler: Monologe im Fiihrethauptquartier 1941—-1944, ed. Werner Jochmann,
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Hamburg, 1980. . . . Finally, the so-called Bormann Notes (stenographer
unknown), seemingly authentic (though that has been questioned) and very
interesting because they focus on the last months of Hitler’ life: The Dicta-
tor’s Last Thoughts. They were carried by Bormann’s wife first to Italy, then
transmitted by an Italian to Hitler’s respectful admirer, the Swiss Francois
Genoud; published as Libres propos sur la Guerre et la Paix, . . ., 1952; and The
Testament of Adolf Hitler . . ., 1959.

There are many inaccuracies in this short paragraph. First, Picker was not a
stenographer; in fact, he never ever stated that he was. Second, the English transla-
tion is not a translation of Picker’s book, but purportedly of the manuscript that
Genoud had, although in reality it is a translation of Genoud’s highly corrupted
French edition. Third, the “Bormann Notes” that Lukacs refers to consist not only
of Heim’s notes, and who is hence not unknown, but also of Picker’, as well as
some by Bormann and Miiller. The authors of that manuscript are thus not at all
unknown. They are the same as for the one edited by Jochmann, which Lukacs
falsely ascribes to only Heim. Fourth, the story about Italy has to do with the
manuscript used by Jochmann and not the manuscript that became The Testament
of Adolf Hitler. Fifth, it is only The Téstament of Adolf Hitler that purportedly is from
the last months of Hitler’s life. Sixth, it is only the authenticity of that text that has
been questioned. A seventh point is that Genoud’s Libres propos is not from the same
manuscript as The Téstament of Adolf Hitler, and the story behind how Genoud got
the latter text is completely different and does not include the route via Italy at all.
The eighth mistake in this short paragraph, although it is just a minor detail, is that
The Testament of Adolf Hitler was published in 1961. One could even add a ninth
point, namely that Libres propos was published in two volumes in 1952 and 1954.

Genoud’s manuscript is lost and so is Picker’s original manuscript. However,
at Bundesarchiv in Koblenz I found a typed manuscript that was the basis for the
second edition of Tischgespriche. The closest we get to Heim’s original notes are
about 40 proof pages dated January 1942 that were initially stored at the Library
of Congress in Washington, D.C. (since then returned to Bundesarchiv in Berlin,
Germany; see chapter 4)."

Short biographies of the table talk authors

Heinrich Heim (15 June 1900-26 June 1988) was a lawyer who became a member
of the NSDAP in 1920 after meeting Hitler in August. In 1923 he left the party but
re-joined the NSDAP again in 1931. He did not re-join the party in 1925 because
he thought he could be more useful to the NSDAP if he was not a visible member.
He was too young to serve in First World War, but he was a member of the infa-
mous Freikorps Epp from 1919 to 1923, one of the most brutal of the “white” para-
military formations that committed the absolute majority of the illegal executions
of suspected communists after the crushing of the Soviet republic (Rdterrepublik) in
Munich in May 1919. In August 1933 he started working for Rudolf HeB at the



Preface xiii

NSDAP headquarters (HQ) in Munich. Heim had known Hel since 1920, when
they had met at the university in Munich. In 1936 he became a member of the
civilian branch of the SS (Allgemeine SS), and in 1943 he was granted the honorary
rank of SS Standartenfiihrer. He was also a holder of the honorary SS Totenkopfring.
From 1940 to mid-1941 Heim was HeB’s adjutant, and after Hel3’s flight to Eng-
land on 10 May 1941 he became adjutant to the new Head of the Party Chancel-
lery, Reichsleiter Martin Bormann. Heim was a committed Nazi and a convinced
anti-Semite. During 1943-1945 Heim worked with legal issues related to the
planned Nazi reorganization of Europe at the Department of International Law
(Staatsrechtlichen Abteilung) at the party HQ. The Americans finally arrested him
in Munich on 11 May 1945.' Thanks to witnesses who insisted on his wonder-
ful character and that Heim had not really been a convinced Nazi, he managed to
avoid a prison sentence."”

Henry Picker (6 February 1912—2 May 1988) was also a lawyer, with a doctor
Jjuris degree. It is certainly very ironic that Bormann should choose two lawyers
as his adjutants, considering how much Hitler despised lawyers. Picker’s father
(1876—1952) was a merchant and a senator in the city of Wilhelmshaven and was an
early member of the NSDAP. In this way he had rather good connections to Hitler,
and the latter is even reported to have stayed at Picker’s father’s house when visit-
ing Wilhemshaven. While studying law at Marburg (he also studied at universities
in Berlin and Kiel) Picker was a member of the Corps Téutonia, and he joined the
NSDAP on 1 April 1930 when he was just 18 years old. Picker’s dissertation had
the ambition to make a considerable contribution to the re-birth of a Germanic-
Aryan concept of law.'®

In the spring of 1940, he began working at the party HQ in Munich, and in
March 1942 Picker replaced Heim at the FHQ. In August he returned to the Nazi
state bureaucracy again before he, apparently disappointed with the NSDAP, served
in the Wehrmacht from mid-1943 until the end of the war (although it is uncertain if
ever saw any action at the front — no such evidence exists). In a striking similarity to
what was said about Heim after the war, Picker was claimed to have helped political
dissidents, uttered critical statements about the regime, and so on."

Picker later stated that the notes he had taken with him from the FHQ had been
buried by his wife in a compost heap at her father’s house. There they suppos-
edly lay until August 1946. Even though Picker did not have the typical National
Socialist (NS) career, he has been described as being the “prototype of the NS
elite: young, dynamic, intelligent, and dedicated.” He also displayed a typical atti-
tude during the denazification trial against him. Not only did he characterize his
arrest as “persecution”, but he also compared his internment at the Esterwegen
camp from 28 May 1945 to being put into a concentration camp (KZ). He never
served any prison time. He never showed any signs of remorse or of having realized
that he had in fact contributed to the survival of the criminal NS regime, and he
remained a convinced supporter of Hitler and an anti-Semite after the war. While
the editions of Tischgespriche from 1951 and 1963 had been introduced by a criti-
cal apparatus by acclaimed historians, Picker opted for removing this introduction
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from 1976 onwards. He would later tell the readers of Tischgespriche that the Jews
had declared war on Germany in September 1939, that the Holocaust had been
performed mostly by foreign (Austrian and Eastern European) anti-Semites, and

so on. Not least, Picker used to tell people that “Anyone who, like me, knew the

Fiihrer personally can consider themselves lucky.”*

Hans Miiller was a lawyer born in 1906 who had been a member of the SA
since November 1933 and became a member of the NSDAP on 1 May 1937. In
late July 1940 Miiller was transferred to the office of the Riechskommissar for the
occupied territory of the Netherlands until he was called back to Munich in the
spring of 1941 to work at the legal department of the NSDAP HQ. Miiller denied
having been Bormann’s assistant in his statement to the court after the war, claim-
ing it was a case of mistaken identity. The court had evidence to prove otherwise,
however, including an early interrogation with Miiller where he confessed to hav-
ing worked for Bormann. But since several witnesses testified (though not under
oath) on his behalf that he had been an unpolitical person who always had put his
sense of justice over politics, he, too, avoided prison time.?!

Notes

1 Carrier, Richard, “Hitler’s Table Talk: Troubling Finds” in German Studies Review, Vol.
26, No. 3 (October 2003), pp. 561-576.

2 Nilsson, Mikael, “Hugh Trevor-Roper and the English Editions of Hitler’s Table Talk and
Testament” in_Journal of Contemporary History, Vol. 51, No. 4 (2016), pp. 788-812; “Con-
structing a Pseudo-Hitler? The Question of the Authenticity of Hitlers politisches Testa-
ment” in European Review of History — Revue Européenne d’historie, published online 15
November 2018; “Hitler redivivus: ‘Hitlers Tischgespriche und Monologe im Fiihrerhaupt-
quartier’ — eine kritische Untersuchung” in Vierteljahrshefte fiir Zeitgeschichte, No. 67 (Janu-
ary 2019), pp. 105-145.

3 The myth has been so successfully established that even the description of the content
in Heim’s papers at the Institut flir Zeitgeschichte (IfZ) in Munich states that Heim was
“stenographer of Adolf Hitler’s so-called table talks.” See: Vol. 1; “Archive description”,
p. 1; IfZ, Munich; ED 416 (Heinrich Heim).

4 Martin Bormann (17 June 1900-2 May 1945) joined a paramilitary Freikorps in 1922,
and on 17 March 1924 he was sentenced to one year in prison as an accomplice to
Rudolf HoB, the later Auschwitz commander, in the murder of schoolteacher Walther
Kadow in May 1923. He joined the NSDAP 2 May 1927. In July 1933 he was trans-
ferred and became chief of staff at the office of the Deputy Fiihrer, Rudolf Hef}. On
10 October the same year Hitler promoted Bormann to Reichsleiter, the highest party
rank within the NSDAP. He joined the SS in 1937. After Hel3’s flight to England on 10
May 1941 Bormann took over Hef3’s duties as dead of the Parteikanzlei (the position of
Deputy Fiihrer, and the office of Stellvertreter der Fiilrer, was abolished at this time so this
title was never tranferred to Bormann). For Hitler’s decisions, see: Domarus, Max (ed.),
Hitler. Reden und Proklamationen 1932—1945. Kommentiert von einem deutschen Zeitgenos-
sen (Band 1—4) (henceforth: HRP) Band 11/4 (Miinchen: Siiddeutscher Verlag, 1965),
pp- 1716-1717, 1721-1722. On 8 May 1943 Bormann reached the highest rung of his
career when he became secretary to the Fiihrer.

5 Hitlers Tischgespriche im Fiihrerhauptquartier 1941—-1942. Im Aufirage des Deutschen Insti-
tuts fiir Zeitgeschichte der nationalsozialistischen Zeit geordnet, eingeleitet und verdffentlicht von
Gerhard Ritter, Professor der Geschichte a. d. Universitit Freiburg (Bonn: Athenium-Verlag,
1951).



10

11

12
13

14
15

16

Preface xv

Hitlers Tischgespriche im Fiihrerhauptquartier 1941—1942. Neu herausgegeben von Percy Ernst
Schramm in Zusammenarbeit mit Andreas Hillgruber und Martin Vogt (Stuttgart: Seewald
Verlag, 1963). Several editions have been published since then.

For more on Genoud, see: Péan, Pierre, L'extrémiste: Frangois Genoud de Hitler a Carlos
(Paris: Fayard, 1996); Laske, Karl, Ein Leben zwischen Hitler und Carlos: Frangois Genoud
(Zurich: Limmat, 1996); Winkler, Willi, Der Schattenmann. Von Goebbels zu Carlos: Das
gewissenlose Leben des Frangois Genoud (Berlin: Rowohlt, 2011).

Libres propos sur la Guerre et la Paix. Recueillis sur I’ordre de Martin Bormann. Préface de Robert
d’Harcourt de I Academie frangaise. Version frangaise de Frangois Genoud, Vol. I (Paris: Flam-
marion, 1952); Libres propos sur la Guerre et la Paix. Recueillis sur I’ordre de Martin Bormann.
Préface de Robert d’Harcourt de " Academie frangaise. Version frangaise de Frangois Genoud, Vol.
IT (Paris: Flammarion, 1954).

Hitler’s Table Talk 1941-1944. With an Introductory Essay on The Mind of Adolf Hitler by
H. R. Trevor-Roper (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1953) An American edition was
published the same year under the title: Hitler’s Secret Conversations 1941—1944. With an
Introductory Essay on The Mind of Adolf Hitler by H. R. Trevor — Roper (New York: Farrar,
Straus and Young, 1953). The American edition was printed with a somewhat smaller
typeface grade and was thus much shorter than the English edition; 597 pages compared
to 746. Despite this the American edition is actually a bit thicker than its English coun-
terpart due to the fact that it was printed on thicker paper.

Conversazioni segreti. Ordinate e annotate da Martin Bormann durante il periode piti dramatico
della Seconda Guerra Mondiale (5 luglio 1941-30 novembre 1944).

Monologe im Fiihrerhauptquartier 1941—1944. Die Aufzeichnungen Heinrich Heims heraus-
gegeben von Werner Jochmann (Hamburg: Albrecht Knaus Verlag, 1980).

See e.g. Kershaw, lan, Hitler 1936—45: Nemesis (London: Allen Lane, 2000), pp. 1024-1025.
Le testament politique de Hitler. Notes receuillies par Martin Bormann. Commentaires de André
Frangois-Poncet; version frangaise et présentation de Frangois Genoud (Paris: Fayard, 1959);
The Testament of Adolf Hitler: The Hitler — Bormann Documents, February — April 1945.
Edited by Franc¢ois Genoud; with an Introduction by Hugh R. Trevor-Roper; Trans-
lated from the German by R. H. Stevens (London: Cassell, 1961); Hitlers politisches
Testament. Die Bormann Diktate vom Februar und April 1945. Mit einem Essay von Hugh
R. Tievor-Roper und einem Nachwort von André Frangois-Poncet (Hamburg: Albrecht Knaus
Verlag, 1981).

Lukacs, John, The Hitler of History (New York: Vintage Books, 1997), pp. 47-48.
“Hitlers Tischgespriche im Fiithrerhauptquartier”; BABL; Partei-Kanzlei der NSDAP;
NS6/819.

Handwritten statement by Heim, 19 February 1947; Questionnaire “Camp 74, Aus-
weiskarte Nr. 127967, 9 February 1946, p. 1; questionnaire “Headquarters 1st INF DIV
Civilian Interment Camp NO 227, 13 June 1947, p. 1; notes “CI Detachment Civilian
Interment Enclosure No. 47 APO 154 U.S. Army” for Heinrich Heim (No. 12796), 2
November 1946; questionnaire for the “Ministerium flir politische Befreiung Wiirtem-
berg-Baden”, 16 April 1947, p. 2; “Auskunttserteilung an den Ausschuss der politischen
Parteien Miinchen”, 28 August 1947; see also undated questionnaire signed by Heim;
“Erklirung in eigener Sache flir die Spruchkammer X in Miinchen” signed by Heim,
19 November 1948, p. 1; Staatsarchiv Miinchen (henceforth: StAM); SpkA K 659:
Heim, Heinrich. Copies of the StAM documents have been provided to me by Profes-
sor Wolfram Pyta in Stuttgart, and I extend my deep gratitude to him for having shared
his personal archival material with me. See also: Letter from Heim to Karen Kuykendall,
25 October 1975, p. 9; University of Arizona Library, Special Collections (henceforth:
UALSC); Papers of Karen Kuykendall, MS 243 (henceforth: PKK MS 243); Series
II: Interviews and Correspondence, 1971-1978 (Series II); Box 2, Folder 5; Ullrich,
Volker, Adolf Hitler. Biographie. Die Jahre des Aufsteigs (Frankfurt am Main, 2013), pp. 123,
867. For the information about Freikorps Epp, see: Weber, Thomas, Wie Adolf Hitler zum
Nazi wurde. Vom unpolitischen Soldaten zum Autor von “Mein Kampf” (Berlin: Propylien,
2016), p. 315.



xvi

17

18

19
20
21

Preface

Sentence from the Berufskammer in Munich, 14 July 1949, p. 2; StAM; SpkA K 659:
Heim, Heinrich.

Delblanco, Werner, “ “Wer wie ich den Fiihrer personlich kennt, kann das Gliick ermes-
sen. . .’ Ein biographischer Abriss und ein Skandalon” in Bernd Kasten, Matthias Manke
and Johann Peter Wurm (eds.), Leder ist Brot. Beitrige zur norddeutschen Landes- und
Archivgeschichte. Festschrift fiir Andreas Ropcke (Schwerin: Thomas Helms Verlag, 2011),
pp- 296-297. A copy of this chapter was provided to me by Professor Wolfram Pyta in
Stuttgart, and I extend my deep gratitude to him for having shared his personal archival
material with me.

Ibid., pp. 297-299, 302.

Ibid., pp. 299-306.

Letter from Lauerbach to Helm, 29 August 1941; “Ausfithrliches Gesamturteil”,
16 September 1941; Letter from Nadler to Miiller, 6 October 1941; Bundesarchiv,
Lichterfelde-Berlin (henceforth: BABL); BD6/PK, Miiller, Hans. See also: Copy of
an interrogation with Miiller, 8 October 1947, p. 3; Declaration for the public pros-
ecutor in Munich, 16 November 1948; “Ermittlung tiber: MUELLER, Hans” from
the Spruchkammer in Munich, undated 1948; “Aussagen den Betroffenen” in Proto-
col from Munich Spruchkammer 16 March 1949, pp. 1-6; “Eidesstattliche Erklirung”
by Friedrich Schmidt, 22 November 1948, pp. 1-2; “Eidesstattliche Erklirung” by
Franz Antishofer, 22 July 1948; “Eidesstattliche Erklirung” by Friedrich Wimmer, 5
June 1947; Testimony by Ilona Arnold, 28 February 1949, pp. 3—4; StAM; SpkA K
1207: Miiller, Hans. See also: Letter from Miiller to Dr. Brandt, 24 February 1945;
Nationalsozialismus, Holocaust, Widerstand und Exil 1933-1945. Online-Datenbank.
De Gruyter. 14.11.2011. Dokument-ID: APK-008305. Originally published in: Akten
der Partei-Kanzlei der NSDAP Rekonstruktion eines verlorengegangenen Bestandes, Band 1.
Hrsg. vom Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte. Bearb. von Helmut Heiber unter Mitw. von Hildegard von
Kotze, Gerhard Weiher, Ingo Arndt und Carla Mojto [u.a.] (Oldenburg: K.G. Saur, 1983),
p. 1035. T want to thank Professor Wolfram Pyta for having shared a copy of this docu-
ment with me.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This book would not have been possible to write were it not for the extremely
kind and helpful assistance of so many people and institutions. Writing a book is
in many ways a very lonely business, and yet one can never claim sole credit for
anything that one accomplishes in life. I will obviously not be able to mention all
of these people by name, since I frankly do not know the name of, for example,
every archivist who has helped me find documents. Nonetheless, I have done my
best to remember and mention everybody who was instrumental for this book to
be written. Needless to say, all eventual mistakes remain my own.

One of the most important people in this respect is Professor Wolfram Pyta
who not only took time to meet with me to discuss the table talks but who (via his
kind secretary) very generously also gave me copies of thousands of pages of docu-
ments that he had found in various archives. Without your amazing help I could
not have started my research project, much less finish it, with anything close to
the sense of completeness that I now have. The acting director of the Institut fiir
Zeitgeschichte (IfZ) in Munich, Magnus Brechtken, has assisted me in so many
ways and has patiently and kindly answered all my many emails. You took the time
to meet an unknown historian from Sweden, and you always treated me with the
utmost respect. Without the expert evaluation of my initial research proposal to
Riksbankens Jubileumsfond (RJ) by Professor Thomas Weber, this book would
never have been written. Thank you, Thomas, for believing in my idea and for
assisting me so kindly over the years. [ also want to thank the anonymous reviewer
who also recommended that I should get funding for the project, as well as the
people at RJ that decided to award me the research grant. I also want to extend
my deepest gratitude to historian Richard Carrier, who gave the impetus to this
project by his initial investigations into the table talks and who gave me access to
email correspondence and copies of documents.



xviii Acknowledgements

My dear friend and former thesis advisor, Niklas Stenlds at Uppsala University,
has been an enormous support during this research project. You have been so
patient and kind and listened to me talk for hours on end about Hitler’s table talks,
and you have always asked the right kind of critical questions whenever I have
presented a hypothetical explanation for the evidence. Without your encourage-
ment this book would not be a reality. Furthermore, I want to thank the following
people: Margaret Hunt (for your reading of and comments on parts of this manu-
script), Marco Wyss (who has listened to all my ramblings about the table talks
so patiently and always come with helpful advice), Lars M. Andersson (for all the
great conversations and support), Iva Lucic (who kindly assisted with translation
issues and friendly advice), Timothy Ryback (who answered my questions regard-
ing Hitler’s private library), the late Pierre Péan (who gave me access to a large
part of Francois Genoud’s private correspondence), Willi Winkler (for replying
to my email queries), Professor Ursula Biittner (for giving me access to Werner
Jochmann’s papers), Professor Richard Steigmann-Gall, Research Manager Britta
Lovgren at RJ (for all the kind assistance), Roger Grifin, and Mirella Kraska.
A general thanks also goes to Thomas Schiitte, Tim Blanning, Cathryn Steele,
Eva Stenskold, the late Jirgen Zarusky, Deuker Bendix, Sir Ian Kershaw, David
Olusoga, Richard Pearson, Christopher Read, Despina Stratigakos, Deborah Lip-
stadt, Don Guttenplan, Niclas Vent, Gerhard L. Weinberg, Othmar Plockinger,
Tobias Svanelid, Louis E. Schmier, Eberhard Jickel, Gina Thomas, the late Robert
Miller at Enigma Books, Jil Sorensen at Der Spiegel, Claudia Vidoni at Knaus-
Verlag, David Irving, Klaus Lankheit, Klaus von Schirach, and Anna Lindblom at
Editions-Fayard.

My warmest thanks also goes out to the curator of Museo Casa Rodolfo Siviero
in Florence, Attilio Tori; archivist Sven Schneidereit at the Bundesarchiv Berlin-
Lichterfelde; archivist Virginia Lewick at the Franklin D. Roosevelt Presidential
Library in New York; the manuscript reference librarian at the Manuscript Divi-
sion at the Library of Congress, Patrick Kerwin; the archivists at Hugh Trevor-
Roper’s archive at Christ Church College, Oxford University, Blair Worden, Janet
McMullin, and Judith Curthoys; archivist Gotthard Klein at Dioezesanarchiv in Ber-
lin; archivist Kurt G. E Helfrich at the Gallery Archives at the National Gallery of
Art in Washington, D.C.; Wolfgang Henninger at Niedersichsisches Landesarchiv in
Oldenburg; archivist Roland Bohlen at the Swiss Red Cross in Berne, Switzer-
land; Werner Jochmann’s daughter Renate Miron; and Genoud’s lawyer Cordula
Schacht. I also want to thank all the other archivists at Bundesarchiv in Koblenz and
Berlin-Lichterfelde at the IfZ in Munich who have assisted me in some way along
the way but whom I do not know the name of. The librarians at Uppsala Univer-
sity and the Royal Swedish National Library (Kungliga biblioteket) in Stockholm
deserve to be mentioned here because they have always been very helpful with
the many books I borrowed and ordered. All the administrators and colleagues at
the Department of History at Uppsala University also deserve to be mentioned.
Moreover, I want to thank my Routledge editor, Craig Fowlie, who consistently
believed in this book, as well as editorial assistant Jessica Holmes. I also want to give



Acknowledgements  xix

a special “thank you” to Cambridge Professor Brendan Simms for trusting me to
read through (and comment on) the manuscript for his Hitler: Only the World Was
Enough and who incorporated my research findings in his book.
I owe so much gratitude to my family and friends who have also supported me
during my research for this book; you all know who you are!
Stockholm, 16 January 2020



ABBREVIATIONS

BBC
BRD/FRG

BvVP

CEO

CCPp

DAP
DDR/GDR
DM

FHQ
HICOG

HQ
HRP

IfZ

LoC
MfS

MS
NS
NSDAP

British Broadcasting Corporation

Bundesrepublik Deutschland/Federal Republic of Germany (West
Germany)

Bayerische Volkspartei — the Bavarian People’s Party

Chief Executive Officer

Central Collecting Point — the US collection point for stolen art in
Munich

Deutsche Arbeiterpartei — German Workers’ Party (the NSDAP’s
original name)

Deutsche Demokratische Republik/German Democratic Repub-
lic (East Germany)

Deutschmarks — the currency in West Germany

Fiihrer Headquarters — Hitler’s wartime headquarters

High Commissioner for Germany — the head of the American
occupation authorities

Headquarters

Hitler. Reden und Proklamationen 1932-1945 — Hitler’s speeches
and proclamations edited by Max Domarus

Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte — Institute for Contemporary History in
Munich

Library of Congress in Washington, D.C.

Ministerium fiir Staatssicherheit (Stasi) — the East German security
police

Manuscript

NS National Socialism/National Socialist

Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei — German National
Socialist Workers’ Party



OKH
OKW
POW
RAF

RM
RSA

SA
SA

sS
TBJG

Abbreviations  xxi

Oberkommando des Heeres

Oberkommando der Wehrmacht

Prisoner of War

Rote Armeefraktion — Red Army Faction — extreme-Left terror group in
West Germany

Reichsmark — the currency of Nazi Germany

Hitler. Reden, Schriften, Anordnungen 1924-1933 — Hitler’s speeches
and writings collected and published by the IfZ

Hitler. Simtliche Aufzeichnungen 1905-1924 — Hitler’s collected writings
and speeches edited by Eberhard Jickel

Sturmabteilung — the Nazi brown shirt storm troopers

Schutzstaffeln — Hitler’s personal security force

Tagebiicher Joseph Goebbels — Goebbels’ diaries



Taylor & Francis

Taylor & Francis Group

http://taylorandfrancis.com


http://taylorandfrancis.com

1

THE TABLE TALKS

How were they made and how have
historians used them?

Introduction

It would not be an exaggeration to say that thus far most historians cite the table
talks without including any source-critical reflections. It is the purpose of this book
to show why we need to have a different attitude towards these sources and that
they can no longer be treated as a primary source containing Hitler’s own formula-
tions. This is not a minor problem or one that we can disregard. The reason is that
quotes do an important thing to our mind; in fact, it changes our whole attitude
towards the sentence that we are reading. When reading words inside quotation
marks, our brains automatically assume that what we are reading is a faithful rep-
resentation of the words uttered (or written). Indeed, it is even difficult to remain
critical even if the author includes a cautionary note in connection with the quote.
And even if professional historians may be able to keep a clear head through all of
that, our books are often read by the interested lay public who are not, in most
cases, trained by years of socialization and immersion in the trade to keep the
source-critical aspects in their mind at all times. The quotes then take on a life of
their own.

Some historians have already noticed that the English translation is flawed. The
poor English translation was commented on already in 1953 in a review of Table
Talk in International Affairs where it was said that it was “not impeccably translated”.
The reviewer must obviously have compared it to Picker’s Tischgespriche.! None-
theless, e.g. Richard J. Evans uses Table Talk in his Third Reich trilogy even though
he himself had criticized David Irving for relying on the English translation of these
notes once the German “original” (i.e. Monologe) had become available in 1980,
citing Irving’s own admission that the German text was “completely different from
the published English translation.” Evans’s conclusion was that “obviously the pas-
sages that he had used from the 1953 translation now had to be checked against
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the German original and amended if necessary””? As we shall see, this completely
ignores the main issue regarding these sources, namely that the German versions
simply cannot be trusted to purvey Hitler’s words unfiltered.

It is therefore hard to understand why Evans would quote from the English
translation himself, when he cites other German titles frequently in his books,
and uncritically use Table Talk at one point to direct the reader to Hitler’s thoughts
regarding Julius Streicher and the newspaper Der Stiirmer and frequently when it
comes to describing Hitler’s aims with the war in the East.® In The Third Reich
at War he even includes a short history of the table monologues based on Hugh
Trevor-Roper’s introductory essay in the Table Talk. He states that Hitler agreed
to have a notetaker present, i.e. Heim, who then is supposed to have dictated
the full text, on the basis of these notes, to a stenographer after which they were
handed to Martin Bormann, who then corrected them and filed them. Evans also
writes that these notes were intended for publication after the war.* The latter is
perhaps a misinterpretation of Trevor-Roper writing that Bormann wanted the
Fiihrer’s words preserved for the future because Trevor-Roper does not say that the
notes were to be published later on.” Trevor-Roper based his story exclusively on
Genoud, of course, and almost all of it contradicts Heim’s own statements. Moreo-
ver, Trevor-Roper does not mention the name of the fourth notetaker, i.e. Hans
Miiller. Indeed, it is as if he has no idea who that was even though it ought to have
been well known to Genoud, since he had the original notes.

Interestingly, Evans includes Monologe in the bibliography in The Third Reich at
War but I have been unable to find an actual reference to this book in the text. All
quotes and references instead seem to be from the highly flawed English transla-
tion (for more about this, see Chapter 5). There is one exception though. In The
Third Reich in Power Evans cites Picker’s Tischgespriche regarding Hitler’s views on
Alfred Rosenberg’s book Der Mythos des 20. Jahrhunderts. However, he cites Hitler
as speaking in the first person, which is not how Picker has it in his book (where
he talks about Hitler’s statements in the third person).® Evans never uses the Koep-
pen notes.

Troubling finds indeed

It was not until very recently that a serious effort at investigating the various edi-
tions and translations in a critical manner was published. In an article from 2003
in German Studies Review the American historian Richard C. Carrier compared
the English, French, and German editions and concluded that historians have a
lot of source-critical work to do before we can use either of the German versions
as an authoritative source to Hitler’s utterances.” The result of Carrier’s compari-
son of the various editions was anything but consoling. He showed that Genoud
had added utterances on a number of occasions which often made Hitler seem
more critical of Christianity than in the German versions, and he also proved that
Trevor-Roper’s English version was at least partly translated from Genoud’s French
version.® As we saw in the introduction, Genoud’s Libres propos was divided into
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two volumes published in 1952 and 1954, respectively. Both of these volumes are
exceedingly rare, but the second one is even harder to find than the first. When
Carrier did his comparative investigation, he only had access to the first volume (he
actually did not even know about the second one), which meant that he could not
know that all of Table Talk had been translated from the French. I have discovered
that this odd translation practice was stipulated in the contract with the publisher
of Table Talk Weidenfeld & Nicolson (see Chapter 5).

Many years later, Trevor-Roper would claim that he actually did know that his
book was translated from the French and not from the German original all along.
According to him, the publisher had hired the translator (Trevor-Roper uses the
singular form as if he was not aware that there were two translators) without him
knowing about it, and he supposedly discovered that the translation was made from
the French because of a word that appeared to say that Hitler was “confused” about
something, and Hitler was never confused about anything, Trevor-Roper claimed.
Then, he says, he checked the translation against the German original that “was
a little more available” at that time (it is not said when this happened so we do not
know if Trevor-R oper was referring to Tischgespriche or Monologe here) and discov-
ered the whole thing. The translator was only allowed to use the French version,
he said.’ Trevor-Roper’s own correspondence shows that this later version of events
is not correct (see Chapter 5).

On the Internet you can find loads of websites that quote from the English ver-
sion of Table Talk when referencing Hitler’s hatred towards the Catholic Church
and towards established Christianity, but even bona fide scholars cite it. For exam-
ple, Jonathan Glover quotes it in his book Humanity: A Moral History of the Tiventieth
Century, where he quotes Hitler as saying:

I shall never come to terms with the Christian lie. . . . Our epoch will cer-
tainly see the end of the disease of Christianity. It will last another hundred
years, two hundred years perhaps. My regret will have been that I couldn,
like whoever the prophet was, behold the promised land from afar.'

This is from a note in Table Talk dated 27 February 1942. The problem with it is
that it has been tampered with by Genoud and contains phrases that are not in the
German texts. Changes were not only made to the French text, however. Picker
made many changes in his text too. For example, Tischgespriche from 1951 does
not contain the first phrase in the example taken from Glover earlier, i.e. “Per-
sonally, I could never accept such a lie” (Ich personlich werde mich einer solchen Liige
niemals fiigen), but it has been inserted back into the text in the 1963 edition (see
Chapter 2)." Note that the word “Christian” is not in the German text; that, too,
was inserted by Genoud. The note from 27 February 1942 is problematic also in
other ways:

I admit that one cannot impose one’s will by force, but I have a horror of people
who enjoy inflicting sufferings on others’ bodies and tyranny upon others’



4 The table talks

souls. Our epoch will certainly see the end of the disease of Christianity. It
will last another hundred years, two hundred years perhaps. My regret will
have been that I couldn’t, like whoever the prophet was, behold the prom-
ised land from afar.'? [Italics added.]

This agrees exactly with the French translation, except for a mistranslation of the
italicized phrase (which does not make sense), a mistake that could only have been
made by someone translating a French text. The Italian edition from 1954 follows
the French too, which proves that this version was also translated from the French."
In French this italicized phrase reads as follows: “J’admets qu’on ne puisse s’imposer
que par la force”'* But the translators of Table Talk misunderstood the French gram-
mar in the phrase “ne . . . que”, which does not mean “not” (as the word “ne”
alone would do), but instead “only” or in this case “except by”. The meaning of
the sentences is thus the exact opposite of that which Table Talk has rendered it as,
namely that it is not possible to impose one’s will on someone else except by force.'
This makes perfect sense. Any analysis of Hitler’s mind based on the English transla-
tion will in this case be entirely mistaken. Moreover, the phrase calling Christianity
a disease is not present in the German versions. It is an interpolation by Genoud.'
The German text also contains a sentence (italicized) that is not included in either
Libres propos or Table Talk:

I have never found any pleasure in tormenting others, even though I know
that it is not possible to endure in the world without violence. Only he who
fights the fiercest for his life will be granted life. The law of life states: Defend yourself!
The time in which we are living is the beginning of the end of this thing. It
can go on for yet 100 or 200 years. I am saddened that I, like Moses, can only
see the Promised Land from a distance.'” [Italics added.]

Without the preceding context, it is impossible to understand that Hitler is talking
about Christianity here, and it is as if Genoud decided to clarify that to the reader.
The sentence after the italicized one is also quite different in all other translations.
Note that in the German version Hitler is said to have mentioned Moses by name,
while in the English (and Italian, since they both follow the French) this has been
changed into “whoever the prophet was.” Even more importantly, the meaning of
the sentence has been changed completely. The English version says that Hitler was
sorry he “couldn’t” view the Promised Land from afar, while the German states
that he was sorry he “can only” view it from afar. The difference may be subtle but
yet significant. The whole point, it seems, is to play down Hitler’s references to the
Hebrew Bible and his use of Jewish and Christian metaphors.

Ground-breaking though his investigation was (or perhaps because of'it), Carrier
did get a few things wrong in his article. Carrier’s evaluation of the two German
texts was unambiguous; Picker’s Tischgespriche was the one that best agreed with
the original text followed by Jochmann’s Monologe. The reason, Carrier thought,
was that Picker’s version was published closer to the events that it describes, that
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Picker was a witness to the monologues, and that he himself wrote the steno-
graphic originals. From a source-critical point of view, those were seemingly justi-
fied conclusions. That, together with Picker’s statement that Hitler read some of
his notes, sealed the deal for Carrier. But Carrier should have been more critical
of his sources here. Picker indeed states in his preface to Tischgespriche in 1951 that
Hitler approved several of his notes as corresponding with what he had said."”® But
we cannot simply trust Picker on this; much of what he says can be shown to be
untrue. Picker did not write stenography, and he actually made changes to the text
before publication in 1951 (hence, it did not matter that it was published closer
to the events). Moreover, Hitler never read and approved any of his notes (see
Chapter 2). Nonetheless, Carrier deserves credit and praise for having initiated the
critical dissection of the table talks.

