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On the morning I was to give an address to an international conference in 
Yerevan, Armenia on "The Psychology of Denial of Known Genocides," I awoke 
with the following dream: 

A Rabbi--probably American--is visiting a then Iron Curtain country where he 
discovers a beautiful Jewess who has been hiding for some time in a room built into 
a massive wall such as the wall that had divided West and East Berlin. He falls 
deeply in love with her and sets out to bring about her escape from the country. At 
the Rabbi's government-approved hotel, there is an attractive young woman who 
is about the same age and has the same general figure as his newly beloved, who 
acts as a receptionist and is also responsible to the government to keep the guests 
under surveillance. The Rabbi entices her to go with him to visit the Berlin-like Wall. 
Once there, he leads her into the secret apartment of his girlfriend and, in the pres- 
ence of his girlfriend, beats her unconscious with the blows of a blunt instrument to 
her head. The Jewess then exchanges documents and clothing with the other woman, 
and the Rabbi and his beloved set out to leave the country. As they exit from the 
secret room, the Rabbi pushes the stone door fully shut; and there is a sense in the 
dream that the door is hermetically shut so that there is now no chance the uncon- 
scious woman will ever be able to get out when she wakens. In other words, the 
second woman is doomed to die. The lovers then set off happily towards their free- 
dom and future life. 

As I awaken, I understand that the dream is posing the question whether  
and to what  extent the Rabbi and his lover do or will feel guilty over gaining 
their happiness at the expense of the life of a basically innocent young  woman.  
I sensed immediately that the dream had appeared on the eve of my lecture on 
the denial of genocide as an effort not only to represent or summarize the re- 
marks I had already prepared, but  to help me round out  a further missing 
piece I was seeking for the theoretical structure of a psychology of the denial 
of known genocides. For all that he aspired to moral excellence and leader- 
ship, the Rabbi, a leader of my faith, was ready to commit a form of murder in 
order to free his beloved and win his and their chance at happiness. Given the 
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context of a Jewess in hiding, presumably persecuted and in danger at the 
hands of a totalitarian regime, the Rabbi might claim to himself that the means 
he was required to employ to save her were justified self-defense, particularly 
insofar as the hotel secretary who was consigned to her death in the Wall was 
also a representative of a totalitarian government.Yet in the dream, the impli- 
cation was that the girl's government duties were a necessary consequence of 
her having a post in a hotel rather than evidence that she was a full-blown 
secret service operative; hence she herself was a victim of circumstances, and 
this means that the rationalization of tee murder by the Rabbi does not really 
stand up to serious moral analysis. In plain fact, a no-less-lovely girl than the 
Rabbi's beloved was being killed to vouchsafe his lover's escape to freedom. 
What I was saying to myself in my dream was that many deniers will see them- 
selves as good people who are aiming to further life, and yet, unknown to them- 
selves, they are serious accomplices to murder; for ultimately, the psychology of 
these more "innocent deniers" joins with the dynamics of the obviously ma- 
levolent and purposeful deniers to create rationalizations of mass murders 