The stenography myth

If the table talk notes were not a stenographic record of Hitler’s statements, how
then did this idea become established truth? In fact, this is not very strange at all
because this myth accompanied the notes already from the very beginning. It was,
of course, also alluring to think that this source related Hitler’s words exactly as he
spoke them. It turns out that the book dust jacket (Bauchbinde) attached to the first
edition of Tischgespriche stated: “Stenographic notes by Dr. Henry Picker.”" It thus
not only claimed that Heim’s notes were stenographic, but Picker’s too. This was
probably a marketing stunt by the publisher because no such claim is ever made in
the book title or in the book itself. The claim was seized upon by Genoud, how-
ever, who used this as evidence against Picker when he contested Picker’s copyright
in a Diisseldorf court in 1952 (see Chapter 2).%

No wonder then that the newspapers reporting about the notes in the early
1950s repeated this as a fact over and over again. Genoud was, of course, more
than happy to play along, since it suited his purposes. For example, when Genoud
was interviewed by a German journalist from the Munich newspaper Abendzei-
tung during the second copyright trial in Paris in the summer of 1952 (Picker had
counter-sued the publisher of Libres propos for copyright infringement), he said
that Bormann’s wife had managed to flee with all of her husband’s writings and
that it “was a matter of stenographic notes of all of Hitler’s conversations.” Heim
and Picker had made their notes using stenography, claimed Genoud, on Bor-
mann’s orders, and they had then made copies of these notes without permission.>!
Genoud’s statement that Heim had taken a copy of his notes with him too, just as
Picker had, was, of course, completely untrue.

These false details were repeated on the covers of the various editions of Table
Talk, as it was marketed and spread to a credulous public. The cover of the Ameri-
can edition Hitler’s Secret Conversations, for example, touted the lie that “Martin
Bormann, persuaded Hitler to let these talks be taken down by a discrete team of
shorthand writers.” It even said that “Hitler intended to use these notes as source
material for the books he planned to write.” This was all taken out of thin air, and
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how this idea could be squared with the idea that the notes recorded “the pri-
vate, off-the-record” Hitler is not clear. The publisher claimed that the notes were
“indisputably authentic” and “a mirror of [Hitler’s] mind” and sprinkled the inner
flaps with words such as “terrible” and “diabolical.” In addition, it was claimed that

»22

this was indeed “the only authentic text.”* This claim would later be repeated by
Werner Jochmann in Monologe.

Picker also had no qualms of lying as long as it served his purposes. In Paris he
stated in court that Bormann, on Picker’s suggestion no less, had decided in 1944
to combine Picker’s and Heim’s notes and to have them published together.”® This
was an obvious lie. All of these falsehoods contributed to the spread of the stenog-
raphy myth, and both Picker and Heim are called stenographers in most newspaper
articles from that time it seems.?* One article in German written by Trevor-Roper

even says that:

Every single one of Hitler’s words was recorded by stenography on Martin
Bormann’s orders. Dr. Heinrich Picker, who copied the stenographic notes
from 1942 with a typewriter, managed to save copies of them from the
collapse.”

Not much in that sentence is correct, and all of it is probably based on Genoud. At
one point, however, even the IfZ seems to have been convinced that the notes were
recorded using stenography. In an internal memorandum (written in late March or
early April 1952) it is stated regarding the complete manuscript for Tischgespriche
given to the IfZ by Picker that it was “the transcription of the stenographic notes
of Hitler’s table talks.”?® Picker was thus telling the IfZ the same lie.

Some additional information can be gained from the German journal Kliiter
Blitter from December 1981. In it, the publication of Jochmann’s book is reviewed,
and the main part of the article consists of an interview that the BBC did with
Heim on 14 September 1953. Heim stated that he thought that Genoud’s manu-
script was most likely genuine, although he admitted simultaneously that he really
did not know for sure. He had no copies of his notes of his own, and Genoud had
only let him see photocopy negatives of a few pages. Despite this, and despite that
he had not really read the translations in either Libres propos or Table ‘lalk carefully
at all, he stated (mistakenly) that the quality of the translations was good. However,
Heim added that he thought he remembered that he had made a large number of
notes that did not appear in either the French or the English editions, a fact he also
stated to John Toland in 1971. Moreover, he stated that the pages he did get to see
contained paginations that neither he nor Bormann had put on them.? This is, of
course, of huge significance for the discussion regarding what kind of manuscript
Genoud actually had. The question is also what notes that had been excluded and
by whom? In a crucial sentence in the manuscript for the 1953 BBC interview
Heim wrote:

If you adhere to the explanation in the preface, then you will believe that
what you have before you is the utterances of Hitler’s words, witnessed by
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Martin Bormann and me, which even if it was not the purpose of the trans-
mission, then at least uttered with the knowledge that they were recorded in
order to find their way into the ears of an audience that was wider than the
group of listeners that it was [immediately] directed to. The truth be told,
Hitler’s words as recorded by me were spoken freely in a much broader sense
than Francois Genoud claims in his initial statement in “Libres propos”: Hit-
ler did not know about my notes!® [Word in square brackets added by me
for clarification.]

Heim would, with one notable exception (see Chapter 3), never stray from his
insistence that Hitler never knew that Heim was making notes for Bormann. This
does not mean that we have to take Heim at his word. As will become apparent
throughout this book, it is highly unlikely that Hitler did not understand that what
he said was being recorded in some form by the various people present. Indeed,
that may have been the whole purpose of him making these statements in the first
place, i.e. as an intricate part of his ruling strategy of hinting to his underlings what
he wished for them to do. Without access to taped recordings of Hitler’s original
statements there is no way to conclusively determine which manuscript records his
words the best.

Wolfram Pyta’s analysis of the table talks

The only scholar to discuss the table talks’ source critically and at length in a Hit-
ler biography is Stuttgart University Professor of Modern History Wolfram Pyta.
In the introduction to his book Hitler. Der Kiinstler als Politiker und Feldherr Pyta
provides a long and initiated analysis based on many new sources. There are some
things in this analysis worth addressing though. Before I proceed, however, I wish
to state that the reason why I appear to be singling out Pyta is that he is the only
one who has written on the topic at any length.” It is obvious that Pyta really
thinks that Heim’s notes are an amazing gift to historians, and they seem to have
been very important for him and the argument that he puts forth in his book.
For example, he accepts Heim’s claim that the notes were made without Hitler’s
knowledge, and he states that the chroniclers, by writing Hitler’s words down, have
taken the spoken word and, like the legendary King Midas, turned it into “the gold
of the historian” preserved in permanent textual form. The table talks were created
immediately during the conversation and record either the spirit or exact wording
of Hitler’s utterances, he writes.”® He also claims that the notes give the reader a
unique access to “the complete Hitler.””!

Pyta thus perpetuates many of the myths surrounding these sources. He states
that these sources, which he calls “tea conversations” (Teegespriche), have a unique
value as historical sources and that Hitler is speaking completely without constraints
in a small circle of personal confidants with the conviction that his confidential
statements would not be recorded (Pyta bases this entirely on Hitler’s former sec-
retary Christa Schroeder). He claims that what Hitler says about his childhood and
his experiences during the First World War contradicts the quasi-dogmatic tale
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regarding his early life in Mein Kampf, without providing any evidence of this. Pyta
again and again stresses that the participants in these conversations were absolutely
and unquestionably loyal to Hitler and would never betray his trust.”* This is a
strange assertion because the existence of the table talk notes proves that this argu-
ment is wrong.

The argument is all the more strange considering that Pyta himself details how
Hitler from the early summer of 1942 allowed Colonel (Oberst) Walter Scherff
from the Military History Department of the Army High Command (Oberkom-
mando der Wehrmacht) (henceforth OKW) to follow him around and write down
everything concerning not only Hitler’s military activities but also topics of a more
general political character. The purpose of this was to chronicle and to re-write this
history in an imaginative literary way so as to emphasize Hitler’s military genius.
Internally, at the FHQ, Scherff’s chronicle was called “Hitler’s Secret Main Log”
(Das geheime Hauptbuch Hitlers), and it was planned to be published after the war.>
Regarding the military situation talks (Lagebesprechungen) that were taken down by
stenographers, Pyta states that they were a way for Hitler to performatively display
his genius as commander of the German armed forces and that the people present
during these performances formed a faithfully subordinate audience and that was
absolutely necessary to Hitler. According to Wilhelm Heinrich Scheidt, who later
replaced Scherff, Hitler wished to both affect and impress his audience.

Why should we then accept the claim that in the case of the table talks Hitler
had absolutely no knowledge of them being made, and even expressly prohibited
notes to be made? On the contrary, Hitler was making sure to constantly surround
himself with people who recorded his utterances. Therefore, it is very reasonable to
assume that Hitler was in fact readily aware that Bormann, Heim, Picker, Miiller,
Engel, Werner Koeppen (Alfred Rosenberg’s representative at the FHQ), and many
of the others present were indeed going to write down what he was talking about.
This was an essential part of how Hitler ruled, and it was the whole point of what
Ian Kershaw has called “working towards the Fiithrer.”

Pyta states regarding the nightly discussions that Hitler could talk freely because
he did not have to fear a breach of confidence, since in these (and other compa-
rable) situations there was a strict rule that said that no participant could make
notes.”® This does not fit well with any of the most trustworthy sources we have
access to, and it is contradictory because it implies that Hitler knew that notes were
being made at other times. Even Werner Jochmann refutes the idea of the free and
unguarded Hitler when he says:

He never forgot, even during his monologues in the Fithrer headquarters,
the required caution regarding his intentions and plans. Not even in the
smallest circle did he betray any secrets, or make any doubts or uncertainties
known. . . . Heim’s notes confirm Hitlers great self-discipline, but also his
distrustful wariness.*

This does not only stand in complete opposition to what Pyta claims about this
source, but it also demands some serious reflection on Jochmann’s part regarding
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how these facts affect Monologe as a historical source document. These are, unfor-
tunately, not forthcoming in Jochmann’s introduction. The problem is an intricate
one indeed, since we are not privy to Hitler’s thoughts and cannot look inside his
mind to see how well the themes recorded in Monologe and Tischgespriche corre-
spond to what Hitler really thought on a certain subject. All that we as historians
can do, and this is really the only thing we should do, is to treat these sources as rec-
ollections on the part of those who wrote them down. Once historians realize that
there is nothing special about the table conversations with regard to how accurately
they portray Hitler’s statements or how honest Hitler was, the mythical aura that
has surrounded them for so long can finally be done away with.

But even without Jochmann’s refutation, Pyta’s assertions do not seem entirely
plausible. Because flying in the face of these assurances is the fact that we are faced
with a situation where many of the participants not only made notes afterwards but
claim that they made certain notes during some of the conversations in question
(albeit not the nightly ones). Pyta himself points this out when he, based on Joch-
mann, explains that Martin Bormann wished to have his boss’ “holy words” put on
paper for him to use in his political struggle within the Nazi bureaucracy. He thus
ordered his adjutant Heim to take diligent notes.”” Apparently then, Hitler’s strict
orders were not respected by anyone, and Hitler seems to have been so extraor-
dinarily absent-minded that he never once noticed Heim — or Picker or anyone
else —jotting down supporting words. That everyone would have managed to keep
these notes a secret from Hitler, also after Bormann sent them around in his policy-
making activities, is simply not believable. Peter Longerich seems to share this view
and has suggested that Hitler was probably informed about the fact that notes had
been made at least on the occasions when Bormann used them explicitly.*®

Pyta also repeats one of the most central myths about these sources, namely that
they were noted down using stenography. This implies, of course, that they are
extremely reliable and provide an ad verbatim record of what Hitler said. Pyta writes
that Bormann ordered Heim to:

discretely make stenographic notes during lunch and dinner, on the basis of
which Heim the next day dictated the most important content of the state-
ments to Bormann’s secretary. During the “Teegesprichen” Heim could not
make any notes to support his memory. Therefore, he imprinted Hitler’s
utterances during the nightly hours in himself, only to dictate to the secre-
tary a few hours later and in this way put it on paper.*

That Heim produced a very faithful and accurate record is also implied elsewhere
in the book.* There is a problem here. Paradoxically, Pyta claims that the records
of the nightly monologues are even more faithfully preserved than the notes from
the daytime utterances because here there were even fewer hours between Heim
“imprinting” (prdgte) — this is Pyta’s own word because Heim never uses it, and it is
a rhetorical way of giving this memory process a greater sense of exactness — Hit-
ler’s words onto his brain and the dictation to the secretary. But stenographic notes
have to be more exact than notes made from memory after the events they record.
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The period between writing and dictation is not relevant in this case. Neither does
Pyta consider the fact that our memory becomes worse, not better, when we are
tired. It is simply not reasonable to assume that Heim would have a better ability to
recollect statements uttered at 3 or 4 a.m. after a whole day of activities and after
no sleep during the night.

Moreover, the fact that Hitler’s utterances were dictated to Bormann’s sec-
retaries only adds to the absurdity of claiming that Hitler did not know that his
words were being put on paper. As will become obvious later in this book, the
evidence for knowledge of Bormann’s note-making among the Nazi hierarchy
was so extensive that we are faced with a situation where the claim is being made
that Hitler himself was almost the only person who did not know about this. This
is an obviously untenable idea and cannot be accepted by historians any longer.
Pyta himself refers to the consternation caused by Bormann’s notes, and his usage
of them in his political machinations, at Rosenberg’s Ostministerium in Berlin.*!
Peter Longerich, too, subscribes to this idea, but gives no source for it, pointing
out that it seems as if Bormann could make direct use of this “Treasure trove of
citations” (Zitatenschatz) only on rather few occasions and that he mostly had to
refer to the more vaguely formulated “will of the Fiihrer”** Bormann made many
such notes that did not make it into Genoud’s manuscript. For example, he made
one dated 26 January 1943. This note relates Hitler’s utterances about Christianity,
making parallels between Christianity and communism, and Bormann has him say-
ing that Christianity was hostile to progress; that it was the downfall of the Roman
Empire; that it contained communist tendencies; as well as calling the Christian
missionaries in the Germanic territories “Political Commissars.”* This note is basi-
cally exactly like the last entry in Genoud’s manuscript from 30 November 1944,
which Longerich also mentions in his book.* Certainly, this must have meant that
Hitler understood that his conversations were being recorded by Bormann.

Heim never (according to his own statements) made anything remotely close to
a complete stenographic record of what Hitler said. Instead, he could at most take
only occasional supporting notes (Stichworte in German) from the dinner and even-
ing conversations. Pyta is right, however, when he states that Heim could not take
any notes at all during the nightly Teegespriche, but he exaggerates the proximity in
time between the conversations and the point when the content was dictated to a
secretary (see Chapter 4).

Cognitive science and neuroscience have shown that human memory, even
short-term memory, is highly unreliable. Consciously recalling a memory, what is
called explicit memory by cognitive scientists, is not like pulling out a file from a
file cabinet. It is a creative process whereby the brain builds upon what is thought
to be only a core memory, which is then elaborated upon (unconsciously) by the
brain in order to produce the final memory that is recalled. Nobel Prize winner
Eric R. Kandel writes:

For all of us, explicit memory makes it possible to leap across space and time
and conjure up events and emotional states that have vanished into the past
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yet somehow continue to live on in our minds. But recalling a memory epi-
sodically — no matter how important the memory — is not like simply turning
to a photograph in an album. Recall of memory is a creative process. What
the brain stores is thought to be only a core memory. Upon recall, this core
memory is then elaborated upon and reconstructed, with subtractions, addi-
tions, elaborations, and distortions.*

Moreover, it is not even the case that events enter our brains unfiltered or undis-
torted, even from the outset. Neuroscience has shown that sensations coming into
the brain via our sensory organs (eyes, ears, and so on) are immediately filtered
through several layers in the brain. It is not even one single sensation that the brain
receives, but millions of signals from our sensory nerves that lie between reality and
our perception of it. These signals are then first broken down and decoded by the
brain, and only after this process are the signals put together in order to form a, for
us, subjectively intact image or experience. Kandel writes:

the belief that our perceptions are precise and direct is an illusion — a per-
ceptual illusion. The brain does not simply take the raw data that it receives
through the senses and reproduce it faithfully. Instead, each sensory system
first analyzes and deconstructs, then restructures the raw, incoming informa-
tion according to its own built-in connections and rules. . . . The sensory
systems are hypothesis generators. We confront the world neither directly

nor precisely. . . . “Sensation is an abstraction, not a replication, of the real world’*

One of the most powerful factors in perception and memory is selective attention.
Since the brain’s capacity to process information is much more limited than the
sensory organs’ ability to gather information about our surrounding environment,
some selection has to be made by the brain. Attention is what acts as the filter that
cuts short the endless stream of input from the sensory nervous system. This means
that in every moment we focus on some part of reality and, more or less, exclude
the rest of the world entirely. Human ability to focus on more than one thing at a
time is extremely limited because of this fact.””

Modern memory research has established that memories are not stored in one
piece in one place in the brain, but in various parts of the brain. The memories are
then reassembled as they are retrieved and presented to the conscious mind. Daniel
L. Schacter writes:

memories are stored as patterns of activation across numerous units and con-
nections that are involved with the storage of many different memories.
Because memories are necessarily superimposed on one another, the output
that a connectionist model produces as a “memory” of a particular event
always contains some influence from other memories; that is, to a greater
or lesser degree, the output of a connectionist model reflects a composite
construction of individual underlying representations.*
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This should be enough to allay any illusions about the reliability of human mem-
ory within the historical community. Yet the advances of cognitive science and
neuroscience have not really been acknowledged and used by historians in the
process of evaluating historical sources. Among the traditional source-critical cri-
teria, it is only the factor of time that really seems to encapsulate the realization
that memory is a fallible and changing thing. However, this criterium does not
consider that even memories of events that happened very recently are subject to
the processes described by Kandel. The distortion of events begins already before
the memory is physically formed and stored in the brain’s malleable network of
neurons.

In the specific case of studies of Hitler and National Socialism, historians really
have to begin to ponder the consequences of what neuroscience has taught us
about how human memory and perception work and what this means for the reli-
ability on the table talks (as well as all other sources of the same kind). The fact
that science introduces a huge degree of uncertainty regarding the reliability of
our sources cannot be used as an argument not to accept the findings of neurosci-
ence and apply them appropriately to the field of history. Historians simply have
to bite the scientific bullet here; at least if our effort to be multi-disciplinary in our
approach to our subject is going to be worth anything.

When, for example, Heim is repeatedly described as “reliable”, “this reliable
chronicler”, and even “an especially reliable notetaker of Hitler’s conversations”,
we have to understand that this is not an objective description of Heim.*” This
is to hugely overstate Heim’s reliability as a witness and to effectively make it
almost impossible to question Heim’s statements and his notes. Nothing warrants
the statement that Heim’s memory was any more reliable than any other person’s
memory. The trustworthiness and reliability of Heim’s memory and his text are
only asserted by Pyta; they are never proven or based on good evidence. Despite
the fact that Pyta has had access to a potentially important source of material,
namely Heim’s personal papers that are kept “privately” somewhere in Germany
by a person whose name he does not disclose, he does not use this material to lay
a concrete foundation for his case.”” One has to assume that there was not much in
there to build on.

At the same time, however, Pyta contradicts himself outright because elsewhere
he claims that Hitler actually gave Bormann permission to have a chronicler present
(except from at the nightly talks, to which Picker did not have access) and to write
down “Hitler’s semi-official utterances during midday and evening.”®' However,
we are not provided with any evidence or argument for what the difference in
content between these notes and those made during the night actually is. This also
readily undermines Pyta’s prior arguments about the incredible value of Heim’s
purportedly stenographic notes from precisely these meals. If we are to follow the
logic of what is being presented here, we have to draw the following conclusions:
1) the value of Heim’s notes from midday and evening are lessened by the utter-
ances being half-official and 2) the value of the notes from the nightly utterances
are lessened by them being made entirely from memory.
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Hitler tolerated, Pyta writes, that the liaison officers at the FHQ held his utter-
ances at table in such high regard that they sent reports to their superiors.®* This
statement contradicts what he has previously said about Hitler having forbidden
notes to be made and him not knowing that notes were made. How this is com-
patible with the idea that Hitler would not have spoken freely if his words were
written down is not addressed. We are also told, based entirely on Picker’s Tisch-
gespriche this time, that “Hitler appreciated that Bormann made his words into his
own, in an almost slave-like manner as if they were divine statements, and let him
be.”** But Bormann was not the one writing most of the utterances in Monologe or
Tischgespriche down; his adjutants did, so this argument is not a valid one.

Pyta is entirely correct that the table talks are nevertheless unique. As he writes:
“There is no comparable cohesive text corpus” that portrays Hitler’s statements
during the war.>* Moreover, even though Pyta makes a serious effort to evaluate
these sources and come to terms with them and what they represent, he nonethe-
less lists them, as well as the hugely problematic Hitlers politisches Testament (for
more on this, see Chapter 6), as “printed sources.”” Pyta is of course not alone in
treating the table talks in this way. In fact, the new critical edition of Mein Kampf
lists both Monologe and Tischgespriche under the heading “Source volumes and doc-
ument collections.” Hitler is even listed as the author of Monologe, an honour not
extended to Tischgespriche, indicating the tendency to view this collection of notes
as in some way more authoritative.”

This is a generally troublesome tendency, one which seems to be a common
trait shared by most historians who distinguish between secondary literature and
printed primary sources in their bibliographies, namely that they often lump the
table talks together with real primary sources of Hitler’s words such as his speeches
and, perhaps most unfortunate, Mein Kampf. But while Mein Kampf as a source
has been thoroughly dissected, scrutinized, and criticized by scholars so that every
historian today knows that Mein Kampf is an unreliable source to quote in many
respects (not least when it comes to biographical details of Hitler’s life and ideo-
logical development),” the same awareness is simply not present when it comes
to quotations from the table talks. Instead they are cited as if they were equivalent
to Mein Kampf or Hitler’s speeches, i.e. in the sense of them being Hitler’s own
words.

Pyta does not include any critical evaluation of Hitlers politisches Téstament even
though this collection of documents, in contrast to those contained in Tischgespriche
and Monologe, actually has been seriously questioned, and their authenticity greatly
doubted, by historians before (see Chapter 6). He does not reference or comment
on, e.g. lan Kershaw’s refusal to use this source. Instead, Pyta writes about Hitlers
politisches Testament:

Several of Hitler’s conversations up until the collapse in April 1945 were
written down, faithful to content, so that the historian has access to a rich
trove of pregnant sources if he is looking for a basis for Hitler’s unaltered
views.*®
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He then goes on to cite this source uncritically in the book.” We are never told
what his grounds are for assuming it is authentic in the face of all indications to
the contrary or why the statements are to be considered “true to content” and as
“unaltered views.” In fact, those very statements fly in the face of almost everything
we know about this text. But despite these criticisms of mine, just the fact that Pyta
is the only historian to attempt a critical evaluation of these sources, even though
the result is far from convincing or perfect, must be considered a major positive
contribution to the field. These are discussions and evaluations that ought to be
included in every Hitler biography and every other book that uses them. This has
not been the case so far, and this is a real weakness for the reliability of our histori-
cal knowledge of Hitler, National Socialism, and the Third Reich.

Other scholars engage with the table talks

The table talks were used from early on after they had become available to schol-
ars and always without a critical discussion concerning what kind of sources they
were. Alan Bullock, for example, in the revised edition of his famous biography
Hitler: A Study in Tyranny made use of quotes not only from Picker’s Tischgespriche
and Table Talk but also the The Testament, all of which he listed under “Writings
and Speeches of Adolf Hitler” in his bibliography together with Mein Kampf. Table
Talk is thus treated as if it contained Hitler’s own words ad verbatim and is cited
quite extensively at times, as is The Téstament towards the end of the book.” At one
point Bullock simply notes that “another version has been published by one of the
reporters, Dr Henry Picker . . ” without discussing the matter any further.”!

Needless to say, the latter remark and the extensive quotes from Table Talk are
not in the original edition of Bullock’s book from 1952, because by then Table
Talk had not yet been published. At that time Tischgespriche was the only version
available to Bullock, and he did not make nearly as frequent use of it as he later
would do of Table Talk. In the 1952 edition, Bullock says, in the two of only four
times that Tischgespriche is referred to, that on the one hand the “extravagant con-
versations recorded by Hermann Rauschning for the period 1932-1934, and by
Dr. Henry Picker at the Fuehrer’s H.Q. for the period 1941-1942, reveal Hitler
in another favourite role, that of visionary and prophet”, and on the other hand
the “Hitler of the Tischgespriche indeed reveals nothing new; it is the same harsh
and uncouth figure already familiar from the pages of Mein Kampf or the earliest
of his speeches.”®* Surely, these two statements seem a little bit hard to square with
one another. In this original version of the text Bullock listed Tischgespriche under
the heading “Nazi Sources.”® But apparently the English translation made Bullock
drastically change his mind. Not only did he cite it extensively and frequently; he
also now considered it to “give a vivid impression of Hitler’s mood at the peak of
his fantastic career.”**

One is tempted, then, to conclude from this that Bullock had perhaps not
read Tischgespriche all that thoroughly, since the Table Talk made a so much bigger
impact on him. Indeed, Tischgespriche was completely uninteresting to him, and
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this fact taken together with the quite different treatment of Table Talk may actually
say a lot about the major importance of the translation of these texts into English
for Anglo-American historians more generally. It is not enough to explain this dif-
ference in treatment and evaluation by referring to the fact that Table Talk stemmed
from a different manuscript and included more notes. The difference in content
is simply not big enough to warrant such a conclusion. Moreover, what Bullock
writes in the preface to the revised edition testifies to this fact as well; he wrote
that he “should like to mention . . . Professor Trevor-Roper whose essay on The
Mind of Adolf Hitler convinced me that Hitler’s table talk would repay careful re-
reading.”® Bullock thus was unaware of the fact that Table Talk was translated from
a different manuscript than Picker’s Tischgespriche. At the same time he acknowl-
edged that the passing of time and the new available sources had forced a “change
of perspective”, although he had found “no reason to alter substantially the pic-
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ture” he had originally painted of Hitler.®® Ironically, then, Bullock still contended

in the epilogue, as he had in the original edition from 1952, that Hitler’s “twelve
years’ dictatorship was barren of all ideas save one — the further extension of his
own power and that of the nation with which he had identified himself.” The only
“theme” of the Nazi revolution was, Bullock contended, “domination, dressed up
as the doctrine of race” and “a vindictive destructiveness, Rauschning’s Revolution
des Nihilismus® Such were the limitations of Bullock’s understanding of National
Socialism and of Hitler.

Joachim Fest, on the other hand, used the table monologues extensively, and
his Hitler biography is probably the most extreme example of reliance on these
sources in the entire Hitler literature catalogue (although Rainer Zitelmann is not
far behind; see later). But considering that Fest’s biography has been greatly cel-
ebrated and still enjoys an influential position in the research about Hitler, this fact
is all the more interesting and worthy of bringing up. What is odd about Fest, and
this separates him from all other Hitler biographers as far as I have been able to
ascertain, is that he cites not only Tischgespriche and Table Talk (Monologe had not
been published when Fest wrote his book) but also Libres propos and Le Testament
Politique de Hitler, as if Table Talk and Libres propos were two different sources. At
times he refers to both Table Talk and Tischgespriche even though Picker’s notes are
being quoted in both books. True, Fest often refers to several other sources point-
ing towards the same conclusion, but many times he cites only one version of the
table talks directly and in isolation. Nowhere in Fest’s work is there a critical discus-
sion regarding these sources either.*®

William Carr treated both The Téstament and Tischgespriche as “printed primary
sources” in his Hitler: A Study in Personality and Politics, albeit he only cites them on
a few occasions. In the bibliography he added that Picker’s book was the “most reli-
able version”, which of course, at that time, was certainly a reasonable conclusion
considering that it was the only German version available.®” However, Carr should
still have been able to realize that these texts could not be treated as primary sources
in this context. They had obviously gone through enough editing that they ought
to have been used much more carefully.
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lan Kershaw used Tischgespriche, Monologe, and Koeppen’s notes in his Hitler
biography, and although he does include a critical discussion of The Testament he
does not apparently see any problems in quoting and referring to these other sets
of notes. Kershaw, too, forgets to mention Hans Miiller as one of the contributors
to Monologe (although that may have been a consequence of the title of Jochmann’s

70 On one occasion Kershaw does note that the

book, which mentions only Heim).
“translation in Hitler’s Table ‘Talk 97-8 is incomplete and, as often, somewhat too
loosely rendered.””! However, he does not include any discussion on how reliable
the table talks are when it comes to representing Hitler’s words.” Kershaw tends to
use Koeppen’s notes and Monologe interchangeably where they do not overlap, but
never to compare these notes and discuss their differences and the possible mean-
ings and implications of these. Not even on dates where there is such an overlap is
this opportunity taken advantage of.” Thus the critical discussion regarding how
accurately Heim and the other scribes remembered Hitler’s words does not even
get started (for such a discussion, see Chapter 8).

Even an otherwise extremely diligent, cautious, and source-critical historian as
Anton Joachimsthaler cites Monologe (and on one occasion also Tischgespriche) without
any critical comment.” Joachimsthaler’s will to simply accept everything that Morno-
loge states is truly remarkable. It is as if Monologe is thought of as a corrective to any
other source when in reality it must be independently corroborated at every turn.
Another historian who uncritically cites both Monologe and Tischgespriche extensively
is Brigitte Hamann in her Hitlers Wien. It is certainly indicative of the way in which
historians have viewed these sources that Hamann otherwise includes very insightful
critical discussions about other sources to Hitler’s early history and views.” Sometimes
these sources are used to support really important arguments indeed. For example,
Eberhard Jickel, while arguing that Hitler ordered the Holocaust, cites Table Talk and
Hitler as saying that “he was doing humanity a service by exterminating this pest.””®
Table Talk does state: “By exterminating this pest, we shall do humanity a service of
which our soldiers can have no idea.” But this translation is not necessarily an accurate
representation of Heim’s version as published in Monologe, which says in German:

Wenn wir diese Pest ausrotten, so vollbringen wir eine Tat fiir die Men-
schheit, von deren Bedeutung sich unsere Minner drauflen noch gar keine
Vorstellung machen kénnen.”

Note that the German word “wenn’ is an ambiguous conjunction and could mean
1) “if” and 2) “when/that/as/as soon as.” The problem is that meaning 2) basi-
cally only applies when it appears inside a sentence. If meaning 2) was what was
intended here, it would have been much more natural to use the adverb “wann”,
which unambiguously means “when.” When the word wenn appears at the begin-
ning of a sentence it usually has meaning 1) and the sentence thus becomes a hypo-
thetical. Thus, the quoted phrase rather means:

If we exterminate this pest [then] we complete a deed for humanity, the
importance of which our men out there cannot even imagine. [Italics added.]
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It is hard to understand how Jickel could make this mistake because Monologe was
available to him when he wrote his book. We must also ask ourselves who the
word “pest” refers to in this case. Jickel clearly argues it refers to the Jews, but is
that really the case? The context of this passage rather suggests that it refers to the
detrimental effects upon culture by Bolshevism (the Jews are mentioned but are
not the main topic of the preceding paragraphs); i.e. it is Bolshevism, to which the
Jews were of course intrinsically tied in Hitler’s mind, that the term “pest” refers to.
The timing of this utterance also strengthens this interpretation, i.e. Germany had
recently invaded the Soviet Union. This context changes the implication of what
is said completely, and it can no longer be interpreted as a clear-cut admission of
the Holocaust. Jickel also cites the oft-questioned Hitlers politisches Testament to the
effect that the world would be eternally grateful to the Nazis for having eradicated
the Jews in Germany and Central Europe.” It goes without saying that it is hugely
important whether Hitler actually said these things, if Hitlers politisches Testament is
a forgery, or, even if he stated something to this effect, what words he used.

In his The Hitler of History John Lukacs uses Werner Koeppen’s notes for the
most part and, a bit surprisingly, The Testament without any critical commentary.
He also includes Monologe in his “Bibliographical Note”, although he does not
seem to quote it in the text.”” Another biography that makes extensive use of Tisch-
gespriche is Werner Maser’s Adolf Hitler. Legende, Mythos, Wirklichkeit from 1971.
The book is filled with quotes and references from, and to, these sources. Yet there
is no source-critical discussion of them. Because he was writing before the pub-
lication of Jochmann’s Monologe he is relying upon Picker’s book (specifically the
second printing, published in 1965, of the second edition, first published in 1963).
Why the first edition of 1951 is not used is unclear. It appears that Maser figured
that the two are identical, but they are not (the second edition actually contains
material and changes to the text that are not in the one edited by Gerhard Raitter).
Maser does not reflect upon, or let the reader know, why we should assume that
Hitler is more honest in the table monologues than in, say, Mein Kampf. Neverthe-
less, Maser treated Tischgespriche as “literature” in his bibliography. On the other
hand, he lists The Bormann Letters there too, so it is unclear what this placing of
Tischgespriche means from a source-critical perspective.* Maser even uses Genoud’s
first volume of Libres propos at one point.®! Here it should be noted that Maser’s
abilities as a historian have been shown by many to be doubtful at best, and out-
right fraudulent at worst. His biography is littered with statements that are untrue
and most probably the result of fabrications on Maser’s part. Maser’s edited source
volume Hitlers Briefe und Notizen has also been shown to be filled with inaccuracies,
misreadings, etc.®? In short, Maser’s books cannot be trusted at all.

John Toland used both Hitler’s Secret Conversations (the American edition of Table
Talk) and The Testament completely uncritically. Towards the end of his book he
quotes frequently from the latter source without any problematization. Toland states:

A final mark of honor came to Bormann early in February [1945, M.N.].
The Fiihrer began dictating to him a political testament. If the Reich did
fall — and Hitler still entertained the faint hope of some miracle — he wanted
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to record for history how closely he had come to achieving his magnificent
dream. It was typical that he wanted the last word. And so on February 4,
with the Bolsheviks at the gates of Berlin, the indefatigable Bormann began
jotting down the Fiihrer’s final explanation to history of what went wrong.®
[Italics in original.]

Most of this is completely taken out of thin air, or rather, a staging of the claims
made about the source, decorated with some dramatic details intended to put the
reader in the right mood. Toland could not really have gotten this from Heim
because although he thought these notes were authentic, he did not think they
were the result of dictations. It is well-written prose, but it is not a good description
of the true nature of things. Thus, it is not good historical science.

Picker is depicted as having been a stenographer also by Ralph Giordano in the
preface to Rochus Misch’s book Der letzte Zeuge. Picker is called Hitler’s “court
stenographer” (Liebstenographen), and it is claimed that he recorded Hitler’s mono-
logues word for word. Giordano does this not in order to argue for the authentic-
ity or good quality of Tischgespriche, but in order to completely annihilate Picker’s
character. Picker, writes Giordano, appears in Tischgespriche to be “a spiritual lackey
and an unteachable apologist” for Hitler.* Incidentally, this is true.

The case of Rainer Zitelmann: a source-critical debacle
and notes on bad methodologies

In 1987 Rainer Zitelmann published his book Hitler. Selbstverstindnis eines Revolu-
tiondrs. He does include a critical discussion of the table monologues, along with
Rauschning and some other similar sources, but his discussion is flawed and the
criteria according to which he decides to accept a statement in his sources as genu-
ine are too inexact. For example, he starts oft with a quote from Hitlers politisches
Testament.® Zitelmann writes that in order to support his arguments concerning
Hitler’s views, he uses many similar quotations from various types of sources.*® This
is a common and well-established method used by historians. But Zitelmann states
the following regarding sources such as Rauschning and Otto Wagener’s memoirs:

The notes by Hitler’s conversation partners, primarily Hermann Rauschn-
ings and Otto Wagener’s, will be used with all the necessary reservations
toward these sources: we have only drawn on these “unreliable” sources
where they can be supported by other “reliable” or at least seamlessly be
inserted in the resulting full image based on the analysis of other sources.”

This method, however, even though it is commonly applied by historians, has seri-
ous flaws. First, if a source is so problematic that it always has to be supported by
other, more reliable sources then what is gained by using it? Would it not then be
better to simply use only the more reliable sources? Second, what does Zitelmann
mean when he says “all the necessary reservations”? He never explains this in any
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detail, rendering the assurance meaningless. Thirdy, this qualification must in turn
be qualified with regard to context and usage; we cannot simply accept it as a valid
general rule. We must, for example, be sure that the less reliable source is not simply
borrowing from another more reliable source, so that we in fact do not have to
do with two independent sources at all. This can often be difficult to determine.
Hitler’s views remained constant during his political career, and thus his views on
many topics were very easy to estimate for anyone writing a book about him and
claiming to have had conversations on certain subjects with him.

It is quite obvious that this kind of reasoning is too uncertain to be taken seri-
ously as a source-critical method, since Zitelmann uses not only Rauschning and
Hitlers politisches Testament, which we know are highly questionable — and most
probably forgeries — but he also uses the so-called “Hitler-Breiting Gespriache”, or
Ohne Maske (which is the real title of this book),* and applies the same reasoning
to this source. He does this even though these conversations were shown to be for-
geries several years before Zitelmann published his book. This is what Zitelmann
writes about the Hitler—Breiting conversations in his book:

R egarding the Breiting-conversations, whose authenticity have been doubted
(e.g. Der Spiegel 37/1972, p. 64 f.) the following can be noted: That some
of the utterances ascribed to Hitler by Breiting are not authentic is clear.
But since it nonetheless seems certain that Hitler and Breiting spoke to each
other in 1931, and many parts of the Breiting-version agree to an astound-
ingly high degree with Hitler’s opinions as stated elsewhere, is it reasonable
to assume that Breiting made up opinions that he added to those that Hitler
really did utter to him, and which he faithfully purveyed, just as is the case
with Rauschning and Wagener. In the present study, then, these sources will
be used with the same reservations as are the conversations reproduced by
Rauschning and Wagener."

Zitelmann makes several mistakes here. First, he assumes that it is Breiting’s own
notes that he is using. Second, he assumes that because the statements contained in
them correspond to an “astoundingly high degree” with what Hitler says in other
sources, they are therefore genuine (he never explains why that should be astounding
if they are forgeries — rather the opposite is true, since a good forger will do his (or
her) best to look as much as the original as possible). As it turned out, the reason for
this astoundingly high degree of correspondence was indeed that it had been based
upon other genuine sources. Third, he uses the source even though he knows that
its authenticity has been questioned, without being able to conclusively prove that it
is genuine. For instance, Zitelmann refers to the Breiting source when arguing that
Hitler had stated that the raw materials were unevenly distributed in the world and
that this injustice would be mended in the future. He then writes that this seemed
genuine to him, since Hitler spoke of the raw material problem in two speeches in
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the summer of 1931.” Moreover, when speaking about Hitler’s true attitude towards

communism, which differed from the official propaganda view in that it contained
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an amount of admiration, he quotes from Ohne Maske saying that the historian has to
rely on these kinds of sources in order to get at Hitlers true views (at the same time
pointing out the “surprising” fact that Rauschning, Wagener, and Breiting agree on
this matter independently of each other).” While this kind of reasoning may seem
perfectly sound and legitimate, it clearly is not, since Zitelmann was wrong concern-
ing the authenticity of the sources he was using. His source-critical reasoning was
hence worth absolutely nothing at all. The reason for this was simply that his method
for evaluating his sources was seriously flawed. Rauschning, Wagener, and Breiting
may have been independent of each other, in the sense that none of them were based
upon the other, but they were most likely not independent in the sense that the forged
statements they contain were likely based on some of the same sources.

The fact that Zitelmann refers to an issue of Der Spiegel from 1972 when noting
that the authenticity of Breiting had been questioned is perhaps the most astound-
ing of all. The reason is that this article has not just questioned part of the source he
is using but had reported that Hans Mommsen and Fritz Tobias had unequivocally
declared the whole thing to be a forgery. Der Spiegel in fact wrote:

Two history detectives have discovered that West Germany’s historians and
journalists have fallen for a manipulation of contemporary history; the pro-
tocol from two secret Adolf Hitler interviews — published as key documents
on National Socialist conquest policy in 1968 — are not authentic.”

Zitelmann uses the Hitler—Breiting conversations anyway, and without any serious
attempt to counter Mommsen’s and Tobias’s claims. The forgery had indeed been
conclusively proven by the time Zitelmann published his book in 1987.”> This had
probably been pointed out to Zitelmann who in the second edition of his book
acknowledged that it was indeed a forgery.”* Indeed, as the journalist Karl-Heinz
JanBen pointed out, it was one of the most brazen falsifications of history in the
twentieth century.” Zitelmann’s methodology gets even more confused and ques-
tionable when he, towards the end of his book, discusses when Hitler came to
the conclusion that Stalin was essentially pursuing a nationalist and anti-Semitic
policy. He notes that if Breiting can be trusted, even though it could not be con-
sidered a completely trustworthy source, then Hitler had come to this conclusion
by June 1931 at the latest. Zitelmann then quotes extensively from Ohne Maske,
only to then also quote Goebbel’s diary that shows that Hitler had not yet reached
a position on this matter even by 1937.%

It had been claimed by the journalist Edouard Calic, who also acted as editor of
the book Ohne Maske, that the book contained the stenographic record of two long
open-hearted and private conversations between Hitler and the editor-in-chief of
the newspaper Leipziger Neuesten Nachrichten, Richard Breiting, that ostensibly had
taken place in May and June 1931 (but not published until 1968). Calic said that
Breiting had been allowed to make the notes on the precondition that none of it
was to be published. One of the more sensational pieces of information in this book
was that the Reichstag fire had been set by the Nazis themselves. However, Breiting
had only met Hitler once — not in the spring/summer of 1931, but in the fall that



The table talks 21

year, and Hitler had not revealed his plans to the editor. Neither had Breiting made
any stenographic notes during the conversation (no notes at all were made at the
time), nor had there been a second meeting. Calic had simply contrived the con-
versations, perhaps based upon some notes made by Breiting after his meeting with
Hitler.”” The conspiracy theory that the Reichstag fire was set by the Nazis has been
slow to die, however.”® Sven Felix Kellerhoff, who goes through every aspect of the
case in his book The Reichstag Fire, has recently conclusively proven it to be false.”

Zitelmann uses both Monologe and Tischgespriche, but also Koeppen’s notes, and
quotes these sources frequently, which he describes as containing statements that
Hitler made “relatively free of tactical and propagandistic considerations.”'™ But
this is not based on a thorough investigation into the nature of these sources. Zitel-
mann on one occasion refers to both Monologe and Koeppen’s notes, while saying
nothing about the fact that the quoted passage reads differently in Koeppen’s ver-
sion than in Heim’s.'”! At one point, Zitelmann, after a short discussion about the
authenticity of Rauschning’s Gespriche mit Hitler, uses Hitlers politisches ‘lestament
to support a passage from Rauschning’s book.'” For Zitelmann, the reliability of
Heim’s, Picker’, and Koeppen’s notes is simply a non-issue.

This is quite problematic considering that, as has already been mentioned, the
authenticity of Rauschning has been doubted on good grounds and that, for all
we know;, it may even be that Rauschning is the source for the statement in Hitlers
politisches Testament. The way Zitelmann treats these notes, and the way he evaluates
them, becomes obvious when one notices that not only Monologe and Tischgespriche
but also Hitlers politisches Testament and Rauschning’s Gespriche mit Hitler are con-
sidered by him to be “printed sources”, even though he could have placed these
under e.g. “contemporary works” where one can find Rauschning’s Die Revolution
des Nihilismus. Thus, he chooses to place these texts in the same category as e.g.
Hitler’s printed speeches, printed documents from the Reichskanzlei, and Goebbel’s
diaries.'” Once again this is a sign that historians tend to treat the table monologues
and Mein Kampf as the same kind of source. When one quotes Goebbel’s diary one
actually quotes the propaganda minister’s own words as he wrote or dictated them,
while in the case of Monologe and Tischgespriche the best we can say is that they are
Hitler’s words re-constructed, mostly from memory —i.e. they show a Hitler redux.

It is worth reflecting upon this for a moment because it does indeed tell us
something about the lack of critical acumen with which Rauschning, Breiting, and
the table talks have been treated by even highly serious and otherwise very knowl-
edgeable historians. Even by the time Zitelmann published his book, i.e. in 1987,
enough evidence had been presented for historians to feel less than comfortable in
deciding to quote Rauschning. In 1972 Theodor Schieder published his evaluation
of Gespriche mit Hitler in which he concluded not only that much of the content,
which portrayed Hitler as a man with not only a plan but one laid out according to
his ideological convictions, contradicted the whole thesis of Rauschning’s Revolu-
tion des Nihilismus but also that it could not be used as a source to Hitler’s utter-
ances, since it mixed subjective and objective elements to such a degree that it was
impossible to tell the one from the other. Nonetheless, Schieder still considered it
a valuable source because of its purported insights into Hitler’s character.™ That,
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too, was a mistaken assumption. Zitelmann is of course aware of Schieder’s book,
and even refers to it when arguing for the authenticity of another Rauschning quote
he uses.'” But as if this was not enough, there was also the devastating book from
1984 by Wolfgang Hinel Hermann Rauschings “Gespriche mit Hitler”: Eine Geschichts-
filschung to take into consideration. Hinel’s verdict was brutal, as he claimed to have
proven that Rauschning had concocted the conversations entirely — he had simply
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made them up.'” Apparently, Rauschning himself realized what the result of Hinel’s

book would be and stated that Hinel would “expose” him.'”

Ian Kershaw drew the only reasonable consequence from all of this and states
unequivocally in the preface to his Hitler biography: “I have on no single occasion
cited Hermann Rauschning’s Hitler speaks, a work now regarded to have so little
authenticity that it is best to disregard it altogether.”!® This is of course the only
way we as historians can treat a source like this, since the methodology that assumes
that similar statements appearing in several sources means that the one before us
is reliable is clearly insufficient and very often leads us down the garden path. Bad
methodology gives us bad history. Rauschning, just like Calic’s Hitler—Breiting
conversations, ought to be discarded altogether.

This only goes to show that even serious historians have trouble letting go of
sources that they have used and come to like, not to a small degree because they
confirm deeply held beliefs about Hitler. This seems to be an especially common
phenomenon with regard to so-called “witnesses to history” (Zeitzeugen), another
such case being Albert Speer, who managed to claim more or less total control over
how his role in the Third Reich was interpreted, i.e. as an unwitting technocrat
(whose only fault was to be so feeble-minded as to not understand what was really
going on), even despite multiple scholars having proven that he lied and forged his
stories in such a way that his biographers (journalists and historians alike) had in
fact been propagating clever Nazi propaganda myths.'”

Zitelmann uses the table monologues when, e.g. documenting Hitler’s problem
with authorities and cites this source extensively when Hitler purportedly said that
he had questioned his school teacher’s lessons about the Bible by confronting him
with facts from natural science class."” But he also uses it to confirm that Hitler
had become aware of social and political issues during his time in Vienna."" Zitel-
mann also repeats several other myths regarding Hitler’s life that have since been
proven to be false, such as him being a convinced anti-Semite already during his
years in Vienna and the claim that Hitler was a brave soldier. The latter was based
on the fact that Hitler received two Iron Crosses during his time in the army.'"?
These myths, all based on Hitler’s own version of events, have been questioned
and disproven by Thomas Weber in the book Hitler’s First War, and before him by
Anton Joachimsthaler in Hitlers Weg begann in Miinchen. Weber and Joachimsthaler
point to the fact that we have no contemporary evidence of Hitler having uttered
any anti-Semitic remarks before 1919 and explains the Iron Crosses by showing
that this honour was awarded to Hitler partly because of his connections to the
officers of his regiment (to which he as a regimental headquarter dispatch runner
stood close to and admired) and not because of bravery in the field. The latter was
a propaganda myth fostered by the NSDAP after the war.'?
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Nota bene that this is not to say that Zitelmann’s statements were not reasonable in
the light of the then available evidence, but the point is to underline just how much
of what historians have considered to be facts about Hitler in reality have turned out
to be cleverly devised Nazi propaganda. On the other hand, these conclusions were
always based on questionable sources, e.g. Hitler himself, that should perhaps have
aroused a certain amount of suspicion even when no evidence to the contrary was
present.

Here one can point out that Monologe also spreads lies and half-truths about Hit-
ler’s activities during the First World War. For example, Heim records a statement
saying that Hitler did not wear his Iron Cross 1st Class during the war because he
had seen the way in which it was given to people who did not deserve it (which is
ironic considering several witnesses said exactly the same about Hitler having been
given the honour). He then apparently went on to claim that a Jew by the name of
Gutmann, whom he accused of being a coward, had worn his Iron Cross 1st Class
and that this was a scandal and very upsetting to Hitler.!"* Hugo Gutmann was, as
it happens, the officer who had recommended Hitler for the Iron Cross. But the
interesting thing about this statement is that it gives the impression that Hitler had
made a very conscious, and conscientious, decision not to wear his Iron Cross dur-
ing the war. However, as Anton Joachimsthaler has pointed out, considering that
Hitler did not receive this decoration until 4 August 1918, he would only have had
just over a month to wear it anyway, because on 14 October he was exposed to a
British mustard gas attack and removed from the war for good.'

Since we cannot expect that Hitler, or anyone else, would have worn an Iron
Cross 1st Class while operating as a dispatch runner for his regiment, the text
must be referring to occasions when he was on leave. The only such opportunities
would have been between 23 and 30 August, when Hitler was in Nuremberg, and
between 10 and 28 September, when he was on leave in Berlin. Note that Hitler
was on leave a lot during this period, a fact that may indicate war fatigue on his
part. But the story is most likely entirely fictional anyway considering that Hitler’s
hatred for Jews cannot be established at this point in time. There would therefore
have been no reason for Hitler to disrespect Gutmann. Heim is thus recording no
fewer than two lies in this short paragraph.

More recent examples of uncritical usage
of the table talks

Another case when the table talks have been used frequently is when it comes to
Hitler’s reading habits. Timothy W. Ryback quotes Monologe extensively in his
book Hitler’s Private Library, and here he also perpetuates the myth of the notes hav-
ing been made using stenography, going as far as to mistakenly work this assertion
into the title of Jochmann’s book.''* Ryback even claims that Picker’s Tischgespriiche
was written down with the use of stenography.'"” Ambrus Miskolczy, too, cites
Picker (here Hitler’s monologues are called “roundtable”) although less often than
Ryback.'® These quotations are always made in order to support an argument
about Hitler’s character, habits, or remarks on various topics.
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Another recent Hitler biography that lists the 1976 edition of Tischgespriche as
well as Monologe under “printed sources”, even though there is a section called
“memoirs”, is Adolf Hitler. Die Jahre des Aufsteigs and Die Jahre des Untergangs by
Volker Ullrich. Not only that, but Ullrich even states Hitler as the author of Mono-
loge.""” As one can expect from this evaluation, Ullrich cites both Monologe and
Tischgespriche throughout his books. He does not, however, include a source-crit-
ical discussion about them. Since he refers to source-critical problems with other
sources, such as Rasuchning’s books and Goebbels’ diaries, one has to conclude
from the absence of such a discussion with regard to Tischgespriche and Monologe
that Ullrich does not consider there to be any such issues. This is, of course, a
problem considering that the aim of Ullrich’s book is to shed light on “Hitler’s
personality” and Hitler’s private life.'” The French historian Johann Chapoutot
extensively cites both Monologe and Tischgespriche without including any source-
critical discussion in his books on Nazi ideology. He also uses Hitlers politisches
Testament and Rauschning’s Gespriche mit Hitler."!

One of the few contemporary scholars to make use of Table Talk is Timothy
Snyder in his Black Earth. A number of quotes from Table Talk are included in the
first chapter of the book, and on most occasions the English edition actually gives a
reasonably fair translation of the German contained in Monologe. However, in one
case we find a quote that comes from a phrase that is not in Monologe at all. Snyder
states that Hitler had said that the author Karl May “had opened his ‘eyes to the
world.”'? In Table Talk it indeed does say:

It would be nice if his work were re-published. I owe him my first notions
of geography, and the fact that he opened my eyes to the world.'* [Italics added.]

The latter part of the sentence is only to be found in the first volume of Libres
propos:

J’amerais qu’on reeditat son cevre. Je lui dois mes premiéres notions de géog-
raphie et d’avoir ouvert les yeux sur le monde.'** [Italics added.]

[Translation] I would like it if his works were re-published. I owe him my
first notions of geography and to have opened my eyes to the world.

In Monologe, on the other hand, this phrase is not present:

Ich wiirde den Karl May wieder erscheinen lassen, meine ersten geographis-
chen Kenntnisse gehen darauf zuriick!'*

[Translation] I would re-publish Karl May; my first geographic knowl-
edge draws upon it!

Genoud had fabricated the italicized part of the sentence that Snyder is quoting.
It is also obvious that the implication of the first sentence in Table Talk and Libres
propos is a bit different compared to the German text. To be fair, Snyder’s argu-
mentation does not stand or fall on this particular quote, but the fact that forged
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passages get cited by important scholars in the field is certainly disturbing anyhow.
The main source-critical point is also another, namely that the table talks are not ad
verbatim sources of Hitler’s own words.

At another point he quotes one of Picker’s notes in Table Talk that is consequen-
tially not present in Monologe. Snyder writes that Hitler said that “a single loud-
speaker in each village would ‘give them plenty of opportunities to dance, and the
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villagers will be grateful to us. In Tischgespriche this part reads like this:

Und wenn die Leute viel tanzen konnten, so werde auch das nach unseren

Erfahrungen in der Systemzeit allgemein begriiBt werden.'”’

In English this translates into:

And if the people can dance a lot, then that will — according to our experi-
ences during the time of the Weimar Republic —also be generally appreciated.

The phrase “the villagers will be grateful to us” is another one of Genoud’s inven-
tions, which has no real counterpart in the German text. It comes from Libres
propos, Vol. I (1954), which says:

If the people there are given the opportunity to dance a lot, they will be
grateful to us.'?

Snyder also quotes a longer paragraph from Table Talk that is worth comparing to
the German text as published in Monologe, because here we find, again, slight dif-
ferences in meaning.

129

Comparison between Table Talk/Black Earth, Libres propos, and Monologe

Table Talk/Black
Earth

Libres propos Monologe My translation

It is inconceivable Il et inconcevable Widersinnig ist It is absurd that a

that a higher
people should
painfully exist

on a soil too
narrow for it,
whilst amorphous
masses, which
contribute nothing
to civilization,
occupy infinite
tracts of a soil
that is one of the
richest in the
world.

qu’on people
supérieur subsite
avec peine sur
un sol trop

étroit pendant
que des masses
amorphes, qui
n’apportent rien
a la civilization,
occupant sur des
étendues infinies
un sol qui est 'un
des plus riches de
la terre.

es, dal ein
hochstehendes
Volk auf knappen
Raum sich kaum
ernihren kann,
wahrend die
niedrigstehende
russische Masse,
die der Kultur
nichts niitzt, in
unendlichen
Riumen einen
Boden innehat,
der zum besten
der Erde gehort.

high-standing
people almost
cannot feed itself
on limited space,
whilst the lower-
standing Russian
mass, which

does not benefit
culture, possess a
territory within
infinite spaces
that is among the
best on earth.
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The significant differences in meaning in these quotes are a result of Table Talk
having been translated from Libres propos. This version, with its peculiar phrases, is
to a large extent a creation by Genoud. Note also that the French “inconcevable”,
which means “inconceivable”, is rather different compared to the German word
“widersinnig”, which means “absurd”. Observe, again, that these comparisons are
made only to show that the English translation cannot be trusted to give an accu-
rate image of what the German text, which it is said to be based on, says. In a study
that argues to get at the heart of Hitler’s ideology, it cannot be at all unimportant
what words Hitler actually used. Indeed, the whole analysis hinges on the assump-
tion that this is indeed what Hitler said, because it makes no sense whatsoever
to quote it as things that Hitler said otherwise. It would at least have made more
sense to use the German text and make translations from it, since there is nothing
authoritative about the English translation in Table Talk. It is also always a good idea
to include the original wording, at least in a footnote.

‘What 1s perhaps an even graver mistake is the uncritical way in which Table
Talk is used, and Snyder indeed treats it as if it was an ad verbatim record of Hitler’s
words; he repeatedly writes using phrases such as “said Hitler”, “he stated”, or

139 On one occasion he even writes

“thought Hitler” when quoting this source.
“wrote Hitler” when citing Table Talk, although this must be a mistake.””! This is
also why he, in his bibliography, has chosen to put it under the heading “Published
Hitler Primary Sources.”'** Table Talk is by no means a “Hitler primary source.” It
is a poor translation of a poor translation, one filled with inaccuracies and com-
pletely fictitious additions courtesy of Genoud. In fact, not even the German texts
are primary sources in the sense that, for example, Mein Kampf and Hitlers zweites
Buch are (which Snyder includes under the same heading, although he uses the
English translations of these). They are a secondary source with regard to Hitler’s
statements, based on the recollections of those who heard him speak. They are
thus primary sources in the same sense that Goebbels’s diaries, or any other such

retroactive recollection of what Hitler said, are primary sources.

The table talks vs. Mein Kampf: is there really a difference?

As we have seen, there is a conception among most historians that the Hitler in
the table talks is more honest and forthcoming than the one we meet elsewhere,
for example, in Mein Kampf. Certainly, this is something that would have to be
the case for any argument regarding the credibility of Monologe and Tischgespriche
to hold water, since if Hitler is not more candid and truthful in the table talks,
there is no reason at all for historians to trust them any more than they trust Mein
Kampf. However, no one has actually systematically compared the table talks to
Mein Kampf in order to see if this assumption is correct. The question is: are the
table talks really are more reliable than Mein Kampf?

The answer seems to be: “no.” I will illustrate this point with a few examples. In
Tischgespriche Hitler tells his audience how the international press paid for his exor-
bitant bills at the Berlin Hotel Kaiserhof during the so-called Kampfzeit. According
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to Picker, Hitler said that these bills reached Reichsmarks (RM) 10,000 per week,
and the interviews and articles granted to the foreign press had often brought in
$2,000 to 3,000 each.' This, however, is a blatant lie. First, the bills for the hotel
were nowhere near that high. In fact, one bill from September 1931, including
seven rooms for three days (including all meals), was for RM 650.86. This was
still a sum that meant that Hitler was spending more money on his hotel bills per
day than an average German worker made in a month."* It is very likely that the
sums for the interviews that Hitler is recorded as having mentioned are also false.
In order for us to understand why Hitler would want to lie about this, we need
to remember that already by 1930 Hitler had become a rich man from the sales
of Mein Kampf. That year in his tax returns he stated an income from the sales of
his book to the amount of RM 45,472, and for 1931 and 1932 this sum was RM
40,780 and RM 62,340, respectively.'®® The fact that Hitler gained considerable
income from Mein Kampf— and used it to pay for galleries and museums in cities
like Linz and for the FHQs — is mentioned by Picker. The amount of money is not
stated, however.!

In the fall of 1930 the NSDAP and Hitler had also gained an important source
of income in the industrialist Fritz Thyssen, who gave the party a credit of RM
300,000, which, among other things, helped pay for the purchase of Palais Barlow
in Munich, which was to become the NSDAP party HQ — the so-called Braune
Haus. Goebbels records in his diary in mid-April 1932 that a couple of generous
donors had provided RM 100,000 for the party’s election campaign. Hitler’s life of
luxury in the Hotel Kaiserhof had actually been exposed in 1932, much to his cha-
grin of course, by the left-wing Liberal newspaper Welt am Montag that published
a bill from March that year. The extant bills from 1931 and 1932 show that Hitler
paid between RM 606 and RM 829 over four days for himself and his entourage
of three to four people. For five days between April and May 1932 he paid RM
837. The NSDAP declared that the bill published by Welt am Montag was a forgery,
and Hitler, who took great care to spread the image of himself as a man who led a
minimal existence, went on to claim in public speeches that he, in contrast to the
leaders of the other parties, had no need of luxury and that he lived as “the bird in
the woods.”"?’

Goebbels lies about the article in Welt am Montag in his diary on 1 April 1932
and states that the “Judenpresse” had published a forged Kaiserhof bill."*® He goes on
to say that the article was nothing but “slander.”’* Naturally, it is totally implausible
to assume that Goebbels did not know about the costs of Hitler’s stays at Hotel Kai-
serhof. The explanation for this lie is that this part of Goebbels’s diary was intended
for publication. The text from the diary entries were later published ad verbatim
in 1935 in the propaganda book Vom Kaiserhof zur Reichskanzlei.** The claim in
Tischgespriche that the international press paid for the Hotel Kaiserhof bills is simply
not true.

Now the fact that Hitler kept the truth hidden also from those present at the
FHQ shows that he was not at all more open, candid, or truthful in this setting. If
Hitler refrained from being honest even about his income during the later years of
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the Kampfzeit to his entourage in the FHQ, then why are we supposed to believe
that he spoke more freely on other matters? On the other hand, one could of
course argue that since Hitler was actually acknowledging that the hotel bills had
been quite high, he was being more open than he probably would have been in
public. Even so, the fact remains that he is still not telling the truth regarding how
these bills were paid for. It is of course still ironic that Hitler mentioned a sum more
than twice as high as that which had been publicized by Welt am Montag, which
the Nazis had then claimed to be a forgery. This also suggests that Hitler’s memory
was not always reliable.

There is not a lot about Hitler’s childhood in the table talks, which means that
a comparison between these sources and Mein Kampf is not a straightforward one.
But the things that do appear in the former sources do not differ significantly
from what is stated in the latter. In fact, the editors of the critical edition of Mein
Kampf refer ofthandedly to these parallels on occasion. For instance, the same art
historic stereotypes regarding gifted artists (going back to the 1500s, but immensely
popular during the romanticism in the late 1800s) — i.e. how their talent and wish
to become artists are obvious already in childhood but still not acknowledged by
family, schools, or society at large — as expressed in Mein Kampf also appear in
Tischgespriche. The editors of Mein Kampf uncritically accept Tischgespriche’s claim
that Hitler’s father had taken him to the central customs office in Linz when Hitler
was 13 years old in order to convince him to give up his artistic dreams and instead
become a customs officer like his father."! Without any independent evidence to
back this claim up, historians should not accept it.

The parts in Monologe that relate to Hitler’s school years portray him as a clever
boy who always stood up to, and questioned, authority. Heim’s notes portray a
Hitler that constantly drove his teachers mad with his informed obstinacy, often
pointing out the contradictions between the religion and science education.'** This
is most certainly not a correct description of Hitler’s time in school. While it is
very seldom clear what specific time Hitler is talking about in these notes, we know
from other evidence that Hitler did relatively well until his move in fourth grade to
the Realschule in Linz in 1900 and later in Steyr. After this point his grades dropped
dramatically. However, that the reason for this drop was that he opined against his
teachers is not something that is supported by the available independent evidence.
None of his teachers seem to have remembered any such thing.'*

In December 1923, one of Hitler’s former teachers, Eduard Huemer (who was
Hitler’s teacher in German and French from 1901 to 1904, or from first to third
grade), would recall him as being talented but also lazy, dull, obstinate, and ill-
tempered; a boy who often reacted with “poorly disguised recalcitrance” when
confronted with his teacher’s demands.'** The latter conforms well to what Hitler
states in Mein Kampf, namely that he was “rather difficult to handle” and that, once
his grades started to get worse, he learned only what he found interesting but
sabotaged everything else. Hitler does not mention the kind of debating with his
teachers that appears in the table talks, however. Instead, he says that he debated

his classmates.'*
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What appears in Heim’s notes thus seems to be an elaboration, and embellish-
ment, of what is in Mein Kampf. Hence, we cannot accept the stories contained in
the table talks as portraying what really happened. Dirk Bavendamm has pointed
out that Hitler’s father was dead since 3 January 1903, so any reference to the poor
results being a protest against his father’s will after that point cannot be correct.
Moreover, although Bavendamm does not make this point, Hitler did not really do
well in the subjects he claimed to be most interested in either, i.e. geography and
history, in which he managed to finally lift his grades only one point from a 4 to a
3. Hitler seems to have been able to learn anything only once he had a Damocles
sword hanging over him.'*

The historian has to apply some additional source-critical acumen here. Hue-
mer was in fact acting as a character witness for Hitler during his trial in Munich
in 1923-1924. Hitler’s former teacher had been approached by the defence and
asked to write a statement, and Huemer did just that. In fact, it is Huemer’s inves-
tigation and judgement that are the source for most of the information about
Hitler’s school years (except for the grade reports that are extant). Huemer’s com-
ments about Hitler’s character cited earlier also come from this statement, dated 12
December 1923."7 This is before Hitler started writing Mein Kampf, which means
that it is not at all implausible to imagine that it is actually Huemer’s statements that
influenced what Hitler later wrote in his autobiography.

Moreover, Huemer is actually very lenient towards Hitler with regard to his
behaviour during his school years, and it is quite obvious that he did not wish
to harm Hitler by painting a too negative image of his accused former student.
What Huemer stated regarding Hitler’s character as a child could easily fit into
a larger argument as to why Hitler had participated in a revolution attempt and
why he behaved as he did during the trial. But at the same time Huemer said
that the school years often did not say very much about how people would later
turn out, and he expressed his sincere hope that Hitler would be able to turn his
life around and accomplish honourable and great things once he was granted the
“elbow room” to do so.'*®

The description of how Hitler in Vienna in 1908 had surprised the people at the
architecture university when he told them that he had no prior formal education in
the field, and how his wish to enter the architecture school had failed because he
did not have a middle-school degree (Abitur), and thus could not attend the Con-
struction School (Bauschule) at the Technical University in Vienna, are basically
identical in Monologe and Mein Kampf, even down to specific details. In Mein Kampf
Hitler wrote that his talents were “obviously” (ersichtlich) in the field of architecture,
and in Monologe Heim writes that the professor told Hitler that he had to have had
some prior training because he obviously had a talent for architecture (ersichtlich
Talent fiir Architektur).'**

Hitler’s views upon history education in the schools are the same in both Mein
Kampf and in Heim’s notes as published in Tischgespriche and Monologe. In both
sources he states that history education should not be a matter of forcing chil-
dren to learn names of kings and dates of battles and so on. Instead, good history
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education was supposed to teach the reasons for why things had happened and give

the pupil the tools of analysing and understanding the contemporary world."" We

see the same attitude towards the education of the German youth in Tischgespriche

as in Mein Kampf as well."®' Let us also not be fooled by the apparently modern

and reasonable views on history education that Hitler is expressing here. Hitler

was absolutely not interested in any objective analysis of history; in reality he was
only interested in matters that confirmed his racist and nationalist worldviews. The
views expressed are identical, most often down to the smallest details.

Comparison between views on education in Mein Kampf and Monologe'>

Mein Kampf

Monologe

Es soll eben ein scharfer Unterschied
bestehen zwischen allgemeiner Bildung

und besonderem Fachwissen.!>

[Translation:] There will continue to be a
sharp difference between general knowledge

and specific specialized knowledge.

Erstens soll das jugendliche Gehirn in
allgemeinen nicht mit Dingen belastet
werden, |. . .] und daher auch wieder
vergift. [Italics in original.]'®*

[Translation:] First, the young brain ought in
general not be burdened with matters, |. . .|
and then also immediately forgotten.

Der Hauptwert liegt im Erkennen der
grof3en Entwicklungslinien.'®

[Translation:] The main value lies in
acknowledging the big lines of development.

Es ist zum Beispiel nicht einzusehen,
warum Millionen von Menschen im
Laufe der Jahre zwei oder drei fremde

Sprachen lernen miissen [. . .]."*

[Translation:] It is, for example, not clear
why millions of people must learn two or
three foreign languages over the years.

[. . .] die es fiinfundneunzig Prozent nicht
braucht [. . .]." [Italics in original.]

Die Schulbildung soll nur ein
allgemeines wissen geben, auf das man
dann spezielle Wissen aufbaut. |[. . .]

[ Translation:] The school education shall
only give a general knowledge, upon
which one then will build up specialized
knowledge.

Das Gehirn kann das gar nicht alles
aufnehmen, es gibt nur eines: da3 man
wieder absto0t!

[Translation:| The brain can absolutely not
absorb all of this; one can only do one
thing: keep rejecting it.

Das Gemeinsame muf3 man in wenigen
groBen Ziigen sehen!

| Translation:] The commonalities must be
seen in a_few big strokes.

Es hat doch gar keinen Sinn, jedem Kind
in einer Mittelschule zwei Sprachen
beizubringen!

[Translation:| There is absolutely no point in
teaching two languages to every child in a

middle school.

Flinfundneunzig Prozent brauchen das
doch gar nicht!
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Mein Kampf

Monologe

[Translation:] [. . .| ninety-five percent of
which there is no use for.

[- . .] Mathematik, Physik, Chemie usw.
[. . .] gefirlich ist es aber auch, wenn

[Translation:] Ninety-five percent of it there
is no use for!

Was braucht ein Junge, der Musik tiben
will, Geometrie, Chemie, Physik?

die allgemeine Bildung einer Nation
immer ausslieBlicher darauf eingestellt
wird. '

[Translation:] Mathematics, Physics,
Chemistry and so on [. . .| it is also bad if
the general education of a nation is steered
towards these to an ever larger degree.

[Translation:] What use has an adolescent
who’s going to practice music, for Geometry,
Chemistry, Physics?

The idea that 95 percent of what people learned in school is later forgotten is
present in both sources; it is only the context that is changed. Also present is the
idea of the general uselessness of the natural sciences (two of three being exactly
the same in both sources). Here, too, the table talks add nothing to our knowledge
of Hitler. It is almost as if Heim’s text was modelled on Mein Kampf, and, in a way,
it probably was because Hitler was simply purporting the same information that he
had written in his biographical epos.

In Mein Kampf Hitler also writes about what he considered the correct way to
read books, which in his view was a selective reading. One should not read a book
“letter by letter” or from start to finish, but instead find that which serves one’s
purposes and commit this to memory. The same view is expressed in Tischgespriche,
where Picker writes that Hitler would first look at the end of a book, then read
a few sentences in the middle, and only once he had in this way formed a posi-
tive opinion of the book would he read it in its entirety.'™ In Mein Kampf Hitler
expresses sympathy towards Social Democracy for having contributed to the fall
of the Habsburg monarchy through its struggle for democratic elections. This is
repeated in Heim’s notes in Monologe.'® Oddly, Longerich claims that Monologe
gives another view on Social Democracy than Mein Kampf does.'®!

Another theme from Mein Kampf that is repeated almost ad verbatim in Monologe
is that a government only has the right to rule as long as it serves the interest of the
Volk. In Monologe we read:

A regime has a right to exist only if, and as long as, its quest for power serves

the development of the power embedded in the people.'®?

This corresponds to the following passage in Mein Kampf:

that a state authority only has the right . . . if it conforms to the interests of
163

a people.
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In the same note by Heim, Hitler also states, in connection with a discussion about
the failure of Schonerer’s Alldeutschen movement, that a leader, in order to succeed,
“needs the faith that is only to be found in the people” (braucht den Glauben, der sich
nur in der Masse findet).'** This, too, comes straight out of Mein Kampf, where he
wrote about the “the winning of the masses” (der gewinnung der Massen) and of the
latter’s “almost religious faith” (fast religise Glaube).'® The fact that Hitler both in
Mein Kampf and Monologe brings these points up in connection with a discussion
about Schonerer and the Habsburg monarchy makes it obvious that what we see in
Monologe is nothing but a regurgitation of Hitler’s arguments in Mein Kampf.

In Monologe Heim writes that Hitler talked about how difficult a time he had
had in Vienna, and how he sometimes had not had a warm meal in months at a
time, and how he then had “lived on milk and dry bread.”' In Mein Kampf Hitler
writes that while working at a construction site, he “drank my bottle of milk and
ate my piece of bread.”'® Note that it is very probable that Hitler made up the
whole story about having worked in construction in Vienna, because we have no
other sources that can confirm this.'® In Mein Kampf, however, the bread and milk
are not made into evidence of Hitler’s poor circumstances.

Hitler’s views in Mein Kampf of the mayor of Vienna (1897-1910), Karl Lueger,
and the Christian Social Party (Christlichsoziale Partei) are the same in Monologe.
Hitler writes that he had been hostile towards both Lueger and his party on his
arrival in Vienna. However, after a while he came to adore Lueger, and by the
time he wrote Mein Kampf he thought that Lueger was the greatest “German”

199 He also writes that his sympathies were totally on the side of

mayor of all time.
the “All-German Movement” when he arrived in Vienna'”® According to Heim,
Hitler stated regarding Lueger that he was a fanatical enemy of him when he came
to Vienna; as a Schonerian he was a firm opponent of the Christian Social Party.
Heim also writes that Hitler thought that Lueger was the most genial mayor to
have ever lived."”!

What do all of the similarities between Mein Kampf and Heim’s and Picker’s
notes mean then? One could argue that they actually confirm the reliability of
the table talks. However, the point of contention here is not whether Heim and
Picker purvey views that Hitler did not hold. Considering that Hitler held these
views constantly from 1925 onwards, it would indeed be surprising if the table
talks recorded anything that contradicted what is in Mein Kampf. The main point
to make here is really that the table talks perpetuate the same lies that Mein Kampf
does, and it is thus not at all a better source for Hitler’s true thoughts or personality.
This also conclusively proves that Hitler was no more honest in his table talks than
he was in Mein Kampf.

Some scholars have rather uncritically accepted the idea that Hitler was already
a follower of Georg Ritter von Schénerer when he came to Vienna. But when
doing so they are relying exclusively on Mein Kampf, Tischgespriche, and Monologe.
Ian Kershaw writes that Hitler “was plainly drawn in his Linz school — a hotbed of
German nationalism — to the . . . Schonerer-style pan-German nationalism” and
that he was an “avid supporter” of Schonerer’s politics when he came to Vienna,
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although he never actively joined this movement. Volker Ullrich, too, states that
Hitler brought the conviction of German cultural superiority with him to Vienna
and that the young man idolized Schonerer. Ullrich adds that Hitler’s statements
regarding this part of his biography in Mein Kampfis “wholly trustworthy.”'”* But
it turns out that there are good reasons to doubt that part of Hitler’s biography too.

Wolfram Pyta is more sceptical of this idea and argues, based on Dirk Baven-
damm’s Der junge Hitler, that Hitler’s references to Schonerer in Mein Kampf were
really just another way for Hitler to cover his tracks. Hitler’s political preferences
were not readily formed when he arrived in the Austrian capital in February 1908,
he argues. Peter Longerich, too, seems to take this view. Even though he states
that Hitler’s claim in Mein Kampf to have been foremost a supporter of Schonerer
is “wholly trustworthy”, he specifically says that this was “during his Vienna years.”
Longerich thus does not seem to think that Hitler was a Schonerer supporter
already in Linz, although he points out that the environment in Linz was fiercely
German nationalist, and Hitler had probably acquired strong sentiments for the
All-German movement before his arrival in Vienna. Two of Hitlers teachers in
the Realschule in Linz were active in this movement, he points out. One of them,
Leopold Poetsch (the other was supposedly Eduard Huemer), who taught Hitler
geography and history, was even celebrated by Hitler in Mein Kampf as the one
who awoke in him a sense of German nationalism. Longerich furthermore notes
that Hitler’s argumentation is so similar to that put forth by Schonerer and the All-
deutschen that we must conclude that Hitler engaged with Schonerer’s ideology in
detail during his years in Vienna.!”® The latter actually implies that Longerich does
not consider the 18-year-old Hitler to have been a “Schonerian” in February 1908.

The question thus still remains to what degree Hitler had actually read, and
internalized, Schonerer’s ideological tracts before his arrival in Vienna. It does not
seem likely that he had, judging by the available evidence, because no sources can
corroborate it. Rather, the opposite is true. Franz Jetzinger, in his book Hitlers
Jugend, shows that Hitler’s claim to have been a nationalist already in school is false;
none of his classmates (or his teachers) remember anything like that.'”* Bavendamm
has put forth a strong case for why historians ought not to accept the idea that
Schoénerer was a main source of inspiration for Hitler at this time. For example, he
points out that since Hitler in Mein Kampf stresses that he had not yet any idea about
anti-Semitism when he first arrived in Vienna, Hitler cannot have been as much of
a “Schoénerian” as he later claimed. The reason is that Schonerer was a dyed-in-the-
wool anti-Semite. A “Schoénerian” that was not an anti-Semite was a contradiction
in terms, Bavendamm points out. Instead, Hitler’s claim in Mein Kampf was most
likely an effort to gain the trust and support of the German national conserva-
tive voters.'”® It probably is significant also that Heim mistakenly thought that the
movement was called Altdeutsch, meaning “old German” instead of “all German”
and that this was not caught in any of the proofreadings.'” In Table Talk this has
been translated, or transformed rather, into “Germans of the old school.” This is a
direct translation of Genoud’s French “Ces Allemands de la vieille école”, which
means that Genoud had not caught Heim’s mistake either."”” This is reasonably
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a sure sign that Hitler did not talk about Schonerer a lot and that Schénerer had
not been very significant for his ideological development. If he had, Heim would
certainly have known what the movement was called because he would have heard
Hitler talk about it many times before.

Now it is time to look at a very enlightening passage from Monologe, a paragraph
that perhaps better than any other illustrates just how unreliable the table talks are.
Heim dates his note to 21 September 1941, and the key part relates a “memory”
from Hitler’s childhood regarding the Russo-Japanese War and reads:

The Czechs will be most impacted by the collapse of Bolshevism. They
have no doubt always looked to “Mother Russia” with silent hope. When
during the time of the Russo-Japanese War the news of Russia’s defeat [or:
collapse] came in, [then] the Czech boys in my class cried while the rest of
us celebrated. From this time dates my feelings for Japan.'”®

brackets added by me.]

[Words in square

Interestingly enough, Hitler writes about the Russo-Japanese War in Mein Kampf,
too. However, there he makes no mention of the reactions of his non-existing
Czech classmates:

The Russo-Japanese War already made me considerably more mature, and
also more attentive. I had, more out of national grounds, already taken sides
there and then quickly put myself on the Japanese side when we differed in
our views. In the defeat of the Russians I also saw the defeat of the Austrian
Slavs.”?

The fact that the Czech boys’ despair is not mentioned in Mein Kampf should
make us pause. Stories tend to be become less reliable over time, not the other
way around, and therefore any added details at a later point must be regarded
with suspicion. It is also perhaps important that in Mein Kampf Hitler gives the
impression that it was he alone who took the side of the Japanese, not a collec-
tive of German-speaking pupils, although we certainly have reasons to doubt that
even this is true. In this version of the story it seems to be other so-called German
children that rooted for Russia. In fact, this conclusion is supported by the first
record of Hitler telling the story in public, which comes from 1937 when he told
the Japanese Prince Chichibu Yasuhito during the latter’s visit to Berlin that he as
a school boy had rooted for Japan in contrast to many of his fellow students. He
then supposedly jumped with joy when the news about the Japanese victory at
Tsushima arrived.'®

An important fact to address in this context is, as Peter Longerich has pointed
out, that the contention that there were a lot of Czech boys in Hitler’s class is a
figment of the latter’s imagination. In reality, in 1903 there were only two pupils
in Hitler’s entire school that had Czech as their native language. Instead, we have
to interpret this passage as a sign of the anti-Czech sentiments that Hitler carried
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with him, and then embellished, during his life, argues Longerich.'! It is very
likely that Hitler’s impressions of a struggle between German and Czech elements
were based on his later re-interpretation of his time in Vienna, which by 1900
had 350,000 to 500,000 Czech-speaking inhabitants (out of a total population of
about 2 million). In Mein Kampf Hitler expressed his hatred of the multi-ethnic
city and its, according to him, disgusting mixture of Jews, Poles, Hungarians,
Czechs, Ruthenians, Serbs, Croatians, and so on. He considered all of this the
embodiment of the sin against the blood, he wrote." Note, however, that this
cannot be an accurate description of Hitler’s views while he was living in Vienna,
as Hitler did not become a racist and an anti-Semite until he returned to Munich
after the First World War.'® Also, it certainly cannot be without importance that
Maria Zakreys, the woman who Hitler had rented a furnished apartment from on
Stumpergasse 31 during his second visit to Vienna in the fall of 1907 and that he
and his friend Kubizek lived in from February to July 1908, was Czech.'® Why
would Hitler rent an apartment from a Czech woman if he hated Czechs with
such passion?

There was, however, a small Czech population in Linz, as Franz Jetzinger has
shown, but there were no great conflicts or tensions between the two ethnic groups
in the years when Hitler lived there.'® Now, granted, Longerich’s and Jetzinger’s
statements about the number of Czech students are referring to Hitler’s school in
Linz, while Hitler went to school in Steyr during most of the Russo-Japanese War.
Should we assume that there were many more Czechs in Steyr, a smaller town
located about 30 km south of Linz and thus twice as far from the Czech border?
Moreover, Upper Austria, which is where both Linz and Steyr are located, con-
sisted of 99.7 percent ethnic Germans according to a census made in 1910. It turns
out that there actually was a sizeable Czech colony in Steyr at this time due to the
fact that a munitions factory there employed many Czechs. However, this popula-
tion of Czech workers (probably mostly male) does not automatically translate into

lots of Czech boys in Hitler’s class at the time.'®

It 1s thus simply not plausible to
assume that there were a lot of Czech pupils (or even that there were any at all) in
Hitler’s class in Steyr.

However, the real and final blow to this passage seems to be dealt by the his-
torical timeline. The Russo-Japanese War began on 8 February 1904; Port Arthur
capitulated on 2 January 1905; the battle of Tsushima took place on 27-28
May 1905; Russia accepted defeat on 5 September that year. Hitler went to school
in Linz in third grade (1903—1904), but then in September 1904, when he was 15,
moved to Steyr. However, as Jetzinger shows, Hitler left school already at the end
of June 1905." This means that Hitler was no longer in school when the news
about Russia’s final defeat came in, i.e. in September 1905. The statement, taken
from Monologe, that he and his German-speaking classmates celebrated at this point
simply cannot be true.

Hitler’s version could be made to make more sense if we assume that he is
talking about the victory at Tsushima in May 1905, as he would then still have
been in school. In this context it is important to point out that Werner Koeppen’s
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notes from 21 September 1941 actually have Hitler mentioning Tsushima dur-
ing this conversation. The relevant part of Koeppen’s edited and proofed (typed)
version reads:

The Fiihrer then came to speak about childhood memories and labelled the
Czechs as fanatical supporters of pan-Slavism. During his school time during
the Russo-Japanese War his Czech classmates always had their sympathies on
the Russian side, while the Germans on the other hand were on the Japanese
side. Tsushima [!] was considered a big loss by all Slavs.'®

Let us be clear about the fact that Koeppen’s notes were also written down some-
time after the conversation had taken place — the day after at the earliest — but it is
likely that the final version of the notes was typed up even later than that. There
was a process of proofreading, as in the case with Heim’s notes, and since we do
not have access to the original notes and the changes made during the proofread-
ing process, we cannot be absolutely sure that Koeppen is more reliable in this case.
However, both Mein Kampfand Monologe do seem to make more sense if we assume
that Hitler talked about the final defeat and collapse of Russia in the war, not about
its defeat in one (albeit important) battle. In fact, Koeppen seems to imply that
Tsushima was brought up as an example of Russia’s many battle losses during the
war, since he is clearly talking about the Czech classmates’ sympathies over a longer
period of time. It is certainly an interesting question why Heim did not include the
Tsushima comment. Did he forget it? Or did he not consider it important enough
to include it?

What thus seems to have happened here is that what is recorded in Monologe
is an embellished version of what Hitler wrote in Mein Kampf. At some point
Hitler must have decided to add the story about there being several Czech boys
in his class. Perhaps this was the first time that he ever told this story in this way.
No matter when or why Hitler added this to the version told in Mein Kampf, it is
not true. The idea of tensions between Czechs and Germans in Linz and Steyr is
also a product of Hitler’s imagination. But the anti-Czech motif, and the idea that
the Habsburg monarchs were slowly but steadily making Austria “Slavic” or even
“Czech”, is also a recurring theme in many places in Mein Kampf.'"® There was of
course no real basis for this view either, but the idea was founded upon the effort
of the Habsburgs, before 1914, to effectively try to put the various ethnic groups
within the empire on equal footing, as well as on a critique of Archduke Franz Fer-
dinand’s marriage to Duchess Sophie, who came from Czech nobility. Yet another
reason for the conflict between Czechs and Germans in Austria had been a decree
from 1897 that had made it obligatory for all government officials in Bohemia to
be able to speak both German and Czech.'”

Yet another fact that strongly speaks against this passage being about some-
thing that actually happened in Hitler’s childhood is that, as Thomas Weber has
shown, Hitler became an anti-Slavic racist only very late in his ideological and
political career. During the early 1920s he in fact argued for an alliance between
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anti-Bolshevik Russia and Germany as a way to put Germany on equal footing
with Germany’s real enemies: Britain and the United States. Hitler during the
same time kept ideologues and friends around him — such as Alfred Rosenberg and
Max Erwin von Scheudner-Richter — that at that time openly expressed pro-Slavic
views. Rosenberg, for example, wrote in Dietrich Eckart’s paper Auf gut Deutsch
on 21 February 1921 that the Russians and the Germans were the finest and most
noble peoples in Europe. Weber writes that even as late as 1921 “He did not display
any apparent anti-Slavic sentiments. . .; his racism still took a rather selective form.”
It was not until he, while at the Landsberg prison writing Mein Kampf, came to
include the concept of Lebensraum that his view of Russia and the Slavs shifted to
murderous racism and colonialist annihilation. The key transition point seems to
have been Lenin’s death in 1924 after which time Hitler no longer believed that an
alliance between Russia and Germany was possible.!”!

Are we then supposed to believe that Hitler had been a Slav-hating racist as a
child only to later lose these sentiments before finally again becoming an anti-Slavic
racist? No, it seems much more likely that Hitler had never been prejudiced against
Russia and the Slavs before re-evaluating his ideological tenets while writing Mein
Kampf. The story of how his Czech classmates reacted negatively to the news about
Russia’s defeat as it appears in Monologe and Koeppen’s notes is clearly an elabora-
tion of the legend presented in Mein Kampf almost 20 years earlier. In Mein Kampf
Hitler used this story to position himself against Russia and to execute the ideo-
logical turnabout with respect to Russia that he felt the need to do.

Hitler then briefly goes on to describe his time in Munich, before the war,
which he states was the happiest and most fulfilling time in his life."”> This is
repeated in Monologe, but then regarding the period affer the war, where Heim has
him saying that it was the best time that he could remember.'”* The table talks does
not add anything new in terms of Hitler’s views on the so-called survival of the fit-
test as God’s law for all life on earth, as expressed in Mein Kampf. This includes his
idea of the right of the “stronger” people to colonize the land of other “weaker”
people. These were matters that were dealt with also in Hitler’s unpublished second
book."*

In Monologe Hitler states that he became a politician against his will and if another
leader had been available, he would have become an artist or philosopher instead.'”
This is a theme that also traces its roots back to Mein Kampf, where he wrote that
when he joined the army he wanted nothing to do with politics. He hated every
politician, he says, but he could not help but take a position on the pressing issues
that the German nation was now faced with. Finally, once the news of Germany’s
defeat and capitulation had reached him at the hospital in Pasewalk, Hitler claimed

to have decided to become a politician.'*

This myth has been uncritically repeated
by several authors, e.g. Fest."” This was a narrative that Hitler had invented years
before he started writing Mein Kampf, and it appears in his statements in 1923 dur-
ing, and in connection with, his trial."”®

The fact that this lie is repeated in the table talks is of course significant, but

the fact that it is repeated in one of Heim’s nightly notes, i.e. one of those that so
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many historians have asserted are the most reliable, private, and intimate, is even
more remarkable. The fact that Hitler lies to his small private entourage shows us
that there is absolutely no reason for us to accept the portrayal of Hitler’s character
as it comes across in the nightly conversations recorded in Monologe. The fabricated
biographical details were so central to the persona that Hitler projected before his
followers that he would not let anyone look behind the fagade and see the reality
of his early life. In that sense there was no “real” Hitler to be revealed during those
nightly conversations; he had become the propaganda image.

Another interesting subject to investigate in this context is what Hitler states
about his wartime experiences. Do the table talks add any new, and more reliable,
information about this period in Hitler’s life, or do they simply perpetuate themes
already published in Mein Kampf? Heim writes that Hitler stated that he went into
the war in a state of “purest idealism”, but that the mass death was a wake-up call

991

that made him realize that life is a “continuous horrific struggle.”"” This certainly
maps very well to Hitler’s narrative in Mein Kampf and brings us no new knowl-
edge.” When Hitler in Monologe says that the war was the only time in his life
“in which I had no worries”, then this is just a restating of what he wrote in Mein
Kampf where he (no doubt falsely) claimed that it was “the most unforgettable
and greatest time in my earthly life.”*! Note that Hitler by now has contradicted
himself no fewer than three times and declared that the happiest time in his life was
before, during, and after the war.?®> The use of superlatives was part and parcel of
the idealized self-image of Nazi propaganda, and Hitler used this phrase, as well as
the opposite — such as “hardest decision” — several times in Mein Kampf.** Thus
whenever we encounter these types of formulations, we know that we are not deal-
ing with a true statement about events.

Hitler mentions the first time he saw the river Rhein, as his regiment was rid-
ing the train towards the front in both Mein Kampf and Monologe, and although the
details vary a bit the pathetic sentimentality of the narrative is the same.””* There
are also a couple of places in Monologe where Hitler talks about the importance of
humour among the troops and about having laughed a lot with his comrades —
especially in the early days of the war. He also mentions that the war experience
either hardened one’s character or made one a coward. This is simply a develop-
ment of what is in Mein Kampf where Hitler wrote that in the early days of the
war, he took part in the enormous rejoicing and laughing, but that he after a while
became calm and decisive.?” Sure, the reason for why these stories are the same in
both sources could of course be that they are true; however, these stories bear all
the hallmark traits of being idealized propaganda tales.

In this context it is also worth bringing up a glaring contradiction between
the table talks and Mein Kampf, one that has not been acknowledged before even
though scholars have certainly made use of the version entailed in Monologe. It con-
cerns a comment about the mass slaughter warfare at Verdun. Pyta writes — based
upon notes made by the chief of staff of Hans Guderian’s tank group, Kurt Freiherr
von Liebenstein, dated 21 December 1941 — that Hitler regarded the decisions of
the generals at Somme and Verdun to have been a positive expression of the will
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to stand one’s ground. He absolutely did not view this mass killing of hundreds of

206 How-

thousands of people as a consequence of madness (Starrsinn), writes Pyta.
ever, Heim records Hitler on 13 October 1941 as having said that the offensive at
Verdun was “an act of madness” (eine Wahnsinnstat gewesen). Apparently, Hitler also
said that the commanders on both sides should have been court-martialled. Since
then the attitude had changed, Heim continues, and one day such misdeeds would
not be dealt with so lightly.?”” It is a complete contradiction.

So, which is it? Did Hitler think the generals’ actions at Verdun was madness
or recommendable? We cannot be expected to believe that Hitler changed his
mind over a period of little more than two months. Pyta does not notice this
contradiction, and the source he uses fits easily into the larger point he wants to
make, namely that this was why Hitler issued a halt order to the forces outside
Moscow on 17 December 1941 instead of allowing a tactical retreat.”® Hitler does
not describe Verdun in Mein Kampf, but he does mention the battle at the Somme,
in which he took part and was wounded (although he greatly embellished his role
in the battle). He describes the “material slaughter” (Materialschlachten) that more
resembled hell than war. He does mention how the German forces stood their
ground, but there is no condemnation of the generals here.?” Pyta’s argument
makes no sense on the hypothesis that Hitler is telling the truth in Monologe, since
that contradicts the argument he makes in his book.

We now have to ask: which source is more reliable? Once again, we are deal-
ing with one of Heim’s notes made during a nightly conversation, which Pyta
and many others have argued are the most reliable. Could the reason for the
discrepancies be that the statements in Monologe have been redacted, perhaps in
case the notes were to be published after the war? There are other examples that
show that Hitler was not being honest about decisions on military matters in
Monologe. Hitler 1s there also portrayed as saying, also on 13 October 1941, that
he recently had stopped an attack that would have brought the German forces
only four kilometres further forward, because it was not worth the sacrifice in
manpower.?'” Heim’s note is suspicious simply because it does not conform well
with the facts.

Hitler issued War Directive No. 37 on 10 October, but that had to do with a
reorganization of the German forces in the Arctic area of northern Norway, Fin-
land, and Murmansk, so that cannot be what Heim is referring to. However, if it
is this directive that Heim is referring to then Hitler’s stated reason for issuing it
has nothing to do with reality, because the motives for putting a halt to forward
operations in the Arctic was to prepare for winter warfare. Since the mass of the
Soviet army had been destroyed on the central part of the front, the directive stated,
there was no longer any need to tie them down through offensive operations. The
German forces in Finland had neither the required strength nor the time to seize
Murmansk and cut the Murmansk railway before the end of the year. Preparations
were to be made to start offensive operations against these areas later during the
winter and during early 1942.2'" Obviously, it was not a mere four kilometres that
was being talked about here.
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The German forces were still experiencing large success, despite the onset of
bad weather in October, and the military situation reports in Goebbels’s diary
speak only of forward movement. Nowhere is there any mention of Hitler having
issued an order to halt operations on the Eastern Front during the week preced-
ing 13 October; German forces were constantly closing encirclements around the
Soviet forces.?’? The only exception is a mentioning of hard resistance around
Orel on 7 October, where Goebbels notes that this is not a problem, since a fur-
ther push forward in this area was not planned anyway.?"® Nothing is said about
Hitler having acted against an attack, however, and Werner Koeppen’s description
of the military situation between 6 and 9 October does not mention any such
thing either. In Koeppen’s report Guderian is stated to simply having pushed for-
ward past Orel on 6 October.?'* Hitler did issue a War Directive to abandon the
offensive on 8 December, however. But this directive still contained orders for
offensive action; e.g. Sevastopol was to be seized, as was the lower Don area, and
the isolation of Leningrad was to be secured. Moreover, the transition to defensive
warfare was motivated by the great difficulties encountered due to the harsh winter
conditions.?'

The only reasonable conclusion that can be drawn from this state of affairs is that
Heim’s notes, once again, have been shown to be inherently unreliable. But how
can this inaccurate version of events be explained? It is not really likely that Heim
could have so massively misunderstood what was said. One plausible explanation is
that he remembered wrong. This was, after all, said during the night and he could
thus not make any notes to support his memory. Yet another plausible explanation
is that this note was made only after a longer time had passed and that it is simply
made up. Since we do not know what Genoud’s original document for this note
looked like, it is impossible to answer this question with any certainty. What is
clear, however, is that the text in Table Talk and Libres propos is rather different and
that at the very least Genoud took great liberties when translating the text into
French.*'

There are, indeed, several passages about his wartime experiences in the table
talks that contain information not in Mein Kampf, e.g. the narrative about Hitler’s
dog Foxl and some rather prosaic references to various experiences during this
period.?”” But the question of how useful this information is for historians is debat-
able. Since most of it cannot be corroborated by independent evidence, we are in
no position to judge the veracity of the information, and thus historians cannot
accept it as true due to the general unreliability of both Mein Kampf and Monologe.
There is nothing that really gives us any insight into Hitler’s personality, other than
the fact that he consistently told falsehoods regarding his own personal history.

For example, it is not very likely that Hitler carried the five volumes of Scho-
penhauer’s collected works with him during the war, as Miiller records in a note
from 19 May 1944.2"® This seems unlikely to be true for several reasons, although
Hitler had told a group of generals and officers at the Platterhof Hotel in Ber-
chtesgaden the same thing on 26 May that same year.?”” A five-volume edition
was published by Insel Verlag in Leipzig in 1920, and it just so happens that Hitler
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got the 1920 five-volume edition of Schopenhauer’s collected works delivered to
the prison in Landsberg on 4 December 1923.2° Obviously, Hitler did not have
Schopenhauer’s collected works already. Granted, he could of course have lost
them at some point during or soon after the war. But it was hardly neither feasible
nor practical to carry five books around during the war. Where did he keep them?
Note, however, that we have several sources that tell a similar, but not identical,
story. Hans Frank writes in his memoirs that Hitler (not clear when) told him that
he carried a well-read paperback (Reclam-bindchen) copy of Welt als Wille und Vor-
stellung with him during the later war years.””! Otto Dietrich claims in his memoirs
that Hitler told him that he had carried “an abbreviated edition of Schopenhauer’s
collected works” with him in the field.?? Julius Schaub also corroborates that Hitler
told a similar story and says in his memoirs that Hitler had carried an abbreviated
edition of Schopenhauer with him during the war.?*® This does not prove that the
story is true, only that Hitler told some version of it to several people.

Hitler’s idealizing and exaggerated statements about his ability to capture his
audience with his speaking talent during his early days in Munich after the war
are also present in both sources. In Mein Kampf Hitler states that he “national-
ized” thousands of soldiers in this way, and in Monologe he mentions how in 1919
he made “flaming patriots” out of a battalion of soldiers in Passau.”* We have
absolutely no reason to think that either is true; rather, both statements are likely
to be huge hyperbole, if not complete falsehoods. There is in fact no corroborat-
ing evidence of Hitler holding any such speeches among the troops during this
period.?® Hitler held no speeches in Passau during 1919 (he does not seem to have
left Munich at all that year); in fact, his first speech in Passau appears to have taken
place on 17 June 1923 when he addressed an NSDAP crowd there.?*

In the table talks Hitler is also frequently depicted as criticizing every effort
of the Church to meddle in politics, expressing the idea that organized religion
(Christianity in particular) cannot be done away with until a viable alternative
ideology is in place and the view that the Church could only lose a conflict with
science. These views were developed and present already in Mein Kampf, and thus
contain essentially nothing new at all.?*” What the table talks do add to what we
find in Mein Kampf, however, is the strong criticism of Christianity and Christian
dogma. We see the same in other independent sources, too, such as Werner Koep-
pen’s notes and Rosenberg’s and Goebbels’s diaries, so we can be sure that he
expressed such views, although the exact formulations are impossible to nail down
exactly.

A striking example is the connection that is made in the table talks between
Christianity and Judeo-Bolshevism and the characterization of Christianity as being
nothing but communism or Bolshevism (the differences between these ideologies
were never acknowledged by Hitler) or (in one instance) a precursor to Bolshe-
vism; Monologe gives different versions of this view. At one point (a note dated 17
February 1942) Heim writes that Hitler used the term “Judenchristentum”, and
Christianity is even said not to be a true religion, which stands in total contrast to
Hitler’s view in Mein Kampf where the Jews are generally portrayed as the enemies
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228 The contradic-

of Christianity, which is there absolutely seen as a true religion.
tion can be resolved once we remember that Hitler stated in Mein Kampf that the
Jews were only a people and not a religious group and that they even lacked the
idealism (i.e. the spiritual and mental capacity) to have a religion in the first place
and to form a religious community.”* In this instance the parts in Mein Kampf and
Heim’s notes are extremely similar.”’

Once Hitler came to hold the view that Christianity was in fact a Jewish crea-
tion, then it logically followed that the Christianity preached by the established
churches could not be a real religion either, since the Jews could not create such
a thing. It could be that the resistance that Hitler and the Nazi regime met from
some of the Christian churches, both real and imagined, during the latter half
of the 1930s (e.g. Pope Pius XI’s encyclical Mit brennender Sorge, read in German
churches 21 March 1937, which was seen as a great provocation by Hitler), brought
about this change in Hitler’s view.”' Hitler had in fact uttered a critique against the
church for its “humane” attitude with regard to eugenics in the second volume of
Mein Kampf.>* The question of when Hitler first made the connection between
Christianity and the Jews in the matter that is resembling that in the table talks is
impossible to answer conclusively, simply because we do not possess the sources
that we need for this undertaking. However, we do have some leads in the sources
that exist. These points were raised by Hitler in numerous speeches throughout the
early 1920s.%* These early speeches bear a resemblance to what is in the table talks,
but it seems to be an early stage in a process of formation of these thoughts — the
seeds, stalk, and leaves are here, but not the full blossom. At this time, Hitler did
not claim that Christianity was communism in another form, and he also clearly
still considered Christianity itself to be something other than a Jewish invention.
The Jews, according to Hitler’s view in August 1920, used Christianity as a means
to an end, but by stressing that the Jew could not become truly Christian, Hitler
clearly still associated Christianity with something positive, i.e. as something that
was separate from the negative traits ascribed to the Jews.?*

There is, however, a consistent distinction made in the table talk notes in this
context, namely that it was Paul who had corrupted the original teachings of Jesus,
a view also expressed in Eckart’s book Der Bolshevismus von Moses bis Lenin from
1924. But the Hitler in the table talks and Mein Kampfboth celebrate Jesus as a hero
and as a fighter against the Jews and their purported materialism and deification of
money etc. Jesus is considered to be not of Jewish but of Aryan descent.”® Another
consistency in this context is Hitler’s condemnation of atheism. The disapproval of
atheism is repeated also in Hitler’s second book.?* Hitler’s condemnation of politi-
cal religion, i.e. parties that used Christianity for their political purposes (such as
the Zentrum and BVP) in Mein Kampfis also kept intact throughout the table talks
(and also all other sources).*’

I do not believe, as many historians do, that Hitler’s implicit and explicit refer-
ences to the Bible and to Christianity in Mein Kampf was intended as nothing more
than a propaganda trick. In that case we should reasonably expect his confessions
to Christianity to be much more frequent and much more in alighnment with
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mainstream Christian beliefs. That would surely be a much better strategy if the
goal were to gain Christian followers. The fact that we do not see this should tell
us that Hitler was probably expressing views that were his own. He kept present-
ing his volkisch-inspired and rather unorthodox interpretations, and Mein Kampf is
certainly not in any way written to be a crowd-pleaser within Christian circles. Yet
another reason that there may have been some sort of radicalization in his views
of the Church could be that as he came to power in January 1933, he for the first
time got to experience the Church’s political power against him and the NSDAP
in earnest.

This view of Christianity and Jesus was absolutely not Hitler’s own creation. It
had a long history within the right-wing racist nationalist movement and was in a
sense a natural outgrowth of the racial ideas that took form during the 1800s. It was
only a matter of time before this would influence the theological discussions within
Christianity. Racializing Christianity was not a difficult thing to do, as Susannah
Heschel has shown, because of the theological anti-Semitism already prevalent in
the religion for many centuries. Ernest Renan, a French Catholic linguistics and
religion scholar, was the one to provide this movement with the language necessary
to complete the racial transformation of Jesus from a Jew into a Galilean Aryan.
Hitler’s views cannot only be traced to Renan, however. This view was taken over
by Hitler’s idol, Houston Stewart Chamberlain, in his Grundlagen des neunzehnten
Jahrhunderts (1899). Hitler did not share Chamberlain’s view of the apostle Paul,
however, whom Chamberlain considered to be a pagan who brought Hellenistic
influences into Christianity. Hitler’s idea of Paul as a Jew who had corrupted Jesus’s
original teachings was inherited instead from the German philologist Paul Lagarde.
Many German theologians picked up these ideas and elaborated upon them during
the early 1900s, and the Aryan Jesus was used to justify racist violence and murder
of other “races” even before Hitler became chancellor of Germany. A new Chris-
tian ethics, based on racism with the Aryan Jesus as its foundation, was thus created.
In these circles the German defeat in First World War was seen as a crucifixion of
Germany; a view that Hitler explicitly alluded to in Mein Kampf when he spoke of
the need, and his struggle, for “the revival” and “resurgence of the German nation.”
All of this led to a movement within German theology and Christianity to root out
all the Jewish influences in the New Testament.>®

Several famous theologians were involved in this effort, and it was the cen-
tral idea behind the pro-Nazi organization within the German Protestant church
called Deutsche Christen.* From Rosenberg’s diary we know that Hitler was aware
of Lagarde’s hypotheses, because Rosenberg talked about this with Hitler on 13
December 1941. The next day Rosenberg wrote in his diary that he had also told
Hitler that Chamberlain’s effort to save Paul’s reputation was incomprehensible to
him. According to the diary, Hitler affirmed that this was an error in Chamberlain’s
thinking: “Yes, that was Chamberlain’s mistake.”**" Interestingly, Heim recorded
this statement in his notes as well, and here the problematic nature of Monologe and
Heim’s notes generally becomes apparent. First, according to Heim, Hitler said
“H. St. Chamberlain’s mistake was to believe in Christianity as a spiritual world”,
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which gives the distinct impression that it was Hitler, not Rosenberg, who brought
up Chamberlain during the conversation. Second, Heim renders the part about
Chamberlain almost unintelligible, since he excludes the context in which the
statements were made and he states that Hitler said that Chamberlain’s error was to
be a believing Christian. That is to completely corrupt what was most likely said —
Rosenberg actually appears to be a much more trustworthy witness here, since his
notes make more sense in context than Heim’s do. Lagarde is not mentioned by
Heim, and neither is the fact that this was a conversation initiated and driven by
Rosenberg.?*!

Naturally, the table talks record Hitler speaking about the Jews, a theme that is
also one of the most central ones in Mein Kampf. Although the table talks touch on
many issues that are not brought up in Mein Kampf, it is still the same ideas about
race that underpin the statements recorded in the former.?* Much of the basis
for this is already evident in Hitler’s famous response letter, dated on 16 Septem-
ber 1919, to a question about the Social Democratic government’s attitude towards
the Jews posed to him by one of the participants at the DAP on 12 September, the
first DAP meeting that Hitler ever attended, a man named Adolf Gemlich. This is
the first evidence we have of his anti-Semitism.*** These are the same views that
Hitler then put forth in Mein Kampf in chapter 11 entitled “Volk und Rasse.”**
The table talks thus add nothing new to our knowledge of Hitler’s ideological
underpinnings in this respect either.

Another piece of information in Monologe that contains false information is
when Heim has Hitler, on 17 February 1942, talking about the German writer of
books for children about the Wild West, Karl May (essentially a James Fennimore
Cooper copy-cat), whose books Monologe states that Hitler read in the moonlight
during his childhood. Heim writes that the first May book that Hitler read was
one called Der Ritt durch die Wiiste (The ride through the desert).**® Dirk Baven-
damm has pointed out that there is no May book with the title Der Ritt durch die
Wiiste and points out that May is never mentioned in either Mein Kampf or Tisch-
gespriche. May’s first book Durch Wiiste und Harem (1892) was published as Durch
die Wiiste in 1895, which must be what Heim is referring to. Thus, Heim is either
mistaken regarding the title of the book or Hitler was perhaps not as familiar with
May’s books as he claimed he was. Bavendamm argues that the several post-war
eyewitness accounts may simply be reiterations of a questionable newspaper arti-
cle from Sonntag-Morgen-Post 23 April 1933.%% Interestingly, the British journalist
Ward Price wrote in 1937 that Hitler “finds relief from responsibilities in stories
of adventure. Karl May . . . whose books, like Through the Desert, are popular with
German boys, is one of his favorites.” The source for this was supposedly “his clos-
est friends.”?*” This book was about travel through the desert in Tunisia, not about
the Wild West.

However, we know that Hitler spoke about Karl May from other independent
sources. Koeppen records something similar on 5 October 1941.2*8 Jetzinger shows
that Hitler’s former teacher, Eduard Huemer, stated already in December 1923 that
Hitler appeared to have been influenced by May’s stories about American Indians
during his school years.>* This has been picked up by many Hitler biographers,?’
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and Pyta has several references to May in his book in which he argues that Hitler
got much of his “territorial discourse” (Raumdiskurs) from his reading of May and
that he took certain images of the geography and peoples of the “Wild West” and
applied it to the wide open spaces of Russia.”' What is at question is how much
Hitler was really inspired by May, and for this we have much less secure knowl-
edge. Koeppen’s and Heim’s reports are essentially identical, but contain no real
details, which seems to imply that this was nothing more than one of Hitler’s highly
formalized anecdotes. Traudl Junge never mentions Karl May in her memoirs,
and neither does Rosenberg in his diaries. Volker Ullrich, however, refers to an
instance on 20 December 1936 when Goebbels states in his diary that Hitler was
talking about Karl May and that he both loved May as a person and loved to read
his books.?? Christa Schroeder mentions Hitler talking about May, and says that
he had claimed to have learned that it was a sign of courage to not show emotions
when in pain, from reading May’s books.?*

However, the editors of the critical Mein Kampf edition stress that Karl May
experts have shown that Hitler’s understanding of America was not taken from
May and underline that the passages about America in Mein Kampf have no rela-
tion to May’s books.”* Bavendamm, too, underlines this point, namely that cer-
tain ideological aspects in May’s books were in stark contrast to National Socialist
values, but still argues that Hitler was inspired in other ways.??

According to Heim’s notes, Hitler stated on 27 February 1942 that he had
refused to attend church on 21 March 1933.%¢ This is only half correct. The
Nazi leadership visited two churches on this day, which saw the opening of the
new Reichstag celebrated in the Garnisonskirche in Potsdam. The day began with
a service in the evangelical Nikolai-church, and also in the Catholic Pfarrkirche.
It was only the latter one that Hitler did not attend, choosing instead to visit the
graves of Nazi members.?’

These findings can mean one of two things: 1) either Hitler had so internal-
ized his false narrative from Mein Kampf that he actually thought that he was
speaking the truth (perhaps he did already in 1924) or 2) Hitler was careful
enough never to let his tongue slip when talking to his entourage in the FHQs.
Perhaps the most plausible answer is that we are seeing a combination of these
two alternatives in the table talks, filtered through those witnesses who wrote
it down. The way in which Hitler and other top Nazis had internalized other
false narratives, such as the anti-Semitic idea of Jewish world domination (and
the even more bizarre idea that it was the Jews that had started the war), cer-
tainly suggests that this is a clear possibility. What is also an interesting question
is to what degree Mein Kampf actually influenced the content in the table talks.
Did Heim or Picker, or perhaps Bormann, ever take recourse to Hitler’s book
in order to make the two agree? It is actually not at all unlikely that some of
the agreement between Monologe and Mein Kampf may have come about due to
the proofreading and editing process (more about this later). Note that these are
problems that are stacked on top of the more general problem with these sources,
i.e. that they are reconstructions of Hitler’s words made from memory after the
events that they describe.
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Conclusion

This chapter had three main objectives: 1) to show how the table talk notes were
made, 2) to show how the table talks have been used by historians thus far, and
3) to illustrate if and how the content of the table talks differ from the content of
other sources. The first objective is important if we wish to understand what kind
of sources the table talks actually are. It has been shown that these notes were made
almost exclusively from memory after the conversations they describe had taken
place. They present the historian with a subjective selection of statements, utter-
ances, and topics that the note takers in conjunction with Bormann considered
important enough to put on paper and which could be remembered by the time
they were written down.

The second objective is central if one wants to understand why a study such as
the one in this book is necessary at all. Only by illustrating how these sources have
been used can we come to a clear understanding of how they have impacted on the
research, and thus also our understanding of, Hitler. The table talks are some of the
most central and frequently used sources in the field. Basically, all historians since
1951 onwards writing about Hitler, National Socialism, or Nazi Germany have
used them to a lesser or greater extent. Most historians have also used these sources
entirely uncritically, citing from them as if they contained Hitler’s own words. This
is a serious mistake, and this practice has to stop. Instead, it should be replaced by a
much more mindful and critical approach. The table talks should never be quoted
as if they contained Hitler’s own statements in the same way as his speeches or his
writings, and they should be evaluated with the same level of scepticism as these
other sources.

‘We have also seen that the table talks essentially do not contain anything new
that radically changes our understanding of Hitler compared to other sources such
as, for example, Mein Kampf. Some of the same themes and lies that we find in the
latter are included in the former. This shows that what we find in the table talks
is not really a more intimate and private Hitler. This result should be important in
order to make historians rethink the almost sacred reverence with which they have
so far approached these sources. The table talks are therefore no more reliable or
worthy of citation than any other notes and memoranda, such as Werner Koep-
pen’s, that were made at the same time and in the same way, i.e. not by the use of
stenography.
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Hitler’s Secret Conversations. . . (1953), see text on the inner flaps and the front- and back-
side of the cover.

“Teure Tischgespriche” in Die Welt 2 July 1952. The same was reported by Le Monde
(“La publication en France de Propos familiers de Hitler donne naissance a un proces
de propriété littéraire au cours duquel risqué d’étre évoquée la disparition de Martin
Bormann” in Le Monde 2 July 1952) in an article littered with incorrect information.
See e.g. “Prozel um Hitlers “Tischgespriche’” in Westfilisches Volksblatt, 13 August 1952.
Trevor-Roper, Hugh, “Paula Hitler fordert ihr Erbe. GroBer Streit um den persénlichen
NachlaB des braunen Diktators” in Westfalen-Post 18 October 1952.

“Aktenvermerk”, undated (late March or early April) 1952, pp. 1-3; IfZ; ID 103/202.
Franz-Willing, Georg, “Hitlers Tischgespriche” in Kliiter Blitter. Monatshefte fiir Kultur
und Zeitgeschichte, Jahrgang 32, December 1981, Heft 12, pp. 22-24. See also: Toland,
John, Adolf Hitler New York: Doubleday & Company, 1976), p. 682. This is obviously
the article referred to by Pyta, although he mistakenly states the year as 1980 (Pyta,
Woltram, Hitler. Der Kiinstler als Politiker und Feldherr. Eine Herrschaftsanalyse (Miinchen:
Siedler, 2015), p. 666).

Manuscript for Heim’s recorded statement to the BBC, 14 September 1953, p. 5; Wer-
ner Jochmann Nachlal3 (in the hands of Professor Ursula Biittner, Hamburg) (hence-
forth: WJN); Binder: Schriftwechsel: A — K 1977.

I have huge respect for Professor Pyta’s work, and he has assisted me immensely in my
research for this book, including giving me access to many documents that I would
probably never have discovered otherwise. However, since it is my conviction that the
available evidence in this case does not support Pyta’s conclusions, I have to bring these
points up in this chapter.

Pyta, W, Hitler . . ., pp. 31-36; for the quotes, see: p. 31.

Ibid., p. 34. The idea that Hitler did not know about the notes being made is also, based
on Heim, uncritically reproduced by Jochmann: Monologe . . ., p. 16. This myth will be
criticized and thoroughly debunked later in this book.
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Pyta, W., Hitler . . ., p. 32. Pyta notes that the conversations that took place during
lunch and dinner (Mittags- und Abendstafel) included people that were far less close to
Hitler than those present at the nightly Teegespriche and that these discussions mostly
concerned military matters (ibid., pp. 32-33). These are statements that simply cannot
be sustained by the evidence. Heim and Picker did not note military matters at all (in
contrast to Werner Koeppen, as will become evident), and neither Tischgespriche nor
Monologe supports Pyta’s claims in this regard. In fact, no qualitative difference between
the various notes can be discerned based on when the statements they record were
uttered. Jochmann notes that Heim left all military matters out because he did not have
enough knowledge about this field (Monologe . . ., p. 14).

Pyta, W, Hitler . . ., pp. 313-333.

Ibid., p. 331.

Ibid., p. 33.

Monologe . . ., p. 22.

Pyta, W., Hitler . . ., p. 33.

Longerich, Peter, Hitlers Stellvertreter: Fiihrung der Partei und Kontrolle des Staatsapparates
durch den Stab HefS und die Partei-Kanzlei Bormann (Miinchen: K. G. Saur Verlag, 1992),
p. 161.

Pyta, W., Hitler . . ., p. 33.

Ibid., p. 34.

Ibid., p. 667.

Longerich, P, Hitlers . . ., p. 161.

Ibid., p. 254. Longerich has dated this note to 1944, but that seems to be wrong,
see:“Vorlagen fiir R eichsleiter Bormann”, Christentum — Vermerk Bormanns tiber eine
Unterhaltung bei Hitler, 26 Jan. 1943; Bundesarchiv, Berlin-Lichterfelde (henceforth:
BABL); NS 6; Vol. 166.

Ibid., p. 255.

Kandel, Eric R., In Search of Memory: The Emergent New Science of the Mind (New York:
‘W. W. Norton & Company, 2007), p. 281.

Ibid., p. 302.

Ibid., p. 311.

Schacter, Daniel L., “Memory Distortion: History and Current Status” in Daniel L.
Schacter (ed.), Memory Distortion: How Minds, Brains, and Societies Reconstruct the Past
(Cambridge, Ma: Harvard University Press, 1995), p. 24.

Pyta, W, Hitler . . ., p. 33.

Ibid., pp. 33, 666.

Ibid., p. 35.

Ibid., pp. 35-36.

Ibid., p. 36.

Ibid., p. 34.

Ibid., pp. 825-827. He does this even though he also has a section called “Erinnerungen

und zeitgendssisches Schrifttum” (ibid., p. 829).

Hitler, Mein Kampf. Eine kritische Edition, Band II. Herausgegeben von Christian Hartmann,
Thomas Vordermayer, Othmar Plockinger, Roman Toppel (Miinchen: Institut fir Zeit-
geschichte, 2016), pp. 1770-1771 [henceforth: Hitler, Mein Kampf . . . (Band II)].

A first brief outline of Hitler’s fake biography appears in a letter he wrote to an unknown
person on 29 November 1921; see: Jickel, Eberhard and Kuhn, Axel (ed.), Hitler. Samtli-
che Aufzeichnungen 1905-1924 (Stuttgart: Deutsch Verlags-Anstalt, 1980) (henceforth:
SA), pp. 525-527 (Document 325). This biography differs in some of the details com-
pared to the one that appeared later in Mein Kampf. However, it shows that Hitler had
already by that time started to erase his true past and begun the construction of the
edifice of lies that he would erect in its place.

Pyta, W, Hitler . . ., p. 36.

Ibid., pp. 636, 643.
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Bullock, Alan, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books (Completely
revised edition) 1962), pp. 27, 73, 79-80, 82-83, 134-135, 171, 248, 263, 337, 343,
357, 374, 388-390, 444, 591, 655-657, 670-673, 769—773; tor the bibliography, see:
p- 809. Most of Bullock’s citations are from Table Talk.

Ibid., p. 655.

Bullock, A., Hitler: A Study in Tyranny (London: Odhams Press, 1952), pp. 342, 616. See
also references on pp. 225, 406.

Ibid., p. 739.

Bullock, A., Hitler. . . (1962), pp. 655—656.

Ibid., pp. 14-15.

Ibid., p. 14.

Ibid., p. 804. See also: Bullock, A., Hitler. . . (1952), p. 736.

Fest, Joachim, Hitler. Eine Biographie (Berlin: Propylden, 1973), passim.

Carr, William, Hitler: A Study in Personality and Politics (London: Edward Arnold, 1978),
pp. 183-184.

Kershaw, 1., Hitler 1936-45 . . ., especially chapter 9 pp. 393—457 cites frequently from
Monologe and Koeppen’s notes (and on occasion Tischgespriche); see for references e.g.
pp. 944-945, 964-969; regarding his critical discussion, see: pp. 1024—1025. Kershaw
mentions Heim, Picker, and Koppen as authors of the table talks but forgets Bormann
and Miiller.

Kershaw, Ian, Hitler 1889-1936: Hubris (London: Allen Lane, 1998), p. 632. This, how-
ever, leaves us with the incorrect impression that this part of the Table Talk was translated
from the same German manuscript that was the basis for Monologe, which was not the
case. Instead, this part was translated from Genoud’s French Libres propos. The “loosely
rendered” translation is thus often the work of Genoud and not of the translator working
on Table Talk. More on this later on in this book.

Ibid., pp. 381, 711.

See e.g. Kershaw, 1., Hitler 193645 . . ., see for references e.g. pp. 432—435.
Joachimsthaler, Anton, Hitlers Weg begann in Miinchen 1913—1923 (Miinchen: Herbig,
2000), pp. 22, 25, 34-38, 40, 47, 52, 82, 97, 113, 115, 122-123, 127-128, 131-132,
140-141, 144, 149, 156, 163-164, 168-170, 177, 179, 183, 198, 204. Interestingly,
Joachimsthaler most often lists Heinrich Heim as the author of this work (ibid.,
p. 324), except in one endnote where Hitler is stated as the author (ibid., p. 326).
This is not entirely correct, since Monologe also contains notes made by Miiller and
Bormann.

Hamann, Brigitte, Hitlers Wien. Lehrjahre eines Diktators (Miinchen: Piper Verlag, 1996),
passim, but especially pp. 125-168.

Jackel, Eberhard, Hitler in History (Hanover, NH: University Press of New England,
1984), p. 48.

Hitler’s Table Talk 1941—1944. With an Introductory Essay on The Mind of Adolf Hitler by H.
R. Trevor-Roper (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1953), p. 79; Monologe . . ., p. 99.
Jackel, Eberhard, Hitler in History (Hanover, NH: University Press of New England,
1984), p. 62.

Lukacs, J., The Hitler of History, pp. 68, 85, 89, 109, 123, 151, 155-156, 192.

Maser, Werner, Adolf Hitler: Legende, Mythos, Wirklichkeit (Miinchen: Bechtle Verlag
(12th ed.) 1989), p. 646.

Ibid., pp. 183, 565. Maser seems to have forgotten to include the book in the
bibliography.

Anton Joachimsthaler details this criticism in: Joachimsthaler, Anton, Hitlers Weg begann
in Miinchen 1913—1923 (Miinchen: Herbig, 2000), pp. 10-16, and passim.

Toland, John, Adolf Hitler, Vol. II (New York: Doubleday & Company, 1976), p. 958
(pp- 848-849 in the one-volume edition).

Misch, Rochus, Der Letzte Zeuge. “Ich war Hitlers Telefonist, Kurier und Leibwichter”. Mit
einem Vorwort von Ralph Giordano (Miinchen: Pendo Verlag, 2008), pp. 21-22.
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Zitelmann, Rainer, Hitler: Selbstverstindnis eines Revolutiondrs (Hamburg: Berg, 1987),
p- 1.

Ibid., p. 13.

Ibid.

Calic, Edouard, Ohne Maske. Hitler — Breiting Geheimgespriche 1931 (Frankfurt: Soci-
etits-Verlag, 1968).

Zitelmann, R., Hitler: Selbstverstindnis . . ., p. 13.

Ibid., pp. 305-306.

Ibid., p. 431.

“Hitler-Dokumente. Frei erfunden” in Der Spiegel 37/1972, p. 62.

This had been shown in: Seebold, Gustav Hermann, “Die Hitler-Breiting-Geheim-
sepriche als historische Quelle” (Bochum: Master thesis, 1975). The newspaper Die
Zeit had also published a series of articles on this subject collected in: JanBen, Karl-
Heinz, “Geschichte aus der Dunkelkammer” Sonderdruck from Die Zeit 38—41/1979
(Hamburg, 1979).

For this point, see: Backes, Uwe, DPolitischer Extremismus in demokratischen Verfas-
sungsstaaten (Wiesbaden: Springer Fachmedien, 1989), p. 62, n106.

JanBen, Karl-Heinz, “Geschichte aus der Dunkelkammer” Sonderdruck from Die Zeit
38-41/1979 (Hamburg, 1979), p. 17.

Zitelmann, R., Hitler: Selbstverstindnis . . ., pp. 441-442.

For this, see: JanBen, K.-H., “Geschichte aus der Dunkelkammer”. Zitelmann was far
from the only historian to be fooled by Calic’s forgery. For example, Calic managed
to get the famous historian Golo Mann to write an enthusiastic foreword to his book.
Mann even manages to state the falshood that the Tischgespriche were stenographed as
well (Calic, E., Ohne Maske . . ., pp. 5-8). Calic also forged other documents, which
he claimed proved that the Nazis themselves had started the Reichstag fire in 1933
(for this, see: von Hehl, Ulrich, “Die Kontroverse um die Reichstagsbrand” in Vier-
teljahr fiir Zeitgeschichte 36/1988, Heft 2, pp. 259-280). There are, thus, many parallels
between how Calic managed to dupe historians and how Genoud did the same.

Hett, Benjamin Carter, Burning the Reichstag: An Investigation into the Third Reich’s
Enduring Mystery (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014).

Kellerhoff, Sven Felix, The Reichstag Fire: The Case Against the Nazi Conspiracy (Stroud:
The History Press, 2016).

Zitelmann, R., Hitler: Selbstverstindnis . . ., p. 14.

Ibid., pp. 25, 38, 41, 48, 154.

Ibid., p. 34. Zitelmann actually makes generous use of Rauschning in this book.
There is another similar critical note on Rauschning (ibid., pp. 82-83), but in all other
instances Zitelmann has no such discussion, either before or after these examples, and
it is not at all clear why we are to trust Rauschning in most cases without a motivation
when we are provided such motivations on these few occasions.

Ibid., pp. 469-470.

Schieder, Theodor, Hermann Rauschnings “Gespriche mit Hitler” als Geschichtsquelle
(Opladen: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1972), p. 62. This is not the only weakness in Schied-
er’s book. He seems also to be unable to see that the fact that several years went by
between Rausching left Germany and the writing down of his conversations with
Hitler is hugely problematic for the credibility of Rauschning’s book (ibid., pp. 29-30).
Zitelmann, R., Hitler: Selbstverstindnis . . ., pp. 82—83.

Hinel, Wolfgang, Hermann Rauschnings “Gespriche mit Hitler”: Eine Geschichtsfilschung
(Ingolstadt: Verdftentlichung der Zeitgeschichtlichen Forschungsstelle, 7. Band, 1984).
Malanowski, Wolfgang, “’Zitat, Zitat, Zitat und nichts weiter’” in Der Spiegel 37/1985,
p. 99.

Kershaw, 1., Hitler: 1889-1936 . . ., p. xiv.

For a good summary of this, see: Brechtken, Magnus, “’Ein Kriminalroman kdnnte
nicht spannender erfunden werden’— Albert Speer und die Historiker”in M. Brechtken
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(ed.), Life Writing and Political Memoir — Lebenszeugnisse und Politische Memoiren (G6t-
tingen: V&R Unipress, 2012), pp. 35-78.

Zitelmann, R., Adolf Hitler. Eine politische Biographie (Gottingen: Muster-Schmidt Ver-
lag, 1998), pp. 14-15.

Ibid., p. 18.

Ibid., pp. 19-21.

Weber, Thomas, Hitler’s First War (Oxtord: Oxford University Press: 2010); Joachim-
sthaler, A., Hitlers Weg . . .,.

Monologe . . ., p. 132.

Joachimsthaler, A., Hitlers Weg . . ., pp. 171-174. Interestingly, Hitler apparently stated
to the director of the prison in Landsberg, Otto Leybold, who wrote this down on the
front page of Hitler’s prison act, that he had “gone through a whole series of battles and
fights, always against France.” He thus does not seem to have mentioned Britain. See:
Fleischmann, Peter, Hitler als Hiftling in Landsberg am Lech 1923/24. Der Gefangenen-
Personalakt Hitler nebst weiteren Quellen aus der Schutzhaft-, Untersuchungshaft-, und Fes-
tungshaftanstalt (Neustadt: Verlag PH. C. W. Schmidt, 2015), p. 84.

Ryback, Timothy W., Hitler’ Private Library: The Books That Shaped His Life (New
York: Vintage Books, 2010), for the references see, pp. 269-272, 275, 279, 282, 284.
Ryback also uses Rauschning uncritically.

Ibid., p. 282.

Miskolczy, Ambrus, Hitler’s Library (Budapest: Central European University Press,
2003), pp. 40, 42, 60, 92, 124-126, 143. One more weakness in Ryback’s book is that
he does not refer to any of those scholars who had studied Hitler’s private library before
him, such as Miskolczy and also: Wallach, Jehuda L., “Adolf Hitlers Privatbibliothek”
in Zeitgeschichte, No. 1-2 (1992); Phelps, Reginald H., “Die Hitler-Bibliothek” in
Deutsche Rundschau (September 1954), pp. 923-31.

Ullrich, Volker, Adolf Hitler. Biographie. Band I: Die Jahre des Aufsteigs 1889-1939
(Frankfurt am Main: S. Fischer Verlag, 2013), pp. 1040-1041; Ullrich, V., Adolf Hitler.
Biographie. Band II: Die Jahre des Untergangs (Frankfurt am Main: S. Fischer, 2018), pp,
857-858.

For this, see: ibid., pp. 14-20, 840, 842; quote on p. 14.

Chapoutot, Johann, La loi du sang. Penser et agir en nazi (Paris Gallimard, 2014), passim;
Chapoutot, J., La révolution cuturelle nazie (Paris: Gallimard, 2016), passim; Chapoutot,
J., Le nazisme et I’ Antiquité (Paris: Quadrige, 2016), passim.

Snyder, Timothy, Black Earth: The Holocaust as History and Warning (London: The Bod-
ley Head, 2015), p. 15. See also: Fest, J., Hitler . . ., p. 1034.

Hitler's Table Talk. . . (1953), p. 316.

Libres propos. . . (Vol. 1, 1952), p. 306.

Monologe . . ., p. 281.

Snyder, T., Black Earth . . ., p. 18.

Hitlers Tischgespriche . . . (1953), p. 73 (11 April 1942). Snyder is also taking this passage
slightly out of context here. Picker’s German text does not imply that the Germans
should simply put up a loudspeaker in every village and play music through it. Instead,
this is part of an argument to the effect that “it is much better to set up a radio loud-
speaker in each village to tell people news and provide entertainment . . .”, rather than
offer them education (ibid.).

Libres propos. . . (Vol. II, 1954), p. 65.

Hitler’s Table Talk. . . (1953), p. 38; Snyder, T., Black Earth . . ., p. 18; Libres pro-
pos ... (Vol. I, 1952), pp. 38-39; Monologe . . ., p. 66. The exact same paragraph is also
quoted by Richard J. Evans in: Evans, Richard J., The Third Reich at War . . ., p. 171.

Snyder, T., Black Earth . . ., pp. 8, 18.

Ibid., p. 6.

Ibid., p. 397.

Hitlers Tischgespriche . . . (1951), p. 437.
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Kellerhof, Sven Felix, “Mein Kampf”. Die Karriere eines deutschen Buches (Stuttgart:
Klett-Cotta, 2015), p. 219.

Ibid., pp. 218-219.

Hitlers Tischgespriche. . . (1951), pp. 435-436.

Ullrich, V., Adolf Hitler . . ., pp. 277-278, 281, 339-340 (for more on Hitler’s luxurious
lifestyle, see also: pp. 449-453). See also: Goebbels, Joseph, Die Tagebiicher von Joseph
Goebbels 1924-1945. Im Auftrag des Instituts fiir Zeitgeschichte und mit Unterstiitzung des
Staatlichen Archivdienstes Ruflands. Herausgegeben von Elke Frilich. Band 1-4 & 1-15
(Miinchen: K.G. Saur 1987-1995) (hencetorth: TBJG), 1/2, p. 156 (15 April 1932).
Goebbels also states that the NSDAP was able to spend RM 200,000 on propaganda in
the spring of 1932, although he still complained that the Nazis had less funds available
for propaganda than the other parties, see: ibid., p. 137 (67 March 1932).

TBJG, 1/2, p. 149 (1 April 1932).

Ibid., p. 150 (2 April 1932).

Goebbels, J., Vom Kaiserhof zur Reichskanzlei. Eine historische Darstellung in Tagebuchblit-
tern (vom 1. Januar 1932 bis zum 1. Mai 1933) (Munich: Zentralverlag der NSDAP,
1935), pp. 73-74.

Hitler, Mein Kampf. Eine kritische Edition, Band 1. Herausgegeben von Christian Hartmann,
Thomas Vordermayer, Othmar Plockinger, Roman Toppel (Miinchen: Institut fiir Zeit-
geschichte, 2016), pp. 106—107 [7] [henceforth: Hitler, Mein Kampf . . . (Band I)];
Hitlers Tischgespriche. . . (1951), pp. 363-364. See also: Monologe . . ., p. 115. A clari-
fication regarding the page references to the critical edition of Mein Kampf is here in
order. This work is arranged so that a page from Mein Kampf occurs only on odd page
numbers, with critical commentaries on every even page (or spread). The ordinary
page numbers refer to the pages in Hitler, Mein Kampf as such, while the page numbers
in bold square brackets refer to the page numbers in the first edition of Mein Kampf as
given in the critical volume.

Monologe . . ., pp. 103, 185-190, 312-313, 394; Hitlers Tischgespriche. . . (1951), p. 340.

143 Jetzinger, Franz, Hitlers Jugend. Phantasien, Liigen — und die Wahrheit (Wien: Europa

144

145
146

Verlag, 1956), pp. 105-108.

Ibid., pp. 101-102, 304; Ullrich, V., Adolf Hitler . . ., p. 32. Hitler started first grade of
the Realschule in the fall of 1900, when he was 11 years old. However, he had to repeat
this class in 1901-1902.

Hitler, Mein Kampf . . ., pp. 99, 109 [3, 8].

Bavendamm, Dirk, Der junge Hitler. Korrekturen einer Biographie 1889—1914 (Graz: Ares
Verlag, 2009), pp. 144-145. Bavendamm also correctly points out that Hitler’s story is
doubtful for other reasons too. Hitler claimed to have only been interested in subjects
that he thought would be useful in his artistic pursuits, but what possible need would
an aspiring artist have for history and geography?

147 Jetzinger, E, Hitlers Jugend . . ., pp. 100-106.
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Ibid., p. 106.

Hitler, Mein Kampf . . . (Band I), p. 131 [18]; Monologe . . ., p. 115.

Hitler, Mein Kampf . . . (Band I), p. 115 [11]; Monloge . . ., p. 312; Hitlers Tischgespriche. . .
(1951), p. 350. Note that the date on the note is mistakenly stated as 3 February, instead
of the correct 3 March 1942 in the first edition of Tischgespriche.

Hitlers Tischgespriche. . . (1951), pp. 225-228, 284-288 (this note is dated 19 May in this
edition, but 20 May in the 1963 edition), 350-351, 360-362, 367-369; Monologe . . .,
pp. 311-313; Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band II), pp. 1041-1109 [41-75].

Monologe . . ., p. 312.

Hitler, Mein Kampf . . . (Band II), p. 1075 [58].

Ibid., p. 1065 [53].

Ibid., p. 1071 [56].

Ibid., p. 1067 [54].

Ibid., p. 1065 [53].

Ibid., p. 1075 [58].
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Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), pp. 165-169 [34-36]; Hitlers Tischgespriche. . . (1951),
p. 385.

Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . Band I), p. 171 [37]; Monologe . . ., p. 64. On the other
hand, Heim also records a contradicting statement on 22 January 1942, according to
which Hitler stated that the “introduction of general suffrage in Austria will necessar-
ily lead to the collapse of the Germans” (Durchfiihrung des allgemeinen gleichen geheimen
Wiahlrechts mufte in Osterreich zu einem Zusammenbruch der Deutschen fiihren); see, Mono-
loge . . ., p. 216.

Longerich, P, Hitler . . ., p. 61.

Monologe . . ., p. 64.

Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), p. 303 [98].

Monologe . . ., p. 65.

Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), p. 317 [105].

Monologe . . ., p. 317.

Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), pp. 175 [39].

Ibid., p. 176. This refers to the commentaries.

Ibid., p. 207 [55].

Ibid., p. 309 [101].

Monologe . . ., p. 153.

Kershaw, 1., Hitler: 1889-1936 . . ., pp. 18, 36; Ullrich, V., Adolf Hitler . . ., pp. 48—49.
Pyta, W., Hitler . . ., pp. 118-119; Longerich, P, Hitler . . ., pp. 22-24, 35-38. Poet-
sch, however, was never willing to accept this responsibility and kept his distance from
Hitler in the later years, while Huemer became an avid Hitler supporter. In the first
edition of Mein Kampf Hitler mistakenly stated his teacher’s name to be Ludwig Potsch,
see: Hitler, Mein Kampf . . . (Band I), p. 117 [12]. The same point is made in: Baven-
damm, D., Der junge Hitler . . ., p. 136. Thus, he may not have been too important for
Hitler after all. For Poetsch’s letter to Hitler on 20 June 1929 and Hitler’s reply on 2
July 1929, see: Hitler. Reden, Schriften, Anordnungen. Februar 1925 bis Januar 1933 [14
volumes with different editors] (Miinchen: K.G. Saur, 1992-2003) (henceforth: RSA),
Band I11/2, p. 279 (Document 46).

Jetzinger, E, Hitlers Jugend . . ., pp. 105-111, 113.

Bavendamm, D., Der junge Hitler . . ., pp. 264-267, 279. This is a good logical point,
although Bavendamm also uses Kubizek as evidence. Kubizek, however, cannot be
trusted at all in this case. Kubizek at the same time says Hitler was a full-blown anti-
Semite and hater of the clerics already in Vienna, and we know this is not true (Kubi-
zek, August, Adolf Hitler. Mein Jugendfreund (Graz und Géttingen: Leopold Stocker
Verlag, 1953), p. 298).

Monologe . . ., p. 65.

Hitler’s Table Talk. . . (1953), p. 36; Libres propos. . . (Vol. 1, 1952), p. 37.

Monologe . . ., p. 64.

Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), p. 445 [166]. This statement actually seems to be
contradicted (contradictions are rife in Mein Kampf) by Hitler’s contention that the
Habsburg rulers had been trying to turn their state into a Catholic-based Slavic state
“as protection against Orthodox Russia” (ibid., p. 299 [96]).

For this, see: ibid., p. 446. The version of events as reported in both Mein Kampf and
Monologe is uncritically accepted in: Hiibner, Stefan, “Hitler und Ostasien. 1904 bis
1933. Die Entwicklung von Hitlers Japan- und Chinabild vom Russisch-Japanischen
Krieg bis zur ‘Machtergreifung’” in OAG Notizen, No. 9 (2009), pp. 23-24.
Longerich, P, Hitler . . ., p. 23. Longerich is here referring to a statement made by
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Hitler, Mein Kampf . . . (Band I), pp. 298, 365 [129]. The editors of the critical volume
point out that the use of the word “Blutschande” in this context makes no sense at all
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and shows that this was in fact pointed out already in 1925. The term is normally used
for incestuous relationships, but Hitler, racist as he was, could not have seen Slavs and
Jews as brothers and sisters. Thus, if he had been able to follow his own logic, he ought
to have held the opposite view (ibid., p. 364).

Several historians have shown this, but it is dealt with in detail in: Weber, T., Wie Adolf
Hitler zum Nazi wurde . . ., passim.

Bavendamm, D., Der junge Hitler . . ., p. 172.

Jetzinger, E, Hitlers Jugend . . ., pp. 119-120.

Email to the author from Dr. Klaus-Dieter Mulley at the Institut fiir Geschichte der
Gewerkschaften und AK, Kammer fiir Arbeiter und Angestellte fiir Wien; Vienna, Austria; 18
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Jetzinger, E, Hitlers Jugend . . ., pp. 102-103, 304; Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I),
pp- 108, 124, 445. These are references to the commentaries on these pages.
Koeppen, Werner, Herbst 1941 im “Fiihrerhauptquartier”. Berichte Werner Koeppens an
seinen Minister Alfred Rosenberg. Herausgegeben und kommentiert von Martin Vogt (Koblenz:
Materialen aus dem Bundesarchiv Heft 10, 2002), p. 37. For Koeppen’s typed notes,
see: “Reichsministerium fiir die desetzten Ostgebiete, Aufzeichnungen des personli-
chen Referenten Rosenbergs, Dr. Koeppen, iiber Hitlers Tischgespriche 1941”; Bun-
desarchiv, Berlin-Lichterfeld (henceforth: BABL); R6—34a.

Hitlet, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), pp. 119 [13], 171 [37], 297-299 [95-96], 333 [113],
357 [125].

Ibid., pp. 118, 330. These are references to the commentaries on these pages.

Weber, Thomas, Becoming Hitler: The Making of a Nazi (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2018), pp. 217-223, 313-327; quote on p. 223.

Hitlet, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), p. 373 [132].

Monologe . . ., p. 209.

Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), pp. 383-439 [138-164]; Monologe . . ., p. 67; Hitlers
Tischgespriche. . . (1951), pp. 227-228, 322-323; Hitler, Adolf, Hitlers zweites Buch.
Ein Dokument aus dem Jahr 1928. Eingeleitet und kommentiert von Gerhard L. Weinberg.
Mit einem Geleitwort von Hans Rothfels (Stuttgart: Deutsche Verlags-Anstalt, 1961),
pp. 46-144.

Monologe . . ., p. 234. This statement is exactly mirrored by the claim that he also
became a military leader against his will and that if another leader had been available,
he would have become an architect instead (ibid., p. 101). This is another equally false
claim in one of Heim’s nightly notes.

Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), pp. 467, 543, 557 [175, 210, 217].

Fest, J., Hitler . . ., pp. 526-527.

SA, pp. 1055, 1062-1064 (Document 596 & 605).

Monologe . . ., p. 71.

Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), pp. 453—457, 545 [169-171, 211].

Ibid., p. 459 [172]; Monologe . . ., p. 79. In Mein Kampf Hitler actually remarks that the
only “sorrow’ he had during that time was the initial worry that his regiment would
arrive at the front too late and thus miss the battle.
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rich, V., Adolf Hitler . . ., (Vol. I), p. 110.
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years (ibid., pp. 389-390). This is absolutely not true, as Thomas Weber has shown in
Hitler’s First War (Hitler spent most of his time in the army many kilometres behind the
frontline), and Pyta has to be aware of this. It is a careless formulation indeed.
Monologe . . ., p. 80.

Pyta, W., Hitler . . ., pp. 388-390.

Hitler, Mein Kampf. . . (Band I), pp. 524-525 [201]. Hitler states that his regiment
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ington, DC: Regnery History, 2016), pp. 18, 298 n7.
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with the Nazi government, and even sympathized expressly with Nazi ideology and
found ways to make their Christian faith and Nazi politics function without conflict.
This included many German priests who willingly served in the Wehrmacht, as well as
famous theologians who worked hard to make National Socialism and Christianity
compatible. For some of the more important works, see: Steigmann-Gall, Richard,
The Holy Reich: Nazi Conceptions of Christianity, 1919—1945 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003); Spicer, Kevin P, Hitler’s Priests: Catholic Clergy and National
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Briefe und Notizen from 1973. Includes supporting words for a speech that he dates
to shortly before 20 February 1920 in which Hitler mentions “religion” as one of
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A SCHOLARLY SCANDAL

The publication of Henry Picker’s Hitlers
Tischgespréiche in 1951

The Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte (IfZ) had been formally established on 11 Septem-
ber 1950, after a long and arduous effort that had started back in 1947, when
the suggestion for such an institute was first made. It was difficult to get funding
for it because the state governments in Germany, with the exception of Bavaria,
were not very keen on financing an institute devoted to the NS era. That the IfZ
came to be established in Munich was, of course, not a coincidence, because the
fact was that the records of the NSDAP that had been seized by the Americans
and the British were deposited there, at the so-called Central Collecting Point
(CCP) housed in the former Fiihrerbau, or Fihrer Building (located next to, and
attached to, the NSDAP Party HQ). Getting access to these documents proved
to be much harder than what the Bavarian authorities had first thought, how-
ever. Resistance also came from the West German state archivists who were wor-
ried that the institute would become a rival institution. The matter was solved
by making the IfZ so-called Zentralnachweisstelle, i.e. a central documentation
office, which would house only copies of official documents, and, in addition,
private papers, eyewitness documentation (Zeitzeugnissquellen), and transcripts of
documents. The IfZ was also put in charge of locating Nazi documents around
the world.!

The IfZ’s part in the Tischgespriche affair began almost immediately after its for-
mation. In late January 1951 historian Gerhard Ritter at the IfZ was contacted by
the CEO of the Bonn-based publisher Athenium Verlag, Dr. Paul W. Junker. The
letter began in the following way:

Honourable Professor!

I come today with an offer to You: We have acquired a manuscript that
contain notes from the speeches regarding a series of problems held by Hit-
ler at dinner in the Fiihrer headquarters. These notes were made by two



A scholarly scandal 59

government clerks from the Department of the Interior on Hitler’s orders,
and it is an extremely interesting document regarding the history of National
Socialism that is especially characteristic for Hitler’s personality.?

We can see that Picker had obviously made several untrue statements regarding his
manuscript to Junker. Either that or Junker had completely misunderstood Picker
when he explained the history of the text. Apparently, Picker had told Junker that
both he and Heim had made their notes, not only with Hitler’s consent but on his
orders (Auftrag). Apparently, then, at this time it seemed like a good idea to market
this document as containing notes officially sanctioned by Hitler. That would later
change, as we have already seen.

Junker was of the opinion that it was of utmost importance that this source be
published immediately, but he realized that it would be a very delicate matter to
do this so soon after the war. It would probably be impossible, he felt, unless the
text was engaged with critically by a professional scholar. Junker told Ritter that
he would be happy to meet him by the end of the week and present him with the
manuscript and to ask Ritter to write a short introduction to the planned book.
Ritter could only have a quick look at the text, however, since Junker had to return
the manuscript to the “holder of the copyright” (Besitzer der Autorenrechte), i.e.
Picker.® Ritter later explained that the manuscript itself was, according to Junker,
the only in existence:

apart from a copy that Dr. ] has kept for himself (Dr. Junker’s letter from
13.2). It was not a carbon copy, but a typed main document already set up
as a print manuscript: spelling mistakes were corrected, a lot of linguistic
improvements were added.*

Whether these changes had been made already in the FHQ or later on was
unknown to Ritter at the time.”> This must reasonably mean that the publisher had
not made the changes.

Ritter accepted the offer more or less immediately, because in early February
an “understanding” had been reached between them. Now the various problems
regarding the necessary changes to the manuscript were to be discussed with
Picker during the next couple of days. The agreement consisted of a number
of points. First, Ritter would write an introduction, as well as make a historical-
critical evaluation of the text. He had also expressed the wish to publish the
book in cooperation with the IfZ. Picker’s consent to the latter would of course
have to be forthcoming first. Second, the title seems to have been already for-
mulated by the publisher. Third, Ritter would receive 750 German Marks
(Deutschmark, DM) for the job, as well as DM 150 for an assistant. The money
had at this point been paid to Ritter, since the work on the edition had already
begun. Fourth, it had been decided to arrange the text thematically, as Ritter
had suggested, and minor comments would be added where such were deemed
to be necessary.®
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Ritter very soon noticed that Picker’s text ended where the stenographic notes
from Hitler’s military conferences began. These records had been published in
English translation the year before by Felix Gilbert under the title Hitler Directs His
War (Oxford University Press). It would not be long before these were published
in Germany, he thought, and therefore the publication of Picker’s text was even
more urgent. Ritter, however, was of the opinion that the manuscript could not
be published without the removal of a number of “banalities”, or without making
changes to Picker’s preface and afterword. The reason for the latter was that a cer-
tain amount of admiration for Hitler was readily apparent in Picker. This made it
impossible for Ritter to allow his name to be associated with the book. He had no
wish to draw more polemics to his person, and he did not want to put his name on
a text that was so contradictory to his political convictions. Moreover, Ritter also
felt that the summarizing titles next to each note were often mistaken or confus-
ing. The text itself was better than Picker’s own contributions, he thought. Ritter
then asked Junker to inquire with General Karl-Heinrich Bodenschatz (Goring’s
liaison officer by Hitler) and Major Gerhard Engel (Hitler’s army adjutant) and
ask whether they could remember if Picker and Heim had really gotten Hitler’s
permission to record his words and if they had actually taken them down as Hitler
spoke. He also wanted to know if they, from the examples that had been shown to
them, considered the notes to be authentic and not in any way changed afterwards
(daf} die Niederschrift in Ordnung und nicht etwa nachtriglich umfrisiert ist). He also
suggested various other persons that might be able to confirm the correctness of
Picker’s notes.”

What is clear is that the work with the edition was therefore made in extreme
haste. Already by 13 February, i.e. not even a month after he had first laid eyes on
the text, Ritter had already sent his introduction to the publisher. Junker wished
to come to an agreement with Picker on the final form of the publication during
the next few days. It was estimated that only a few issues had to be worked out
between Picker and Ritter before the manuscript could be made ready to print.®
Ritter’s suggestion to receive 0.5 percent of the sale price for the 11,000 to 20,000
first copies sold was accepted by Junker.” Ritter, however, found it hard to get
along with Picker. He was also unhappy with the title suggestions, since it did not
clearly enough state that the IfZ stood behind the publication, a fact that Ritter
considered absolutely critical.'” A few issues thus still remained to be solved before
Ritter was satisfied. For example, a few pages were missing from the manuscript,
and Junker had still not questioned either Bodenschatz or Engel.!' By 21 February
Ritter had made his suggested changes to the text and sent it to Junker, who had in
turn presented it to Picker, and the latter was very happy with the work. The text
was now ready to go to the printers; any further minor changes could be made on
the print proofs, Junker thought.'

Picker accepted most of Ritter’s suggested changes to his introduction and made
some additions; however, Ritter was still not satisfied. He wished to see yet a
few smaller improvements made. But more important for Ritter was that Picker,
and he had told Picker this in person, never considered the moral aspects of the
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Hitler regime. The only standard Picker judged Hitler by, said Ritter, was if he
had been successful or not. This attitude was typical for the Fascist, according to
Ritter; moral issues were considered to have nothing to do with politics.”> There
was indeed no need for “time and distance” (Zeit und Abstandes) in order to make
a moral judgement about Hitler’s regime, as Picker suggested in his introduction.
Although Picker was naturally responsible for his own introduction, Ritter made
it clear that he considered the apologetic attitude towards Hitler to taint the pub-
lication as such. Ritter would put Picker’s introduction before the IfZ scientific
council (Beirat) to see if the IfZ could accept it and in what form. Junker, on the
other hand, suggested that the problem regarding the title should be solved by
stating that Ritter had edited, introduced, and published the book, and instead
of saying that he had been commissioned by the IfZ to do so, the title should say
“In connection with the Institute” (In Verbindung mit dem Instituf). He also sug-
gested that the title should state “Recorded with Hitler’s approval” (Aufgezeichnet
mit Genehmigung Hitlers), which Ritter said that the IfZ Beirat would have to take
some time to consider.' Junker’s last suggestion indicates that at this stage the view
was still that Picker’s claim to have gotten Hitler’s consent for recording his state-
ments was taken seriously.

A few days later Junker got back to Ritter and could deliver the good news that
Engel had visited the publisher and he could report:

after having controlled the manuscript himself and, based on his own knowl-
edge, confirmed that it is faultless. In particular, he considered the person Dr.
Picker completely credible.'

Ritter obviously found this fact to be very important because he marked it in red.
Bodenschatz would be soon presented with copies of the proofs, said Junker.'® We
can thus assume that it was the fact that Engel had, in Ritter’s eyes, authenticated
Picker’s manuscript that made him accept it as authoritative as well. Perhaps this was
even what made Ritter decide to sign the publishing contract with the Athendum
Verlag the very same day. The contract stipulated that Ritter was to be paid DM
1,000 for the first 10,000 copies, as well as an extra DM 0.10 per sold copy.'” Let us
pause and reflect upon this for a moment. Ritter’s way of going about making sure
that the manuscript was authentic was certainly a bit strange considering the fact
that Ritter knew that Picker was still sympathetic to National Socialism and Hitler.
Now another former Nazi and member of Hitlers closest entourage — and who
was most likely still sympathetic to Hitler himself — considered Picker trustworthy.
Why did Ritter take Engel’s word for this? What is more important, of course, is
that Engel’s estimation of Picker’s character was completely off the mark, which
Ritter would soon get to experience first-hand.

It i1s furthermore not clear why Ritter thought that Engel, or anyone else
for that matter, could authenticate a text that recorded statements that had been
uttered almost a decade earlier and that Engel had not been privy to (except in a
few cases). The most that Engel could do was to tell if the topics and overall views
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corresponded to his own memory of what he had heard Hitler say. This contrib-
uted little to the question of whether Picker’s text had been edited in any way and
how faithfully it relayed Hitler’s words. This point was actually made most force-
fully by historian Kurt Rheindorf in his very detailed, and very critical, dissection
of Tischgespriche. Referring to the passage in Picker’s introduction where he stated
that many of the people who had heard Hitler speak in his FHQ were still alive and
able to authenticate the notes, Rheindorf wrote scathingly:

Such an appeal is a pure fraud! It is not the authenticity of the table talks, but
the authenticity of Picker’s portrayal of them, that has to be authenticated. In
that sense, none of the crown witness referred to by Picker . . . is in a position
to, after nine years, authenticate the wording of a “table talk” in the form that
Picker purveys it.'®

Rheindorf hits the nail on its head here. The main question was not, and still is not,
if the table talks actually occurred — we know that they did — but rather whether,
and how well, the notes from them actually give us Hitler’s words. It seems as if
Ritter’s critical thinking did not reach that far, and he settled for taking Engel’s
and Picker’s words for it. It was not that such insightful criticism was unthinkable
in 1951; Rheindorf certainly managed to be critical in this respect. This would, as
mentioned, turn out to be a mistake on Ritter’s part. Ritter, too, was the object of
much, and hard, criticism from Rheindorf, who wrote that the very fact that the
IfZ was mentioned in the title implied that Picker’s documents had been “strictly
proven according to the basic principles of scientific source criticism” (nach den
Grundsdtzen wissenschaftlicher Quellenkritik genau gepriiff), and he continued to criti-
cize the fact that Ritter used the same argument as Picker regarding the reliability
and ability of other “witnesses” to the table talks, who had been presented with
“examples” (Stichproben) from the manuscript, to argue that the reliability of Tisch-
gespriche had been thoroughly proven. Apparently, Ritter had no idea what “thor-
oughly proven” (griindsitzlich bestitigf) meant, Rheindorf scoffed. For something to
have been “thoroughly proven” one had to do a lot more than simply present some
eyewitnesses with a few document samples, Rheindorf correctly remarked. He also
criticized Ritter’s decision to arrange the text thematically, since it made it much
more difficult for the reader to notice important points, such as Hitler’s knowledge
about the Holocaust, which would have been easier to follow and detect if the
notes had been laid out chronologically."

It is perhaps ironic that Rheindorf put forth a critique that was much better, and
much more detailed, than any historian before or since has been able, or cared, to
produce. His keen sense of logical mistakes, and important semantic decisions on
Picker’s part, led Rheindorf to highlight many passages in the former’s introduc-
tion that surely deserved to be elaborated on and explained further. For example,
he pointed out that Picker stated that he, on the one hand, had made most of the
notes without an expressed wish from Bormann, but on the other hand, he stated
that on one occasion Bormann gave him “a card with the for him typical order”
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(eine Karte mit der fiir ihn typischen Weisung) to dictate Hitler’s utterances made dur-
ing dinner. Now, Rheindorf noted, one can only receive a “typical” request to
do something if such requests have been rather frequent in the past. Picker thus
seemed to be, inadvertently as it were, betraying the fact that he had made many
more, if not all, of his notes on Bormann’s direct orders. Why would Picker choose
to keep this information from the reader, Rheindorf perceptively asked?® Further-
more, Picker’ statement that someone had given their “approval” (Genehmigung) to
him, and Heim, to make the notes seemed contradictory. Obviously, he could not
mean Hitler, because Picker at the same time claimed that Hitler knew nothing
about him making his notes. So, who was he talking about? But then, again, Picker
contradicts himself when he on the same page claims that Hitler had, on several
occasions, “acknowledged” (anerkannt) that his notes presented a correct view of
Hitler’s statements. To whom had Hitler made this statement; was it to Picker or to
someone else? Rheindorf found no satisfying answer in Tischgespriche.”' The incon-
sistency between the initial assertion that the notes had been made with Hitler’s
approval and that Picker then argued that Hitler knew nothing at all about it does
not seem to have appeared to either Ritter or the IfZ.

Rheindorf was acquainted with Hitler’s former Luftwaffe adjutant, Nicolaus von
Below, and he interviewed him on several occasions. According to von Below,
Picker had been “a really peripheral character” (wirklich eine Randfigur) in the FHQ,
one who, in contrast to Heim, did not know stenography. The former adjutant
did not know why Picker was dismissed from his post at the FHQ in August 1942,
but he noted that Bormann had a habit of often replacing his staff (including his
secretaries), since he did not want anyone to gain a good understanding of his
working methods.?> Clearly, there were former Nazi officials who also did not like
Picker, and von Below told Rheindorf about one such person that he had recently
met who reportedly had stated that he would have had Picker shot had he known
that the latter was to come to the FHQ. This had been said by a former colleague
of Picker’s at the offices of the National Youth Leadership (Reichsjugendfiihrung).>

What follows in Rheindorf’s interview notes is really interesting; von Below
stated that Picker’s mission had been the same as that of all the military adjutants
at the FHQ, i.e.:

Notes, and purveyance of these to the proper places, of occasional wishes
or ordered uttered at the table. v.Below considered it wholly possible that
Bormann had ordered Picker to record more, in addition to this “mission”
known to Hitler. Bormann was a greedy man who always went out of his way
to shine and be alert in front of Hitler. It is possible that Bormann also col-
lected material about Hitler; he didn’t know. [. . .] What Ritter published
were not “records.” When I asked v.Below if he could say that Picker’s notes
corresponded to reality and what he thought of it on the basis of Hitler’s long-
standing knowledge of them, v.Below said that he could not remember such
individual conversations with the best will. It was just as it was in all the
officers’ messes in the world and you really couldn’t say more. There was
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talk about everything — not only about Hitler — and in a relaxed form. It is
completely impossible to take statements out of such officers’ mess conversa-
tions of individual people and then make of it what Ritter is doing now. In
order to have a real picture, one would have to know exactly what the others
had said about it, because it was by no means just monologues, as Picker
claims.?* [Italics added.]

‘What is notable about this interview is that von Below seems to confirm that
Hitler was actually well aware of the fact that people made notes of what he said
in order to report it back to their respective masters. He even says that this was
the purpose for them being there in the first place. This does, indeed, sound
much more plausible than the idea that Hitler had no idea of what was going on
around him.

It is interesting to note that in von Below’s memoirs from 1980 his memory of
how the table talks were created had changed considerably. There he writes that
the table talks were written down with the use of stenography at the table (mitsteno-
grafierf) by Heim and Picker. He also repeats the idea that Hitler had spoken very
relaxed and free during these dinners.” Time had apparently allowed von Below
to integrate the official myth of the table talks and make it his own. Apparently,
von Below did not remember much about what Hitler talked about during these
discussions either because he later on claims that he never heard Hitler make the
aggressive kind of critique of the Church that Bormann did.*® The table talks are
full of these statements — and they are corroborated by other independent sources —
so von Below is either remembering incorrectly or is purposefully lying about this
matter.

Needless to say, perhaps, we ought to assume that von Below’s earlier memories
and judgements regarding these events should be considered more trustworthy than
his memoirs written several decades later. We must also be careful enough to point
out that since Tischgespriche contained a large number of Heim’s notes, Rheindorf’s
and von Below’s conclusions are equally damaging for the Heim notes, and thus
also for Monologe. As we have seen, and as will become even more apparent later
on, when we compare Heim’s notes to those made by Alfred Rosenberg’s repre-
sentative at the FHQ, Werner Koeppen, the latter’s notes often reflect the conver-
sational aspect of these table talks much better than either Tischgepriche or Monologe
do. Interestingly, however, Rheindorf does not seem to have been interested in
Heim, and there is no sign of any contact between them in Rheindorf’s papers at
the Bundesarchiv.

Rheindorf’ appreciation of Genoud, and his claims, was also rather low
at this time. Genoud’s claim to have the “authentic” documents was deemed
by Rheindorf to be just another invention of the “memory industry” (erin-
nerungs-Industrie) that had appeared in Germany since the end of the war, and
he compared it to the enormous amount of pieces of the “cross of Christ”,
with which one could now build a “respectable” forest. He had, however, asked
his book dealer to alert him whenever Genoud’s blockbuster (kniiller), “My
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Fithrer Speaks™ (Mein Fiihrer spricht) landed in his store and was presented to the
astounded or distraught contemporary audiences in Germany. Even better, he
thought, would the publication of the letters between Gerda and Martin Bor-
mann be.”” But von Below, on the other hand, looked forward to Genoud’s
table talk publication with some excitement. However, he considered the letters
between Martin and Gerda Bormann “somewhat dubious” (etwas zweifelhaf),
because, as he told Rheindorf:

I never thought that these two had written so many letters to each other. In
general, they would limit themselves to the telephone.?®

This information is interesting because it shows that both von Below and Rhein-
dorf must have spoken to Genoud and knew which documents he had and what he
was planning on publishing. The title of Genoud’s coming book is also an impor-
tant clue; Mein Fiihrer spricht was obviously the title of a planned German edition
of the Bormann-Vermerke. Apparently, it was even planned to come out in Germany
very soon. But for some reason Genoud decided to publish a French translation
under the title Libres propos instead. Genoud clearly planned on publishing the Bor-
mann letters in German as well, but he later changed his mind regarding this too.
Libres propos would eventually be published in English in 1953, and the Bormann
letters too in 1954. A German edition of Genoud’s table talk manuscript would be
published in 1980, but a German edition of the Bormann letters has still not seen
the light of day.

Tischgespriche had turned out to be somewhat of a disappointment to von Below
apparently, and he was of the firm opinion that it gave “a completely false image”
(ein vollig falsches Bild) of the conversations and of Hitler’s words. It was lacking
many things that Picker [and, reasonably, Heim too, M.N.] either had not heard, or
had not written down, or that had been left out of the book by Picker and Ritter,
he thought. On the other hand, it contained matter, although he did not go into
any details on this, that looked:

like various phrases that, at the very least, appear strange to me, and from
this one may conclude that they have moved a lot around in the original.*

Thus, von Below felt that Tischgespriche gave a thoroughly false picture of Hitler,
not because the statement themselves were necessarily giving a false representation
of Hitler’s views, but because the text seemed to have pulled together bits and
pieces of statements and placed them out of context so as to give an impression
that he felt did not correspond to his memory of either the manner or the situation
of how Hitler uttered his views. It does not seem as if von Below was referring to
the way in which Tischgespriche had been edited by Ritter; rather it was a general
impression of the text he gave expression to. Once again, we must note that this
judgement is equally valid also for Heim’s notes and thus, by necessity, also for
Monologe.
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Furthermore, von Below clarified where various people sat at the dinner table
in the FHQs. He stressed that Picker always sat at a side table (Nebentisch), which
stood about 2 metres from the far-right corner (and towards the door) of the long
dinner table, towards the door, where all the main Nazi dignitaries sat. Hitler sat
in the middle of the 6- to 7-metre long and about 1-metre wide, table, with his
back against the windows, which were on the left side of the room (seen from
the door). Picker’s table could thus be seen by Hitler simply turning his head
slightly to the right towards the door. Directly across from Hitler sat Keitel, and
on the right and left side of him, respectively, sat Bormann and Bodenschatz. To
Hitler’s left sat Jodl, and to the right sat either Sepp Dietrich or a guest. Rhein-
dorfreceived a detailed sketch of the layout of the dinner room at the Wolfschanze
and the placement of everyone present. Next to Jodl sat Puma, and then von
Below, and next to him, at the far end, sat Engel. What is perhaps the most
interesting about this image is that Heim is not mentioned at all, even though

3 From this sketch it is clear that some

he was there much longer than Picker.
of the notes included in Tischgespriche — which expressly mentions Heinz Lor-
enz, Gabriel (Keitel’s adjutant), and Richard Schulze (Hitler’s ordinance officer
[Ordonnanzoffizier]) — were the result of conversations that Picker had with the
men at the side table, because von Below places Picker together with these three.’!

The room at Wolfschanze was very cramped (sehr eng) and had bad acoustics,
according to von Below. The dinner room at Werwolf at Winniza was much bigger,
and so had good acoustics; however, the people at the side table could not hear
the conversation taking place at the main table as well in Werwolf anyway due to
the large distances involved, von Below stated. The placements at the tables were
the same also in Werwolf. He took care to add that, regardless of the acoustics,
one could hear statements in the dinner room in Wolfschanze really well from
anywhere in the room when (and only when) one person spoke. Conversations
were much more difficult to make out, and the same was apparently true for Wer-
wolf-** Considering that von Below had claimed that it was not really a matter of
monologues, but of conversations, it follows that we should expect it to be a bit
difficult to be able to follow what was being said, and definitely to make precise
and accurate notes from these occasions. The exception would be if only one
person spoke and the others were quiet. However, it still seems rather implausible
to assume that Hitler (or anyone else) could not see what was going on at the
side table. Surely, the view would perhaps be a bit obscured by the people sitting
opposite to Hitler; however, that depends entirely on the precise angles involved.
It could just as well have been that Hitler had a clear line of sight towards the
side table where Picker and Heim were sitting. According to von Below’s sketch,
Picker would have been sitting with his back towards Hitler, which could then
mean that he could perhaps make notes without being seen. However, if that
would mean that Picker (and Heim) was the only person in the room not looking
at Hitler as he spoke, then that in itself would be suspect, and perhaps even impos-
sible to do other than for a very short while (which is, of course, perhaps all you
would need if you were writing down supporting words; it would, however, make
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the person taking the notes much less “unobtrusive”, since they would be turning
around repeatedly in their chair).

Be that as it may, this point is perhaps moot anyway, since we have already seen
that Hitler was most likely aware of the fact that several of those present would
write down what he was saying. It is only of real importance if what Heim and
Picker later claimed was actually true, i.e. that Hitler had strictly forbidden notes to
be made and that he therefore had no idea that they were making them. But that
claim is, quite obviously, false. This is proven conclusively by von Below’s state-
ments to Rheindorf, which show us that it was indeed the task of many of those
present to note what Hitler was saying and to report these statements to their bosses
for them to turn Hitler’s utterances into policies and orders.

Another thing that speaks for Hitler knowing full well that his words were being
taken down on paper, as well as the untruth in statements to the effect that Hitler
disliked when the things he said during these monologues were written down, is
an interview that the Hitler biographer John Toland made with one of Hitler’s
two favourite architects, Hermann Giesler. According to Giesler, Bormann would
take out a small piece of paper each time Hitler said something that interested him
and make quick notes, which he then used as a basis for his Vermerke. Hitler must
have known about this, since Giesler states that Hitler used to make jokes about
Bormann’s handwriting.” Interestingly, this version of events is corroborated by
Werner Koeppen, who, in an interview with Lew Besymenski in the early 1970s,
testified to the same fact. This is how Besymenski puts it:

If Hitler was reminded of anything at the beginning of lunch or asked for
anything, no one suspected that Bormann would already have the answer
at the end of the meal (he then quickly used to write a note on a paper
napkin and send the adjutant to obtain the information). He developed a
special mastery in picking up on the thoughts expressed by the leader. In
his famous table conversations, the Fithrer uttered unusual strings of words.
No sooner had Hitler expressed some thoughts than Bormann formulated
it as an instruction or order a few hours later. It goes without saying that
in this way Bormann alone determined the choice and formulation. He
knew everything that happened in the Reich Chancellery and lumbered
between all.**

Here Koeppen also explicitly points to Bormann’s role as an arbiter who was cen-
tral to the process of deciding what should be preserved and in what form. The
obvious implication of this, of course, is that Hitler was well accustomed to hav-
ing Bormann occasionally making notes at the table while he was talking. There
is no reason to think that Hitler would not also approve of a person working for
Bormann making the notes, as long as this person did not make their presence and
activity too obvious. It is also equally obvious that when Koeppen says that “no
one” suspected that Bormann did this he is, first, exaggerating and, second, not
including Hitler in that category.
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Returning to Ritter, Picker, and Athenium Verlag before the actual publication
of the book, the problematic matter for Ritter, with regard to keeping a critical
distance to the text was that Picker was allowed to express views on what went into
Ritter’s introduction. The publisher was well aware of the fact that Picker was still
a convinced National Socialist, but Junker was of the opinion that with Ritter’s
introduction, the impression on the reader would be one of discouragement. In
the end of February, Junker wrote to him and stated that Picker had been presented
with Ritter’s edited introduction and he had a number of points that he felt could
be changed. Junker sent these suggestions along, stating that it was of course up to
Ritter to judge, in the end, how he wished to formulate his introduction. Ritter
told Junker that he would look at Picker’s suggested changes and consider them
carefully, and, in the cases that he found it acceptable, make changes to the proofs.*

In the second week of March Ritter had presented offprints of his own and
Picker’s introductions to the IfZ Beirat, held at the Department of the President in
Bonn (Bundesprisidialamt) that was presided over by the president (Bundesprisident)
himself. The IfZ had at that meeting, on Ritter’s suggestion, decided to acknowl-
edge the book as being commissioned by the IfZ, and Ritter was pleased with
this decision. The main problem, according to Ritter, was now presented by the
necessity to somehow make the two introductions align better with each other.
He pointed out to Picker that the latter’s introduction was not, as had been agreed
to with Athendum, simply a statement about how the document had been cre-
ated. Ritter had tried his best to meet Picker’s wishes concerning changes in his
introduction, he said. He brought up the issue of describing Hitler’s invasion of the
Soviet Union as a “Crusade” (Kreuzzug), a term which he could not decide upon
whether or not to accept until he had seen the specific places in the text. Ritter also
mentioned that Picker had previously agreed to make some changes to his text, but
he had now received word from Athenium that Picker opposed making any further
changes to his introduction. Ritter told Picker that he would be most grateful if
the latter nonetheless would consider making yet some minor changes to the text.*

Picker was of course happy, and considered it a great success, that Ritter had
managed to get the IfZ to back the publication. This lent his book much more
authority and made it acceptable to the German public. He then launched into an
apologetic effort to show that he had always stood up for what was right, as well as
for humanism, during his service under Hitler. He also mentioned that his inter-
est in history went back to his school days [perhaps unwittingly mirroring Hitler,
M.N.]. Picker was glad that Ritter wanted to look into the issue of Hitler’s “ Krenz-
zug” against the Soviet Union, and remarked:

because I even blame myself for not having recorded Hitler’s statements of
this nature more often; he was more or less obsessed by this “crusade” idea.”

The production of the proofs for the book then took much longer than planned,
and by late March Ritter had still not received them. Meanwhile, however, Junker
had been visited by the former Reichspresschef (Press Chief of the Reich), Otto
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Dietrich, who apparently “corroborated the fact of the table talk notes” (die Tat-
sache der Niederschrift der Tischgespriche bestdtigte). Dietrich remembered Heim very
well, according to Junker, and Picker only vaguely.®® From Ritter’s perspective,
then, the text had now been authenticated by no fewer than three people who
had been present during the conversations that Tischgespriche was said to record.
It is thus no wonder if he perhaps felt comfortable in expressing a high amount of
confidence in Picker’s manuscript. Still, though, one could certainly wonder what
it actually meant when Junker stated that Dietrich had confirmed “the fact” of
the text. Moreover, Dietrich’s statement also corroborates the fact that Heim’s and
Picker’s roles and activities in the FHQ must have been well-known to everyone in
Hitler’s entourage, and thus by implication to Hitler himself as well. Dietrich obvi-
ously knew that Heim and Picker had produced notes of Hitler’s utterances; that
fact is what he corroborated, not the specific content in Tischgespriche.

The irony of all of this was that at the same time Junker brought up a problem
in the text that had apparently been discussed already. It concerned the only place
in the manuscript where Hjalmar Schacht — the former head of the National Bank
(Reichsbanksprisident) in the Third Reich — was mentioned, where Hitler was said to
have spoken about an elaborate scheme, attributed to Schacht, whereby Germany
was to sell stock abroad in order to fill its foreign exchange coffers. Apparently, this
had sounded strange to Ritter who had then asked Junker to find someone who
could confirm or deny this information. Junker had done so, and the expert’s answer
was that this did not sound very plausible. Junker thus suggested to Ritter that this
part of the text should be taken out, since it appeared that Hitler had misunderstood
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the whole matter.”” That would of course have been to give the readers the wrong

impression of Hitler’s character. About two weeks later Ritter asked Junker to send
him the text for this note so that he could use it in his “negotiations” with Schacht.*’
This part was not taken out after all, but appeared in Tischgespriche together with a
footnote explaining that Schacht had been asked about this matter and had categori-
cally denied that any such discussions had ever been held with Hitler.*' Junker’s reac-
tion is of course very interesting in that it did not seem to occur to him that it might
have been Picker, and not Hitler, who had misunderstood something.

It must therefore be considered deplorable that Schramm did not include this
footnote in the second edition of Tischgespriche.*> Picker also made changes to the
text in the manuscript that Schramm used, e.g. the final sentence of the note dated
22 April 1942 reads differently in the two versions. In the first edition we find:

By the way, Schacht is the only one who writes to him: “Dear Mr. Hitler”
instead of “My Fiihrer” and “with the best greeting, your devoted Schacht”
instead of “Heil Hitler” or “with German greeting”.*

In Schramm’s edition this part looks like this:

By the way, Schacht is the only one who writes to him: “Dear Mr. Hitler”
instead of “My Fiihrer” and “with the best greeting (your devoted Schacht)”
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instead [of the usual] “Heil Hitler” or “[W]ith German greeting”.*
[Bold text was added by hand to the manuscript and was then printed in
Tischgespriche.]

The point here is not whether the meaning of the text has changed. It really has
not. Rather, the point is that Picker did not mind making changes to the text some
21 years later. This testifies to the literary character of the text, and it also shows
that Schramm accepted such manipulations without protest, and without making
the reader aware that such manipulations had been made.

In early April 1951, Ritter received the first proofs of the text. The suggested
main title for the book was at this point the rather awkward “Hitler’s Table Talk
Written Down in the Fithrer Headquarters” (Hitlers Tischgespriche aufgezeichnet
im Fiihrerhauptquartier), a suggestion that Picker had concurred to.* Ritter would
later suggest that the word “aufgezeichnet” be removed, which was something that

Junker felt was a very good idea.*

At this stage Picker had made suggestions for
more changes in the text, which the publisher had agreed to, apparently without
realizing that these changes were clearly not made because the original manu-
script demanded it. These were changes that Picker made for cosmetic reasons.*’
Picker made small changes to every proof, it seems;*® it was certainly a process that
denoted the literary character of the text. The consequences for the authenticity of
the text seem to have escaped everyone involved.

It is perhaps worth mentioning again that the issue of even small changes in the
text could have potentially huge effects on a close analysis of Hitler’s ideology. If
we are really interested in what Hitler was thinking on a specific matter, then it
could mean a world of difference depending upon which word he uses in a certain
context. The absolute majority of these problems are hidden from us, however,
because they concern choices made by Picker (and Heim, as well as the other
authors) that are now inaccessible to us. As historians we can only see the traces left
behind, but these form only the tip of the iceberg. In reality, we have absolutely no
way of determining if Hitler actually used a certain phrase or not. Thus, even if we
assume that the Tischgespriche and Monologe portray the themes and basic arguments
correctly, we can never hope to recover Hitler’s words as they were once spoken
at the FHQ. Words matter, and the fact that historians keep quoting these sources
extensively should make us care even more about this fact.

The proofreading process turned into a nightmare for Ritter as the publisher
and Picker, without asking Ritter, changed the numbering system of the notes
in the text. This meant that Ritter now had to re-make the whole numbering
according to his own preferences again. At this point Ritter had also made the
questionable decision not to allow the expression “Kreuzzug”, i.e. Crusade, when
describing Hitler’s attack on the Soviet Union. Instead he had reformulated this
idea in his introduction, since, as he wrote: ““ ‘Struggle against the Bolshevist dan-
ger’ is really not a crusade”). He had also noticed what he considered to an imbal-
ance between Heim’s and Picker’s notes. Ritter thought that Heim’s notes were
“much more defective . . . that those of Mr. Picker” and they were sometimes
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not intelligible unless some words were inserted here and there.*” Unfortunately,
though, Ritter does not go into any details regarding this matter. Apparently, also,
the term “Crusade” was not deemed appropriate on moral grounds by Ritter, and
it is likely that his own Christian faith was the reason for him feeling uneasy with
Hitler’s war being connected to a central theme in Christian history.

Ritter was not happy with many of the headings that Picker had inserted at
various places in the text, and he had therefore taken the liberty of changing those
he felt needed correction. However, this was not popular with the publisher and
Picker. Junker asked Ritter not to make any more such changes and reminded him
that he had already agreed to let them stand as they were. In order not to lose any
more time the publisher would disregard Ritter’s suggested changes.” Ritter did
not accept this without a fight. It was his prerogative as editor, of course, in confer-
ence with Picker, to decide the final form of the text himself, he told Junker. His
changes had been purely factual, and he had made them so that the headings should
correspond as well as possible with the text. Political opinion was out of the ques-
tion, and Picker thus had no basis for opposing the changes, Ritter stated. He also
stressed that he had at no point agreed to simply accept Picker’s suggested headings.
If that was to be the case, then the publisher might as well take on the editorial
responsibilities. He had really tried to be attentive to the wishes of Athenium and
Picker, he said, but it would be absolutely impossible to accept an editorial process
where every little edition would have to be double-checked in order to get Picker’s
approval. That would mean that Picker was given editorial rights, which Ritter was
firmly against. At the end of the day, he stated, he was himself responsible for the
editorial work.?" It is clear, then, that Ritter was prepared to take a stand for what
he considered to be the correct manner in which to go about producing a book
of this kind. Unfortunately, for Ritter, however, he was not able to get his way in
this case either.

Junker explained to Ritter that Picker, as the “author” of the text, had a copy-
right to it, and this was a completely different matter than when other historical
texts were concerned, which often lacked a living author who could claim the rights
to the text. The publisher actually thought that Ritter’s suggestions were better than
Pickers; however, there was really nothing that they could do about it now that
Picker had proven unwilling to agree to the changes suggested by Ritter. If it would
make Ritter feel better, the publisher could agree to letting him include a remark
to this effect at the end of the book, i.e. a note stating that the headings stemmed
from Picker and not from Ritter.”> This is the background to Ritter’s note called
“Regarding the edition” (Zur Einrichtung der Ausgabe) at the end of Tischgespriche
where it says that Picker was the one responsible for the formulations in the text.>
At the same time, Ritter stated that the text corresponded “in every detail” with
Picker’s “notes as well as those of Minesterialrat Heim”>* How Ritter could write
this even though the proofing process had entailed a large number of changes to the
text by Picker, and even though Ritter had noted that Heim’s text often was hard
to understand if one did not insert certain words (whether this was done or not is
not known). In any case, what Ritter wrote in his endnote was not completely true.
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Picker also wished to remove a reference to Heim, which Ritter had included,
because Heim was certainly still alive.® This led Ritter to change the reference, but
he still considered such a reference necessary, since, as he wrote:

since the text, as Heim’s text so often is, as it now stands can only be under-
stood with difficulty. There must be a misunderstanding here. Mr. Heim has
obviously only made short notes and did not make them like Mr. Picker,
who always worked them out in full immediately after dinner.>

What this “reference” was is unknown, since this is not detailed in any of the let-
ters. However, in Ritter’s endnote in Tischgespriche there is a remark that makes the
reader aware regarding Heim’s notes that “the shortness of these notes often makes
the understanding [of them] difficult; sometimes one could also suspect some sort
of a misunderstanding.””” Considering that the word “misunderstanding” is used
in both Ritter’s letter and in the endnote we can assume that this is what Picker
wished to have removed from the preface, but that Ritter put in at the end of the
book instead.

Ritter was forced to accept Picker’s headings, since he had the law on his side
in this case, although he still thought it was odd. He had written to Picker to ask
him not to oppose any possible future changes to the headings. The matter was
one of making the book readable, argued Ritter, and that was certainly in the
interest of both Athenium and Picker.®® The publisher expressed its satisfaction
with the fact that Ritter now had agreed to let Picker’s headings stand as they were
and stated that even though they agreed that Ritter’s suggestions were better, they
could not force Picker to accept any changes. This was obviously a matter of great
importance to Picker. But the publisher stressed that Picker was very adamant that
his proof changes were to be duly considered, and since Ritter had kept Picker’s
suggested changes for himself, the publisher could not check whether Ritter had
chosen not to oblige Picker’s wishes. He was thus asked to send these proofs to
Athenium so that they could check and see for themselves.*

The cooperation between Ritter and Athendum had now reached an unprec-
edented low, and a real crisis of confidence had set in. Ritter desperately tried to
retain some independence and professional responsibility by threatening to withdraw
from the project entirely if his wishes were not respected in some critical areas. He
was extremely upset and could not help but feel offended (gegrinks) by Ahtendum’s
wish to double-check his proof corrections. He felt that this symbolized an enor-
mous degree of a lack of confidence in him as editor of the book. The publisher,
probably on Picker’ instigation, had apparently fought him on almost every foot-
note, and he considered it impossible to agree to an elimination of them altogether.
He would not budge with regard to the footnote about Schacht (and yet another
one), he stated; Schacht had now responded to him and he included his reply in the
letter to Athendum. In a critical sentence Ritter wrote that Schacht had said that:

if all the notes of Hitler’s conversations are as impossible as those sent to him,

then he could only insistently recommend against publication.®
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Thus, if these footnotes were also stricken from the manuscript, Ritter said, he
would not only withdraw himself from the publication but he would also see to
it that the IfZ would not cooperate with the publisher either. He now asked Aht-
enium to consider his ultimatum.*

The solution to this whole mess, which was finally resolved over the telephone,
was to collect Ritter’s comments to the text at the end of the book. Athenium had
spoken to Picker and had tried to convey to him that the changes suggested by Rit-
ter had been made in order to better the text. It was the hope of the publisher that
this matter had now finally been cleared up.®* Athenium asked Ritter to under-
stand that it had not been the publisher’s intent to question his authority by asking
him to send them Picker’s proof changes. All of this stemmed from Picker and his
“wholly irrational anxiety” not to be considered the real author of the manuscript,
it was said. Picker was extremely keen on guarding his copyright. At the same
time, Junker sent Ritter yet more of Pickers proof changes, even though he
understood that Ritter must be tired of proofreading by now. The collaboration,
and negotiations, with Picker had been difficult for the publisher too, Ritter was
assured, and the publisher begged Ritter to understand this situation.*

In view of these explanatory remarks on the part of the publishers, Ritter
could only thank Athenium for their, although only partly successful, negotiations
with Picker. Ritter took care to make clear, however, that Picker’s claim to have
a veto on what Ritter wrote in his endnote to the book (expressed in a letter to
Athenium) could not be accepted; he, and he alone, would be responsible for his
own text, Ritter said.** Nonetheless, the problems continued, and it was Ritter’s
corrective footnote concerning Schacht that caused Picker to object. The latter
wished to have Ritter’s last sentence in the footnote removed. The publisher hoped
that Ritter would be kind enough to agree to this demand.® Ritter could, of
course, not agree to any such meddling by Picker in his footnote. He pointed out
that he, as editor, was indeed also “politically” responsible for the project, and he
considered it impossible to take this task lightly, not least because of his obligations
towards the IfZ. He understood that Athenium was having a hard time in dealing
with Picker, but he could not yield any ground on this particular point, and he had
already retreated on other matters. A line had to be drawn somewhere.® He could,
however, agree to change the passage to read as follows:

Since the financial actions in foreign countries mentioned by Hitler have to
be considered ‘completely impossible’, also according to the financial experts
we have asked, it is not evident what to make of the (for Hitler characteristic)

claim.”’

The work on the book had thus not only been made in great haste, it is also obvi-
ous from the correspondence between Ritter and Athendum that he did not really
have access to Picker’s original manuscript during the proofreading process. This is
of course problematic from a source-critical point of view. However, Ritter does
not seem to have had any such objections to this way of going about things. On
the other hand, Ritter certainly did not have an easy time dealing with Picker and
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Athendum, and it is clear from the archival record that he did his best to try and
uphold at least some scientific rigour. He obviously had principles that he would
not compromise on, and he repeatedly threatened the publisher to walk away from
the project unless his demands were met. It is thus perhaps not only a little unfair
to criticize Ritter for not having included a critical commentary to the text and for
having “naively” and “thoughtlessly” presented the text to the reader, as Nicolas
Berg has done. According to Berg, Ritter repeated many of the themes in Picker’s
preface and thereby made matters even worse.® Ritter did make several mistakes,
and there were many questions that he should have asked that he did not ask, but he
at the same time fought hard to get at least some critical reflections into the book.

Ritter was constantly under pressure from the publisher (and Picker) to forego
as much of the critical apparatus as possible. Junker wrote to him in the beginning
of May and complained about the many delays that had plagued the publication
process. The book was now planned to be launched in June; any later would simply
not be possible, Junker stated. He brought up the high prices of paper, the lack of
any more credits from the bank, etc. On a more positive note Junker brought up
the fact that re-prints from the book would be published in the newspapers over
the coming weeks, and Dr Hermann Mau® from the IfZ had arranged for two
appearances on the radio in early June. But the Schacht issue kept causing prob-
lems for the publisher, and thus also for Ritter. Junker said that Ritter’s suggested
change to the passage in question had not yet been presented to Picker, who was
away on business. Junker said that he understood how taxing the whole affair with
Picker had been for Ritter but explained that they were dealing with “a remark-
ably unique, almost pathological symptom.” He then asked Ritter, once again, to
heed to Picker’s wishes and to let the disputed passage be moved to the endnote.”
Finally, and in a rather disrespectful tone, he asked Ritter:

I beg You to not make our work even more difficult at this last moment by
[being] unyielding on one issue, which decidedly is not of great importance
for the work in its totality.”!

Junker followed this up by reminding Ritter that the publisher had originally only
asked him to write an introduction to the book and that he had taken it upon him-
self to enlarge his workload.” This was certainly a bit unfair to Ritter, a professional
historian, who had been clear all along that he intended to treat the text critically.

Needless to say, Ritter was taken aback by Junker’s letter. He understood that
the many delays had put pressure on Athenium but added that he had absolutely
not contributed to these delays in any way. On the contrary, he told Junker, he
had worked with extreme haste during the whole proofing process; no proofs had
been with him for more than one or two days before being sent back to the pub-
lisher, and he challenged Junker to find another historian in Germany who worked
with such haste and punctuality. In his view, he had delivered a text ready to print
already in the middle of February, and all delays were entirely either Pickers or
the Athenium’s own fault. The accusation that he had taken upon himself more
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than had originally been agreed to was not something that he would even try to
justify by commenting upon, Ritter wrote scathingly, but he pointed out that he
had repeatedly offered to step aside.”” Then, in a passage that in hindsight sounds
almost prophetic, Ritter wrote:

I fear: that this very cautious edition, lacking commentary, will be misused
by politically by extreme right-wing groups, such as the Remer Party. My
critical comments, which have been stuffed away at the end of the book,
will not be considered. These kinds of considerations have recently also been
expressed by Dr. Mau, and the political responsibility towards the German
Institute rests in the end upon me.”

This shows that Ritter was almost too well aware of the fact that any political blow-
back from the publication of Tischgespriche would tarnish only his own reputation;
the IfZ had, in a way, washed its hands of him.

He also pointed to a major mistake in the text, namely when Hitler suppos-
edly spoke about Hindenburg concurring to Hitler’s decision to re-militarize the
Rhineland in 1936, even though Hindenburg had died in 1934.” Once again,
though, Ritter does not seem to have considered the possibility that the mistake
was perhaps Picker’s. Ritter added that Picker could not object to the new version
of the Schacht passage, and thus this matter could, finally, be considered over.”
However, this judgement would prove just as illusory as the ones preceding it.
Picker, it turned out, would not accept Ritter’s changed Schacht passage, since he
deemed it to be a subjective decision on Ritter’s part. Because of this the publisher
asked Ritter, again, to drop the passage.”” Ritter’s refusal to accept any blame for the
delays seems to have had the intended effect. A week later Junker wrote to tell Rit-
ter that the publisher had contemplated his letter from 16 May, and he wished to
say that everyone at Athenium understood very clearly that it was thanks to Ritter’s
hurried work pace that the book would be published at all, and he acknowledged
that they could have found no other university scholar who could have done a
similar job.”

The Quick affair

Ritter had marketed the project to the IfZ with the argument that Tischgespriche
would help the IfZ to get noticed and put it on the map. That certainly turned
out to be true, as parts of the book were serialized in the German illustrated maga-
zine Quick. But the book did not generate the kind of attention that the IfZ had
wished, nor the kind that Ritter had intended. In short, the book caused a huge
scandal.” Mau was in Washington, D.C. when the Quick affair exploded in Ger-
many in June 1951 (for more on his visit to the United States, see Chapter 4). Rit-
ter claimed that he had had no idea about the fact that parts of the book would be
published in Quick or that parts of his preface, including his name, would be made
public in this sensationalist way. He had not taken part in the publication, nor had
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he been asked about it. If he had known about it, he would have had doubts as to
what a publication in such a “popular” organ as Quick could result in, even though
he never expected such an outcry. The article itself, however, was basically inno-
cent, he wrote to Mau. He hoped the whole thing would soon be laid to rest, and
he had in the meantime demanded that Athenium-Verlag should stop any further
publication of Tischgespriche in Quick. His experience with the publisher was not
all that good, he said, but he hoped that the buzz over the Quick publication would
be good news for the book in the long run. However, Ritter found out, before
sending his letter to Mau, that the publication in Quick would continue. Ritter said
that he would have never taken part in the publication of Tischgespriche and never
attached the IfZ’s name to it had he known beforehand that such large parts of the
book would be serialized in the magazine.*

Genoud’s biographer, Willy Winkler, has suggested that the decision to publish
bits in this magazine was made by the IfZ and that things were made worse by the
fact that the man chosen to select the bits for Quick was Hans Georg von Studnitz,
a former member of NSDAP who had worked at the Press Department in Joachim
von Ribbentrop’s Foreign Ministry. He writes that the IfZ even paid for Picker’s
travel costs in association with the publication in Quick.®' However, this is incor-
rect. According to a letter from the Athenium-Verlag to Mau in September 1951,
the IfZ had had nothing to do with the Quick episode. It was instead Picker who
chose the passages that were to be published, together with a representative of
Quick. Picker had told Quick that Engel and Bodenschatz, as partakers at the
dinners in the FHQ, had testified to their authenticity. In addition, it had been
concluded that “new finds in the United States and Switzerland” proved “that the
documents are authentic”® The latter must have referred to Heim’s proof pages,
found by Mau in July (see Chapter 4), and to Genoud’s manuscript, which had
been brought to the IfZ’s attention since the publication of Tischgespriche. This
conclusion was of course only valid in so far as it related to the documents them-
selves, not, however, regarding the credibility of the content of those documents.

However, it turns out that Ritter was perhaps not entirely honest with Mau
when he told him he had had no idea about the publication in Quick. Because the
fact is that Junker had told Ritter all of this in a letter to him on 23 May:

At this time I would like to tell You that the magazine QUICK will serialize
parts of the book, which they will begin on 6 June, whereby they will also
make use of Your preface.®

Considering that Ritter would later emphatically deny having had any knowledge
of the publication in Quick, this passage is rather damning to say the least. This
does not mean that his effort to defend himself in this way is not understandable;
however, it was not a good match to reality. At the time, Ritter apparently thought
nothing of it and simply accepted it.** Neither can the argument be made that
Ritter had perhaps not seen this passage, which was indeed inserted rather ofthand-
edly, because Ritter acknowledged not only that he had read this particular part
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of Junker’s letter well but also that he well understood the possible problematic
consequences of such a publication. In a letter to Junker dated 31 May he stated
that some of the content in the book appeared to him to be only embarrassing
banalities and gossip:

in the vein of the “illustrated” with whose help the book will now be
presented to the world — all of these are experiences that more and more
make me regret that I attached my and the German Institute’s names to this
publication.®

It thus seems as if Ritter had already realized in which direction the whole affair
was going, and there is indeed a sense of dejection and lethargic abjection about it
all. One wonders, of course, why Ritter could not amass the strength to actually
put his foot down, or even withdraw from the project completely. Perhaps the idea
of being the historian to edit these talks was simply too alluring to him.
Unsurprisingly, Junker and his colleagues at Athendum did not share Ritter’s
gloomy view of the planned publication in Quick. This would surely be good for
the book, they thought, because through this magazine the book could reach a sec-
tion of the German public that was not as interested in the scientific side of it as in
the political and human (politische und menschliche) side. They also claimed to have
taken care to publish nothing tacky or sensational, but only material that would

8 Tronically, Ritter would actually agree with the last

preserve the book’s dignity.
statement once he saw the material in Quick, As things turned out, however, they
could not have been more off the mark.

All of this would soon lead to a very strange blame game regarding who was
actually responsible for what turned out to be a disastrous decision. Just a few days
after Quick had published the first Tischgespriche issue Ritter began to hear, from
various directions, “doubts, complaints, shaking of heads, and accusations” over the
fact that he had lent his name, as well as that of the IfZ, to a magazine like that. Rit-
ter had also thought that the book should be promoted in an illustrated magazine,
but he nevertheless now felt that a publication in Quick, which was a “sensation-
alist” magazine, seemed to him to contradict the aim of presenting it in a strictly
factual manner. The publication had, due to the reactions to it, obviously defeated
its purpose, even though the content of Quick’s publication was above reproach in
this particular case, he thought. Then Ritter made quite an outrageous claim; he
stated that the “publication in ‘Quick’ took place without my prior consent.” Now,
how on earth could Ritter state such a claim when Junker had in fact informed
him just a few weeks earlier? Well, according to Ritter this had been done in a
manner that was unsatisfactory. He told Athenium that ““You informed me about
this on 23 May; that is, at a point when everything was already arranged and the
first publication was immediately forthcoming.”®” Ritter thus tried to claim that he
had been against the publication all along. This was a half-truth at best; all he had
done was to express certain apprehensions, but he never protested it. This was an
obvious afterthought and an effort to rationalize what had turned out to be a bad
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choice on his part. We have little reason to assume that Ritter would have thought
twice about it if the publication had not caused a stir.

Athenium now began to backpaddle as well. It was pointed out that Quick was
one of the biggest illustrated magazines in Germany with a circulation of over
700,000 copies. However, the final decisions on what to publish had been made
between Picker, Quick, and the IfZ. The publisher thus tried to wash its hands of
the whole thing. Junker did not think that this would adversely affect the publica-
tion of Tischgespriche, which was to follow, and neither did it damage the credibility
of the book, they argued.®® But the scandal only grew, and four days later Ritter
wrote to Junker and told him straight up that the publication in Quick had had “a
completely disastrous political effect”; the regional and national governments had
reacted very negatively. The Bavarian radio had told Ritter that it had received
urgent visits from the Americans, with whom Mau had previously discussed the
publicity issues, and had therefore not gone through with the planned broadcasts.
According to the radio representative, matters had come to this point only because
of the fact that Quick had been chosen as the first venue for publication. The
consequences for the IfZ would surely be severe, since it now had even the West
cerman Chancellor (Bundeskanzler) and the president (Bundesprisident) against it.
Ritter asked Junker to tell him exactly what Dr Mau had known about the publi-
cation, because to Ritter he had only stated that he had heard that this publication
was planned — nothing more.*

Junker did not know specifically which Americans Mau had spoken to before
he went to the United States; it was simply known that had done so. Mau
would certainly be able to clear this thing up once he got back, Junker thought,
“since even the Quick publication did not occur without the approval of the
interested American institutions.”” The Americans had thus been duly briefed
beforehand, Junker claimed; however, now that the whole thing had exploded,
all of those involved were trying to save face and would have nothing to do
with the decision to publish the table talks in Quick. Junker continued by stating
that it did seem as if the publication in Quick, to the greatest of sorrows of the
publisher, had caused a certain sense of “dejection” (Verstimmung) in Germany.
This was something that Athendum had not anticipated. Junker thought it was
strange because, as far as he was concerned, Quick had not only presented the
text in a “completely dignified way”, but the chosen material was also not of
such a nature that ought to cause political misunderstandings or to really justify
the strong reactions. But, he continued, at Athenium they were convinced that
this would not last for long and that the whole matter would soon be forgotten
by the public. Furthermore, the book itself would soon be out, and discussions
would then turn to that instead.”’ It is not entirely clear whether Junker was
actually this naive or if he was trying to make Ritter worry less about the con-
sequences; perhaps it was a bit of both.

Ritter did not buy Junker’s effort to make him feel better though. He pointed
out that this publication had done exactly what he had tried to avoid all through
the editorial process. The Quick publication had divided the text into small bits of

13

‘spicy’ details”, and it had given the examples headings like “‘letting the skirts
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fall’” and “ ‘women and Hitler.” The latter was the kind of heading that Ritter had
taken a stand against in the book; now it instead appeared like this. This was not
a serious way to present the matter, he argued. Moreover, the bigger and serious
magazines such as Gegenwart had begun to utter criticism against the publication
too. Ritter considered it of utmost importance that any further publications in
Quick be stopped immediately before any more damage could be done. This was
the only way to save the reputation of the book, he said.”> But Ritter’s hopes were,
again, expressed in vain. It was not possible to stop the coming publications in
Quick, Junker told him, because Athenium was bound by contract and Quick had
the lawful right to six issues. However, the publisher urged Ritter not to overesti-
mate the implications of this publication.”

This was the background to Ritter’s explanatory, and self-exonerating, letter to
Mau presented earlier. Mau replied that he, too, hoped that the controversy would
soon die away and said that when he had mentioned Tischgespriche to the Americans
the only wish expressed by them had been that commentary should be included in
a future second edition.” Dr Dieter Sattler from the Bayerischer Rundfunk contacted
Ritter in early September, after he had read Tischgespriche, and stated that while he
thought it was important that the public should get access to Hitler’s statements,
he thought that the publication in Quick had been less than optimal for a number
of reasons. First, Sattler thought that it was a mistake to publish the book without
proper commentaries by Ritter, because there were so many things contained in it
that were impossible for the readers to judge if what was said was correct or not.
Second, he wondered if it had not been better to keep the text in chronological
order, instead of breaking it up thematically. Furthermore, he thought that the
headings that preceded every note gave Hitler’s utterances “a certain weight that
they, judging from the quality of what was said, did not have.” Third, he pointed
to some rather embarrassing mistakes in the text, such as the fact that Wagner’s
grandchild was not named Wahnfried, which was the name of Wagner’s house in
Bayreuth, but Wieland. Nevertheless, Sattler considered the decision to publish
the book to be correct “since we must insist on a naked portrayal of the truth.”*

In his reply to Sattler, Ritter stated that he had struggled with the headings to
the notes but that he had only been partly successful against the oddities of Picker.
He had early on remarked upon the mistake regarding Wagner’s grandchild, he
said, but since Picker had insisted on keeping “Wahnfried” in the book, he had

assumed that the mistake must have been Hitler’s.”

This mistake was corrected in
the second edition.

Ritter continued his effort at damage control by writing articles in several news-
papers as well as appearing in the Stuttgart-based radio channel Siiddeutsche Rund-
funk. Needless to say, he did not appreciate Junker’s effort to place some of the
blame for the critique in his lap. He pointed out that this critique would never have

come about in the first place:

if Mr. Picker’s subtitles, some of which were rather unfortunate, had not
overemphasized the weight of Hitler’s statements, and if the publisher had fol-
lowed my proposal to provide an overview with which one could reconstruct
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the original context of the talks. I was convinced of this by the debate about
the book that took place in Marburg on the Historians’ Day. It has had a
particularly unfortunate effect that the critical comments I had given had, at
the request of Mr. Picker, been thrown out of the text and banished to the
last page of the book in fine-print.””

It is certainly not possible to argue that Ritter accepted any part of the blame for
what had happened. It must surely be the case, however, that in the back of his
mind he knew by now that it was a huge mistake to agree to take part in the pub-
lication of Tischgespriche under the given circumstances. A part of him must have
wished that he had parted ways with Athenium and Picker long before the book
was published, and long before the first re-prints appeared in Quick.

Ritter continued by telling Junker that in the meanwhile Heim, whom he
described as being an acquaintance of the former SA Gruppenfiihrer Julius Schaub,
had presented himself to the IfZ. Ritter stated:

Some of his [Heim’s] manuscripts, which have remained unknown to Mr.
Picker, have also now surfaced in the United States, where Dr. Mau has
partially taken transcript. In a new edition, they would have to be included
in a new edition, in my opinion. In your letter, you don’t go into it at all,

why not?”

The fact that the book was not expected to have sold out until the end of the year
implied to him quite clearly that the book was now a commercial disappointment.
Could it not have something to do with the high price set on the book, he asked
rhetorically. Many people had read what had been printed in Quick and felt quite
satisfied with that; it was not necessary to purchase the book. If a second edition
was to be produced later on, Ritter stated five examples of things that had to be
done to it: 1) errors and mistakes should be corrected; 2) the form of the subtitle
should be checked; 3) the critical remarks to the text should be placed in their
proper places; 4) the index should be enlarged; and 5) the newly discovered texts
should be included.”

Ritter had to give a detailed account of the whole affair to the IfZ in late Octo-
ber. In it he repeated that he had had no knowledge of the publication in Quick
and the extent it would have beforehand, even though, as we have seen, he had
been duly informed about all of this by Junker in late May. It is difficult to believe
that Ritter did not know that he was not telling the truth in this case. Moreover,
he stated that he had wished to include more footnotes in Tischgespriche so that he
could have made comments about outrageous statements made by Hitler and to
correct mistakes. Picker, however, would have none of it. Otherwise, Picker had
had no major viewpoints on how he treated the text, said Ritter. Picker was solely
responsible for the text itself, except for the thematic structure, pagination, and
chapter headlines, which Ritter had arranged.'™
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Ritter still defended the decision not to have critical commentaries in the book.
A historian who tried to correct a historical person like that would be the laugh-
ingstock of the world, he thought. The words of the dead were forever the same,
but the critique of the living changed constantly. Such a thing had no place in a
source book, said Ritter.'”" The reason for why Ritter downplayed the difficulties
he had encountered during his work on Tischgespriche, and why he did not men-
tion the fact that he had failed in convincing Athenium and Picker to include a
critical commentary, something that he had clearly stated was a disappointment to
him, was most likely that if he had detailed this to the IfZ Beirat he would no doubt
have had to confront the question of why he did not stand his ground or why, if all
else failed, had not walked away from the project.

But Mau (as was Junker) was wrong in assuming that the controversy would
blow over quickly. In fact, it caused him, and the IfZ, great difficulties with the
Americans. The British also joined the choir. The British Foreign Office com-
plained about the whole affair to Bernard Noble, the head of the Historical Office
of the U.S. State Department, who, apparently, felt forced to agree that the publica-
tion of Tischgespriche did not seem very appropriate so early after the IfZ’s found-
ing. Noble had expressed the Americans’ surprise and embarrassment to Mau while
he was still in Washington, and Mau had, according to Noble, stated that he, too,
regretted the whole matter. The British High Commissioner’s office in Germany
even produced a report on the issue that unjustly accused Mau of being a convinced
Nazi sympathizer. Tischgespriche, the report concluded, had basically no scientific
value, which threatened only to stimulate a renewed interest for the Hitler regime
among the German population. The scandal surrounding the publication also led
to the IfZ being refused access to the Berlin Document Centre in 1952 by none
other than Mau’s former supporter within the organization of the High Commis-
sioner for Germany (HICOG), Shepard Stone.'” This was a later development,
however, most likely induced by the British reaction, because when Mau was still
in Washington, on 11 July, Stone had told him that the Americans considered the
Quick incident to be over. According to Stone, it was felt that Quick had handled
the text in such a way as to allay the American fears that it might be exploited “in
a sensational manner.”'” At that time, however, no one really had any idea yet of
how much consternation the publication of Tischgespriche would cause in Germany.

Mau then handled the matter very clumsily upon his return to Germany. He
had, most likely through Noble, received some offhanded remarks regarding the
content of the policy paper on the confiscated German documents that was under-
way while in the United States, and from these remarks he had concluded, correctly,
that Washington was not ruling out the possibility of returning all the captured
documents to the Germans. Mau, understandably, was happy and surprised to hear
this, and jotted this down in his travel journal. So far, so good; but Mau then went
several steps further and included this information as being a fact in his report
from his journey and even mentioned Noble by name, saying that the latter had
officially informed Mau of this decision. Mau then distributed this report widely,



82 A scholarly scandal

and it was published in both the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung and the Siiddeutsche
Zeitung. But by that time the policy paper was about to go into the final round of
consultations in Washington. The result was that Noble, and the State Department,
was embarrassed, and the Departmental Records Branch (DRB) officially stated
that Mau was wrong. Noble let Mau know what he felt regarding this issue, and as
a consequence Mau revised this particular passage and sent the new version of the
report out again. This was to no avail, of course — the damage had already been
done. It took Noble a long time to regain his trust for the Germans at the IfZ, and
the next IfZ historian was not allowed to travel to the United States until 1954.
The publication of Tischgespriche had raised several warning flags among American
historians regarding the direction in which contemporary history, as a subject, was
heading in Germany, and the prospect of getting the German documents returned
seemed more distant than ever before for German historians after this crisis.'™

In a letter to State Secretary (Staatssekretdr) Erich Wende that Mau had writ-
ten while in Washington it became clear that Mau had never negotiated the Quick
publication with the Americans. However, it had been negotiated with Quick by
Picker, at which point Mau had been present, and Mau had given his approval to
the mentioning of the IfZ based on having seen the first paragraph of the future
article, in which a part of Ritter’s introduction had been mentioned. From this Mau
had simply assumed that Ritter had acquiesced to the publication and could not
imagine that Ritter, as he put it, had not even been asked about it. Ritter had also
considered it necessary to go on the offensive in the magazine Gegenwart to defend
himself.'” Picker, on the other hand, was of another opinion. According to him, as
related to Ritter by Junker, Mau had negotiated the publication in Quick with an

American by the name of Stone, although Junker was not sure who this was.'*

Jun-
ker also confirmed that Mau had been involved in the discussions with Quick and
then launched the absurd claim that Athendum had had no knowledge at all about
what would be included in the first Quick issue; they had not seen it. Therefore,
Athendum had also not had any reason to ask for Ritter’s permission to re-print
a small part of his introduction in the illustrated magazine. Junker could certainly
understand that Ritter considered his work with Tischgespriche one of the most
unpleasant experiences in his life as an author; in fact, Junker insisted that he and
Athendum shared this view. However, the guilt for this should not be laid at either
Ritter’s or Athenium’s door; the fault was entirely “Dr. Picker’s stubborn charac-
ter”, Junker stated.'” As we shall see, Junker was not being honest with Ritter.
Picker claimed that the negotiation regarding the introduction had been han-
dled by Mau, and it had been a matter of verbal agreement. Athenium had in fact
checked Picker’s statements with representatives of Quick, who had confirmed this.
Athenium did, in the light of this, not feel obligated to undertake further nego-
tiations with Ritter and were truly surprised to see such a large part of Ritter’s
introduction included in the second part of Quick’s serialization.'”® Ritter foresaw
that the next meeting of the IfZ Beirat would be a very unpleasant experience
where massive critique would be levelled against him and the book. What really
seems to have frustrated Ritter at this point was that much of the criticism that had
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been uttered, even in the Office of the Chancellor (Bundeskanzler-Amt), concerned
issues that he had tried so hard, but ultimately to no avail, to change.'” This must
truly have been a very bitter pill to swallow for Ritter.

In preparation for the discussion of the publication in Quick by the IfZ Beirat
Athenium tried to rally support from other members of the latter. In late Septem-
ber Junker wrote to Professor Erich Kaufmann to explain the situation to him,
since it was deemed important to have allies on the Beirat. Junker complained that
in the media it had been stated that the IfZ had had nothing whatsoever to do with
the Quick publication, but this was not true. Junker now stated facts that show he
had been lying to Ritter. Athenium had indeed handled the negotiations with the
magazine regarding re-printing rights, Junker wrote, but the IfZ had certainly been
involved in the process too. Junker then quoted from the contract with Quick in
order to prove his point:

The selection of the publicized part of the book and its introduction was
made by the Martens-Verlag [the publisher of Quick, M.N.] with the coop-
eration, and on the advice, of Dr. Picker. Regarding the title, the introduc-
tory texts, the selection from the introduction of Professor Ritter and the
preface by Dr. Picker was made according to an agreement between Mar-
tens-Verlag and Dr. Mau from the German Institute for Contemporary His-
110

tory [IfZ] in Munich, whereby the decision is left to the Martens-Verlag.

Junker followed this up with yet another quote, this time from a letter from Quick
to Athendaum from mid-May where it was stated that:

The coordination with Mr. Mau that You mention in § 1 has already been
made so that the addition at the end of the paragraph in § 1 cannot lead to

any further problems.""

It thus seems as if Mau, and thereby the IfZ, had been much more involved in the
Quick deal than Mau wished to admit once this affair had exploded in the face of
the IfZ.

But the one who got into the worst trouble due to the publication was not Mau,
but Ritter, who up until then had been one of the most respected historians in Ger-
many. One of many critics to go through the roof was Hanna Arendt. By choosing
to publish the text without a critical footnote apparatus, and by thus letting Hitler
speak unopposed, the book was seen as a neo-Nazi tract that risked being used for
dark political objectives. The critique came all the way from Bonn, with Chancel-
lor Konrad Adenauer himself and had several other big political names, such as the
Bavarian Minister President Hans Ehard, behind it. This critique was delivered in
public for everyone to see. Ritter, too, had expressed such fears during the work
on the edition, and it is difficult to understand why he chose to publish it as he did
anyway. In the end though, Ritter felt that his purpose with the book, namely, to
show how ridiculous Hitler’s ramblings were, had been reached.'"?
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Ritter made the point that it was he, not Picker, who had had to shoulder the
critique in the public domain because he had put his name to the book as a sign of
the serious nature of it. He also complained (again) that he had not understood just
how much from the book would appear in Quick. When Junker had informed him
that parts would be re-printed in the newspapers and in Quick he had, he claimed,
inferred that only a few shorter passages would be published, and he had thus had
no chance to acquiesce to the deal made between Quick and Athenium. He also
noted that according to the contract between the publisher and Quick Mau was
made partly responsible while at the same time the final decision regarding what
would be published had been placed in the hands of Quick. It was Ritter’s opinion
that no publication should have been allowed to be made apart from the pieces
from his introduction, and neither Junker, Picker, Mau, nor Quick should have had
the right to decide without conferring with him first, since he was, in the eyes of
the public, the person responsible for the publication of Tischgespriche.'"

Athenium, on the other hand, tried to argue that every party involved had
been duped by Quick.""* That was not a view that was shared by Mau, however.
He, too, felt deceived by Athenium and did not feel that he had been properly
informed about the contractual agreement between the publisher and Quick. The
last part of the contract gave Quick in practice the sole right to decide which parts
of the text it would re-print but did not extend any real rights corresponding to
the responsibilities that Mau, in the name of the IfZ, had accepted by consenting
to the publication in Quick.'" Athenaum wrote to the IfZ Beirat in early November
with the purpose of explaining the circumstances behind the Quick publication.
According to Athendum, Picker had met with representatives of Quick and the IfZ
in May 1951; before this point no publication in Quick had been contemplated by
Picker. The latter permissioned Athenidum to negotiate with Quick on his behalf,
and at the same time he insisted on a paragraph in the contract to the effect that
Quick should have to confer (abzustimmen) concerning the publication with Mau.
According to Athendum, Quick’s publishing company Martens-Verlag had added
this paragraph and inserted the phrase that gave them the right to make the final
decision. Athenium had then protested against this and got the response that this
addition was now superfluous, since the coordination had already taken place.
Therefore, Athenium was forced to assume that all the details had been discussed
and cleared with Mau. Apparently, though, there had been further negotiations
between Quick and Mau. The publisher now asked the IfZ in what way the content
of the Quick publication was “irrelevant or even politically offensive?” The risk,
brought forth by many critics, that Hitler-friendly consequences would result from
the publication, had now been shown to be without merit.""® In a sense, Athenium
had a point here: considering the massive critique the book received, it was hard to
argue that it had given rise to Hitler apologetics.

Athenium also told Ritter that the first meeting between Picker and Mau on
this subject had taken place without the knowledge of the publisher. The whole
misunderstanding had resulted from the fact that Athendum thought that Mau and
Picker had understood, and respected, their consultation paragraph.'” This was, of
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course, entirely novel to Ritter, and the fact that the initiative had not come from
Athenium was to him a very important piece of information. However, since the
Beirat had had its meeting the day before, and since Ritter was himself not present
at this discussion, there was nothing that he could do about the matter anyway.''®
Despite Ritter’s best efforts to defend himself against the various accusations, by
November 1951 he was forced out of the IfZ, despite having tried to ride out the
storm and hold on to his seat on its advisory board.'"’

In fact, according to the current deputy director of the IfZ, Magnus Brechtken,
there was more to this story than met the eye. Ritter became a victim of a power
struggle within the IfZ, as he was trying to gain control of the institution and
determine its course for the future. Ritter’s leading opponent inside the IfZ was
Karl Buchheim, and their differences in religion played an important role in this
affair. Buchheim, who was a Catholic, wished for the IfZ to be an institute in the
Liberal Catholic tradition of northern Germany whereas Ritter, a Protestant, was
more for the Prussian ideal of adhering to state policy. The scandal surrounding
Tischgespriche, in which the publication in Quick was an important part, then sealed
Ritter’s fate.'® It also seems as if the IfZ, in forcing Ritter to leave his post, hoped
to rid itself of the bad publicity almost instantly, as if Ritter was somehow entirely
to blame after all. Things did not work out that way, however, and Mau noted with
apprehension that the IfZ remained tainted by this “questionable publication” even
after Ritter had left, and the publication of Tischgespriche caused great damage also
to Mau’s visit to the United States.'!

Ritter and his odd source-critical thinking

Willy Winkler has correctly noted that Ritter did seem to have uncritically
accepted Picker’s claim that the text conveyed Hitler’s thoughts and words as they
were uttered. So, in this sense it truly was a source-critical disaster. In his preface to
Tischgespriche he wrote that this was a “historical document” that he took to show
“how it really is” (wie es eigentlich gewesen ist: a quote from the German nineteenth-
century historian Leopold von Rancke). As Ritter correctly remarked that Mein
Kampf was a piece of propaganda, he implicitly admitted that he did not consider
the Tischgespriche to be the same. At the same time, according to Ritter, Picker’s
text was “a meticulously planned, very comprehensive self~witness” by Hitler of

his ideas and aims at the peak of his power.'*

Ritter writes that Bormann may very
well have had political motives for assuring that Hitler’s words were put down in
writing, and parts of the notes that had “an official character” to them (only about
three occasions as far as Picker claimed to remember) had been shown to, and
approved by, Hitler. There could thus be no doubt about their authenticity, accord-
ing to Ritter. Moreover, Ritter states that “we”, which reasonably must mean the
IfZ, had presented excerpts to some of the people present at some of the mono-
logues, and these persons had confirmed that they were a correct reproduction
of the Fithrer’s words. The question was, Ritter asked, whether the monologues

actually showed the true Hitler or not.'*



86 A scholarly scandal

At the same time, Ritter concludes that the Tischgespriche was not uttered to
a group of people that were “closest” to Hitler, at least not before August 1942,
and neither is the Hitler in the text one who speaks “freely” (zwanglos), with a
few exceptions mostly concerning private matters. This obviously contradicted
his conclusion that Tischgespriche showed the truth as it really was. Ritter went
on to state that Hitler was not speaking without intentions, because he knew that
the most important utterances were written down “Wort for Wort”, i.e. word for
word. He thus portrayed himself as he wishes to be seen, not by the public or by
the masses, Ritter adds, but by those who were present and, not least, by history.'**
This statement is odd because it seems to imply that Picker had the opportunity to
write down ad verbatim all that Hitler said on an important matter. The only way to
do that would be via stenography, but as we already know Picker could not write
stenography.

The judgment that the notes accurately reproduced Hitler’s words because Hit-
ler himself approved some of them is astoundingly naive and entirely dependent
upon Picker’s version of events. Ritter concluded:

History therefore has every reason to take these notes very seriously. Hitler
is here consciously standing on the stage, in the stage lights of history. He
sings, as it were — that is how the impression can be summarized — the heroic
anthem of his own glory: a Wagnerian heroic tenor.'?

How this could then be considered less propagandistic than Mein Kampfis unclear.
From what Ritter writes, it seems that there could not be a less cunningly thought-
out way to purvey to the future an image that was exactly what Hitler wanted
“history” to see. Equally uncritical is Ritter when it comes to the roots of Hitler’s
fanaticism, which Ritter claimed could best be viewed in the notes containing

Hitler’s critical remarks about Christianity.'*

Here Ritter seems just as spellbound
by Hitler’s words as his followers were.

The reason for this is easy to understand when we consider Ritter’s background
in the Protestant Bekennende Kirche (which was in theological opposition, although
not necessarily in political-ideological opposition, to the thoroughly nazified group
of Protestant churches known as Deutsche Christen), as a believing historian of reli-
gion, who was critical of Nazism’s wish to affect Christian theology, and who by
the end of the war eventually ended up in prison.'?” Naturally, Hitler’s lack of belief
in Ritter’s interpretation of Christianity would seem to him to be the root of all
the bad things that Hitler did. It did not occur to him that millions of believing
Christians followed Hitler and acted on his ideology and that Hitler’s purported
anti-Christian ideology cannot possibly explain that. This is leaving the issue of
whether Hitler actually uttered those exact words or not aside. Ritter then gives
his reader what can only be described as an apologetic argument for why a belief in
God is the only moral guarantor in the world, as if no Nazi held sincere Christian
beliefs or moral convictions). He even quotes Bismarck and Moltke (who both had
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brought war on Germany) when doing this, pointing out that in contrast to these
God-fearing men, Hitler’s worldview had a long way to go.'?®

This was not a serious historian writing anymore, but a Christian apologetic
who tried to explain National Socialism’s success, and destructive nature, by point-
ing out that Hitler was not a “true” God-fearing Christian. However, not even
Ritter could claim that Hitler was an atheist; Hitler did indeed believe in a higher
power, a creating force of the universe, and he points out that Hitler’s belief in
the so-called Torsehung, or Providence, was the content of the often talked about
“belief in God” (Gottgliubigkeif) of Hitler and his entourage. He even calls it a reli-
gion and states that from this worldview follows no hinders or tempering of the
will. For Ritter this is so important that he spends three pages trying to convince
the reader of the importance of Hitler’s lack of Ritter’s own Christian beliefs.'”

The question here must also be what Picker’s own attitude towards Christianity
was. Was he a believer himself, or did he share Hitler’s views? These factors natu-
rally affect Picker’s ability to, always after the fact, reconstruct Hitler’s statements
correctly. It may therefore be relevant in this context that Picker published a book,
written with the assistance of the Vatican Library librarian Graf Giuseppe Newlin,
about Pope John XXIII in 1963. This does indeed point toward him at least hav-
ing “found” Catholicism at some point (perhaps after the war)."*® Whether or not
Picker was biased against Hitler’s anti-Catholic statements also during the war is
not clear.

Albert Speer on Tischgesprdiche: a reliable witness?

Albert Speer mentions Picker’s Tischgespriche in his best-selling Spandauer Tagebiicher
from 1975. Speer appears to give us a review of Tischgespriche by someone who
knew Hitler intimately for many years and who was present at many of the conver-
sations recorded by Heim and Picker. In a note dated 24 March 1960 Speer claims
that he received a copy of Tischgespriche, and his review amounts to nothing less
than a massive dismissal of this source as largely untrue to its subject matter. The
language in Tischgespriche had been so edited that Hitler was completely unrecog-
nizable, and it gave a flawed view of the Fiihrer. The Hitler that one was presented
with in Picker’s book was too eloquent and kept to the subject too well. Further-
more, Hitler would never have expressed himself freely in the type of company
that he was in when providing the material for Tischgespriche, it says. This included
Picker himself who, according to Speer, always looked out of place. But at the
same time, the content in Tischgespriche was correct in another sense, namely that
all the themes were subjects that Speer had heard Hitler speak about in one way or
another. In this way a correct text could give an incorrect impression.'?!

But there is ample reason for us not to trust what is written in Spandauer Tage-
biicher. This 1s because it is not certain who the true author of the Tischgespriche
passage in Spandauer Tagebiicher actually is. This passage was not included in many
of the draft versions of the manuscript for Speer’s book, and it is doubtful that
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Speer himself wrote the part about Tischgespriche that is in the printed version of
the book. More likely, it is Joachim Fest who is the originator, and author, of the
opinions about Tischgespriche that we find in Spandauer Tagebiicher.”> One draft
version, which must have been produced rather late because it is a photocopy of
a typed text with proof corrections made to it, has no entry for the date in ques-
tion, i.e. 24 March 1960. Instead it goes directly from 19 March, the date before
24 March in Spandauer Tagebiicher, to 11 April 1960, the date after 24 March in
the published version. Furthermore, the text for the entries is a lot longer than
in the final version, and long sections of the text have been marked with a red
pen and the notation “Fe” for Fest.'”® This most likely signifies the parts written
by Fest.

The date “24 March” appears for the first time in a volume containing “Notes
on each chapter in the manuscript” where it simply says: “The pair of wild doves
have returned from their winter holiday in Morocco.”"** This remark does not
appear in the published version of the book. In the same document there are three
short notes dated 4 April 1960, which is a date that also does not appear in Span-
dauer Tagebiicher. One of these reads: “Schirach is being more and more friendly to
me.”'% This sentence has been transferred to 11 April in the edited proof manu-
script, where it says: “Schirach is friendlier to me.”"*® This, too, is not in the pub-
lished version of the book. In a handwritten version of the manuscript, which
reasonably must be earlier than the other two versions, we find that text dated to
24 March 1960 has been dated to 11 April in one of the later versions, and none of
it is present in Spandauer Tagebiicher."’

Then, suddenly, Tischgespriche and the date 24 March 1960 makes its appear-
ance in a draft manuscript. But this text is entirely different than what ended up in
Spandauer ‘lagebiicher:

The good thing about reading Tischgespriche: A number of Hitler’s expres-
sions are coming back to me. Should I make a new effort? Can I meet the
responsibility, to retroactively write down his utterances just as I began to do

some years ago? They are still, word for word, fresh in my memory."*

This is indeed the exact opposite to what is in Spandauer Tagebiicher, which proves
conclusively that what is in the final book has very little, if anything, to do with
reality. This means that the published version of the 24 March note is a late crea-
tion, and one that bears no similarity to the only mentioning of Picker’s book that
is in any of the many draft manuscripts.

‘What we can be absolutely sure of is that Speer never wrote a diary entry about
Picker and the Tischgespriche on 24 March 1960 (or anywhere near it). It seems
likely that this “event” was not created until Speer and Fest were working on the
Spandauer Tagebiicher together in the early 1970s. Thus, we cannot trust the draft
version of this entry to be more reliable than the later version — both could be
entirely fictional. Because of this fact, it is also very doubtful that Speer received a
copy of Picker’s book in March 1960, as it says in his book. Since Speer obviously
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did not write it down until much later, he cannot be expected to remember exactly
when he read Tischgsepriche more than a decade earlier. Speer, and the Spandauer
Tagebiicher, in short, simply cannot be trusted at all. The content has been worked
over so many times that very little of any genuine reflections from the time in the
Spandau prison is long gone.

That said, however, the draft entry, which was later removed and completely
re-written, was written by Speer, although it is not likely to stem from Speer’s
time in Spandau. It is not possible to say with any certainty when it was actu-
ally written. What speaks for Speer being the author is the much less embroi-
dered language in it. Moreover, it speaks of Speer working on a collection of
Hitler’s utterances. This obviously never came to anything, and this is probably
why it was not included in the final version of the book. It also expresses a
certain admiration for Hitler, since Speer wonders to himself if he will be able
to “meet the responsibility” of writing down Hitler’s words. In this entry he
can still remember Hitler’s statements “word for word”, while in the Spandauer
Tagebiicher it says that Picker’s book did not correctly portray the way Hitler
constantly started a sentence only to stop and then start again. This is obviously
a bit contradictory because how could Speer possibly remember such confused
speech word for word?

A comparison between Speer’s notes from his many conversations with Hitler
(Fiihrerbesprechungen) during the war, which can be found in Speer’s Nachlaff in
Koblenz, offers no confirmation of the themes in either Picker or Heim. In fact,
Speer has notes that parallel Picker’s first two notes, i.e. 21 and 22 March 1942. But
the treatment of Russian POWs, which is the topic of Speer’s text, is not mentioned
by Picker."” Another fact that should be mentioned is that the long note by Picker
dated 23 June is paralleled by 14 pages of notes made by Speer from a Fiihrerbespre-
chung held that day (one page of these notes is missing). Unfortunately, there is no
parallel in the content of the notes. While Picker’s text deals with problems related
to the supply of agricultural products, Speer’s text deals almost exclusively with

issues relating to military production.'

Speer relates a discussion on the prepara-
tion for gas warfare held on 8 July 1942, which is not mentioned by Picker.""' The
same is true for such a discussion on 25 July that does not appear in Tischgespriche,
and one on 12 August that is not in Monologe.'** Speer also relates a discussion
about the treatment of POWs that is not related by Heim in Monologe. There is a
discussion about winter clothing in both Heim’s and Speer’s notes, but the content
is entirely different. While Hitler, according to Heim, spoke about how he used
to wear shorts during winter and that the SS-Standarte Hochland would only wear
shorts in the future, Speer states that Hitler had agreed to provide better winter
clothes for the POWs so that their work performance would improve.'*> None of
the other (many) matters noted down by Speer appear in Monologe.'** Although
Monologe confirms that Speer was a guest at the Werwolf on 7 September 1942 the
points mentioned in Speer’s notes are not included in Heim’s text.'* This does not
mean that Heim’s notes are fraudulent, but it is certainly a bit disturbing that the
content does not overlap at any point.
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Critique against Tischgesprdiche

Regarding the reliability of Picker’s text, the editor of the second edition (1963),
Percy Ernst Schramm, writes in his preface that mistakes inadvertently had found
their way into the text and that many difficult factors affected the outcome. Hitler’s
wish not to have notes taken, his confused manner of speaking, and the fact that
Picker had to re-create Hitler’s words from his notes all contributed to this. None-
theless, Schramm maintains that Picker’s text is as accurate as anyone could demand

146 That, of course, was neither helpful nor true.

under these circumstances.

The German journalist Willi Winkler has contributed many interesting and
important details to this case in his biography of Genoud entitled Der Schat-
tenmann. He does not hold back when he criticizes Tischgepriche from 1951.
He states that scientifically it was a disaster; the authenticity had never been
checked, much had obviously been re-formulated ante facto, words and phrases
have been added, etc. Winkler writes that the IfZ distanced itself from Picker’s
edition even before Genoud had published his French version, admitting that
Genoud’s manuscript was the best. The reason for this, according to Winkler,
was that they were afraid to lose contact with Genoud because they wanted his
material.'"” On the other hand, Winkler does not really hold Genoud’s manu-
script to be too reliable either, even though he is never as tough on that text as
he is on Picker’s. This is odd in a way, considering that Genoud’s original notes
are missing, while at least one version of Picker’s text exists at Bundesarchiv in
Koblenz, Germany.

But reviewers of Tischgespriche were not always correct in their critique. One of
them noted that Picker mentioned Hitler’s notably large and blue eyes. But Hitler,
the reviewer stated, had brown eyes. Nazi propaganda had thus found its way into
Picker text.'"* However, Hitler did have piercing blue eyes. This is confirmed by
many witnesses, including Hitler’s friend from childhood and adolescence, August
Kubizek."* The reviewer was thus mistaken. Winkler’s book has flaws too; flaws
that seem strange when considering the information that is available regarding
the creation of Tischgespriche. For example, Winkler states that Picker used ste-
nography, which we know is not true. Winkler also lets on that Heim and Picker
wrote down every word that the Fiihrer uttered, but that is, as we have seen, not
true either. Neither Heim nor Picker ever claimed anything like that. Heim even
said in his interview with the BBC in 1953 that any entry from nightly sessions
(and that 1s a large part of his notes) was something that Hitler had said in a small
room in the Fiihrer bunker that served as Hitler’s office, around a round table, and
where only very few people were invited. These circumstances meant that Heim
could not make any notes at all as the monologues unfolded. This is what he said
to the BBC:

When I know explain that not a single word from these nightly utterances
could be recorded by me, while Hitler babbled on — all that was dictated to
one of the Reichsleiter’s secretaries, [who used] a typewriter, from memory

the next day.'™
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The statement is a bit confused, which is natural, since it is a verbatim record of
Heim’s words. People speak very difterently than they write and that is why spoken
language often looks very strange in writing. What Heim said was that he could
not get down one single word on paper from the nightly sessions until the day after
when he dictated all of it from memory to one of Bormann’s secretaries. It is obvi-
ous that fidelity suffers from this practice. Naturally, Heim would have had no pos-
sibility to remember correctly even half of what Hitler had said (and Hitler could
talk for hours on end) — nobody has that good a memory. Heim stated:

I make an effort to record the word as it was spoken, but you don'’t find every
word spoken in this context here, and it’s also not possible for me to convey
that which I deliver as it was, as if it had been recorded mechanically or by
a stenographer.’!

From a source-critical perspective, the historians must look at these notes with an
even greater degree of scepticism than the rest of the entries. The repetitious nature
of the monologues, i.e. the fact that the same subject comes up again and again, is
actually commented upon by Christa Schroeder, one of Hitler’s private secretaries,
as being a more or less conscious choice on Hitler’s part. Supposedly this was a way
for Hitler to memorize certain things that he had read; Gehirngymnastik, or brain
gymnastics, Schroeder called it.”> Too much should thus perhaps not be made of
the content of Hitler’s statements in the table talks.

Nonetheless, but perhaps less surprising, Heim did not feel that he had in any
way lessened the value of his notes as sources to Hitler’s words — not even the
slightest. He insisted that he had not put anything down on paper that he was not
absolutely sure of. Furthermore, Bormann had acted as a regulatory party and
infallible witness by reading the notes and correcting what he felt was wrong. As
the facsimile in the beginning of Table Talk (and Monologe) shows, said Heim, Bor-
mann had taken it upon himself to check his notes and make necessary changes as
he saw fit. If no additions were made, it meant that Heim had gotten everything
exactly right. The possibility that Heim knew approximately what Bormann would
want to see in the notes did not occur to Heim.'™ This is, of course, not to say
that the notes necessarily always gave a correct version of Hitler’s utterances before
Bormann’s changes either. The fact of the matter is that we cannot know this, and
this is why the table monologues have to be treated so carefully by historians.

Bormann’s note attached to the Bormann-Vermerke

Let us look a bit closer at Bormann’s note. In Libres propos it is said that Bormann
wrote it after all the notes had been completed (which must mean not earlier than
30 November 1944, since this is the last entry in Monologe and Table Talk), Genoud
wrote:

At the head of the complete document he wrote with his own hand: “Please
keep, with the utmost care, these notes of capital interest for the future”'>
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Trevor-Roper copied this in his introductory essay to the Table Talk entitled “The
Mind of Adolf Hitler.”!*> There is only one problem with this nice story: it cannot
be true. The reason is that Bormann’s note is dated 20 October — the year being
unknown. Confusion grows when one finds that Jochmann dates this note to 1941.
The complete note reads:

Please preserve these, in the future very valuable, records well. Finally, I have
now got Heim to make detailed notes as the basis for these records. Every
not so precise notation will be corrected once more [yet again; a second
time] by me.!>

The fact that Bormann wrote “finally” must mean that the note was written not
long after Heim started making notes. Jochmann even says that Bormann wrote
the note for the party headquarters in Munich but without telling us where he
got this information.””” He does not tell his readers why he adds this particular
year, although it makes more sense than the Genoud/Trevor-Roper version. To
write that he had “finally” convinced Heim to make notes makes no sense if
he wrote it in the end of 1944. Furthermore, there is no entry anywhere near
the date 20 October in either 1942 or 1943. The closest entry can actually be
found in 1941 when one note was made of a conversation taking place the night
between 19 and 20 October. The source that Jochmann used when reaching his
conclusion must have been Heim’s manuscript for his BBC recording in 1953
where we find:

in addition there was Martin Bormann’s order: as is apparent in the intro-
ductory facsimile of Bormann’s handwritten note in “Table Talk” from
20.X.1941, the Reichsleiter had taken the right to insert his own diverging

recollections, if any, into my notes."®

Genoud’s dating is thus complete nonsense. If Jochmann is correct in stating that
the note was intended for the party HQ in Munich, then this means that it was
likely originally attached to only a few notes made before 20 October 1941. The
note also makes no sense if Bormann intended to keep the notes himself. No, it
only seems to make good sense if Bormann gave these notes to someone (perhaps at
the NSDAP HQ) who did not understand the value of them. This could not have
been his wife, who surely would have understood the value of these notes anyway.
The note would also not have been formulated in this way if Bormann did not
expect to see them again (and have control over them) for a longer period of time.
Bormann’s true motive for writing it may likely never be known.

There is also an interesting difference between the two facsimiles: in HTR’s
book the Bormann note contains the holes for a binder, four in the left margin and
two, strangely enough, to the right parallel to Bormann’ signature. These do not
appear in Jochmann’s book. The reason for these differences is unknown. It could
be that these were simply covered up when replicated in Monologe.
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More confusion regarding the table talks

Let’s now turn our attention back to Picker’s text. Winkler also quotes some infor-
mation from an article in Der Spiegel from 1966 regarding the notes, and he states
that Hitler’s will to hold long monologues became worse the closer the Allies came
to Berlin. In the end they were supposed to have filled no fewer than 110,000
pages.’ This was a sensational statement to say the least, and it immediately made
me curious about Winkler’s source. It corresponds very poorly with Jochmann’s
Monologe where the number of entries decreases considerably the closer to 1945 we
get. In short, it goes against everything we know about Tischgespriche and Monologe.
That does not automatically mean that it is wrong, but it does call for a good check
of the sources.

And in fact, it turns out that the article in Der Spiegel contains several things
that ought to have made Winkler question the veracity of the article. Among other
things it says that historians should be happy about Hitler’s love of putting all his
words down on paper and make sure it made it into the protocols. Yes, according
to Der Spiegel, Hitler supposedly was the one who had almost everything he said
noted down, and refers specifically to Picker’s book from 1951."" Der Spiegel does
indeed make a connection between Hitler’s love for stenography and his mono-
logues in Tischgespriche, no doubt about that, but then the article shifts focus. The
massive amounts of stenographic notes that are mentioned had to do with Hitler’s
military briefings with his officers regarding Germany’s strategic position, not the
table talks. That was why Hitler talked more and more the closer to the end one
goes; the situation was getting worse and there was more to discuss with the officers
of his staff. A number of the stenographers that took part are also mentioned, and
Heim or Picker is not mentioned here. Some of these notes had been published,
the article stated, in 1962 with the title Hitlers Lagebesprechungen.''

It could be added that Heim supports Der Spiegel’s version in one of the inter-
views that was made with him in 1952. Heim stated that his own and Picker’s
position was completely different from the stenographers that worked for Hitler
and who were present at his Lagebesprechungen jotting down every word that was
said.'® There are even more dubious representations of the facts in Winkler’s book
regarding Picker’s Tischgespriche. He states, as I showed earlier, that the IfZ ante facto
admitted to the poor editorial work, as he calls it, in Picker’s edition. The source
for this information is an anniversary book edited by Horst Moller and published

to celebrate the IfZ’s fiftieth anniversary.'®

But Moller in fact writes quite the
opposite of what Winkler would have him say, i.e. that Ritter not only took care
to evaluate the text according to all the source-critical aspects, but also that the
differences that later were shown to exist between Picker’s and Genoud’s texts did
not give rise to any doubts about Picker whatsoever; that Picker’s editing of the
text did not in any way give the text any kind of political slant; and, finally, that the
overall impression (and thereby also its authenticity) did not change at all. At the
same time, however, he does state that a certain amount of carelessness on Picker’s

part had been noted by the time of publication in 1951.'* Winkler’s statement that
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the IfZ never gave one thought to source-critical issues is thus not supported by
his own source.

At one point Winkler says that Picker has put the term “Iron Curtain” in Hit-
ler’s mouth when speaking about the Soviet Union and refers to an entry dated 2
August 1941 (i.e. five years before Churchill’s famous speech in Fulton, Missouri,
in 1946) in Hitler’s headquarters Wolfsschanze.'® Winkler does this in order to illus-
trate the striking unreliability of Picker’s text. There are two problems with this,
however. First, Picker does not put this phrase in Hitler’s mouth. What Winkler is
obviously referring to is the headline that Ritter formulated, which reads: “An Iron

190 Second, Churchill was not the first to use the term

Curtain?” (Eisener Vorhang?)
“iron curtain.” It was actually a Nazi slogan, and it had been used by Goebbels in
an editorial in Das Reich at least as early as February 1945.'” The phrase itself goes
back to even further to the First World War.

In his afterword to the 1963 edition Picker reports a lot about Bormann’s style
and working methods that, if true, would even further diminish the credibility
of both Tischgespriche and Monologe. Picker claims that it was he himself who had
approached Bormann and asked if the latter wanted him to continue taking notes
just like Heim had done. Picker had, he says, by accident seen some of Heim’s
notes. According to Picker, Bormann was not crazy about the idea at first, but then
came to accept it. One of Heim’s notes where Hitler spoke about the Church,
religion, and science had apparently leaked and been picked up by the foreign
press, something that, according to Picker, had deeply upset Hitler. After that, Bor-
mann supposedly did not wish to assume the role of either “contracting authority”
(Auftraggeber) or responsible party for the notes being made. Nonetheless, Bormann
told him, after much hesitancy, and after Heim had been sent away on another mis-
sion, that he needed someone to collect the Fiihrer’s utterances, and Picker got the
job.'® We have no way to know if this is correct, so we cannot rely on it.

Picker then also claims that Hitler had indeed initially been unaware of Heim’s
jotting — that is until one of Hitler’s underlings had shown him one of the notes,
which was supposedly full of inaccuracies due to the fact that it had been made
completely out of memory, and thus related Hitler’s words incorrectly. Hitler had
become upset and had apparently given Bormann a verbal scolding. Hitler wanted
his private sphere to be respected. That clearly did not discourage Bormann, but
it explains why he from that moment on wished to have complete control over
the notes being made, Picker states. However, it was not very often that Bormann
ordered him to take notes, Picker claims, i.e. we are meant to believe that Picker
did most of them on his own initiative. He himself thought that it might have been
about five to ten occasions during Picker’s short time at the headquarters.'® What
Picker says about Heim is likely false and intended to simply undermine Table Talk.
Interestingly, he here inadvertently admits that Heim did not use stenography.

But what about when he says that Bormann had asked him to take notes on
only five or ten occasions? At first, this may strike the reader as obviously false
because Genoud’s manuscript contains 100 of Picker’s notes between 24 March
and 29 July 1942 (notes 174-274 in Table Talk)." It is hard to imagine that Picker
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delivered so many notes to Bormann without having been asked to do so. Picker
even stated in the 1963 edition that Heim had told him that Bormann had asked
him too to only make “‘a few memoranda’ for the Party Chancellery””'”! Surely
this must be fiction too. Rather surprisingly, however, Picker’s version of events is
sort of corroborated by none other than Heim himself in an interview with John
Toland in 1971:

Shortly after their arrival to Wolfschantze [sic], Bormann had suggested
almost offthandedly to Heinrich Heim, his adjutant, that he surreptitiously
note down what the Chief said. . . . Bormann instructed his adjutant to rely
on his memory. But Heim wanted more accurate results and on his own
initiative he began making copious notes. . . . Bormann was taken aback but

he gave Heim tacit approval to continue taking notes.'”

Both Heim and Picker thus say that they took the initiative to make either more, or
more voluminous, notes than expressly ordered and that Bormann simply accepted
fait accompli in a sense. Note that Heim is not corroborating Picker’s claim that
Bormann only told him to make notes on a few occasions. However, Heim and
Picker both seem to have gone further than instructed, although for very different
reasons. Even so, the claim that Heim made more notes because he wanted “more
accurate results” does not ring true. It does not appear in any of the interview notes
in Toland’s archive and was probably invented by Toland to lend the table talks
more credibility.

The mystery of the Bormann note facsimile

Picker states that Bormann was primarily interested in notes concerning questions
that he himself thought to be the most pertinent: Jews, Volk, and Church-related
issues. On a few occasions, Picker says, Bormann had also written something down
himself (in fact, Bormann made a lot of notes over the years, although these were
not included in Genoud’s manuscript). One such note was dated at the end of
November 1944 and dealt with Jews and Christianity.'”> What Picker is talking
about is the last entry in Table Talk/Monologe. By 1963 Picker had read Table Talk
and he of course knew that this entry appeared at the end of it. He also knew that
Bormann had written it because it was included as a facsimile in Table Talk and at
the top it says “Bo” for Bormann. It is indeed worth quoting a part of the entry:

During a tea conversation yesterday evening, the Fiihrer said e.g.: Jesus was
certainly not a Jew. [. . .] Jesus fought against the pernicious materialism of
his time and thus against the Jews. [. . .] Saul-Paul cleverly falsified the Chris-
tian idea: From the challenge against the deification of money, from the chal-
lenge against Jewish selfishness, Jewish materialism became the supporting
idea of the infatuated, the slaves, the oppressed, the ones in money and goods
against the ruling class, against the superior race, “against the oppressors’!
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Paul’s religion, and the Christianity represented from then on, was nothing
more than communism!'”*

These views correspond well to things that Hitler said at other times as corrobo-
rated by independent sources. Even so there is really no way of knowing whether
this particular conversation took place in reality or if Bormann wrote down things
Hitler had said at other times. This was the view of Jesus held by the Deutsche
Christen." It was also the view expressed by the Catholic apocalyptic thinker and
writer Franz Schronghamer-Heimdal (an early member of the NSDAP) in early
1920 in a series of articles entitled “Was Jesus a Jew?” in the Volkischer Beobachter.
Nothing had been added to Schronghamer’ ideas in what Hitler expresses in Bor-

176 Dietrich Eckart’s book Der Bolschewismus von Moses bis Lenin from

mann’s note.
1924 has Hitler saying basically the same thing as well."”” Note that the dialogue
in Eckart’s book is fictitious. Nonetheless, we know from Hitlers speeches from
the early 1920s that he expressed similar views, and it is likely that Eckart was an
important influence for him on this topic. Eckart’s book illustrates the point that
forged sources often contain true opinions.

But what is a bit problematic is that there seems to be too many “originals”
of this note. There appear to be at least three versions of it. One appears as a
facsimile in Table Talk.'"™ A second copy of this note can be found in Bundesarchiv

in Berlin.'”’

A third copy I received in the form of a photocopied negative from
Genoud’s lawyer and guardian of his estate, Frau Cordula Schacht (the daughter of
Hitler’s former Reichsbank chief, Hjalmar Schacht). The note found in Bundesarchiv
has a handwritten notation in the top right corner saying that it had been sent to a
“Party comrade” (Pyg., i.e. Parteigenosse) at the NSDAP Main Archive (Hauptarchiv).
It also contains Bormann’s signature and the date “30.11.”'® Both the handwriting
and the signature are missing on the two other copies. There are some similarities
between the Bundesarchiv copy and the Schacht copy, however. Interestingly, both
of them have the same two handwritten changes to the text on the second page
(not displayed in Table Talk, which only shows the upper half of the first page).
These two copies were thus produced together and then proofread and corrected
at the same time. These two copies are very much alike, but they are not entirely
identical. The most interesting difference is of course that Bormann’s signature is
missing on the Schacht copy. This is a bit odd because we have been told that all the
notes in Genoud’s manuscript were signed either by Bormann, Picker, or Heim.
Here we are thus confronted with an example of the contrary. The signed copy is
instead located in Bundesarchiv. The Schacht copy also contains page numbers in
the top right corner: 1,044 and 1,045. Trevor-Roper states in the preface to Table
Talk that the manuscript that Genoud had was exactly 1,045 pages long.'™

The reader may reasonably suspect that the facsimile in Table Talk and the copy
I received from Schacht is in fact the same document. However, it turns out that
they are actually slightly different. For example, the facsimile in Table Talk does not
have the same space between the heading lines as the copy I received from Schacht
(see the photograph), which has identical spaces to the one at Bundesarchiv. In fact,
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it lacks space between the lines completely. Also, the first page of both the Schacht
copy and the one located at Bundesarchiv has the number “2” on it. This certainly
seems to imply that there was at one point a title page attached to them. It seems,
thus, that no fewer than three copies of this particular note managed to survive
the ravages of war and history. That is certainly an amazing coincidence. Not least
because Genoud managed to get his hands on two of them — none of which is pre-
sent in original form today. It has been suggested to me that it 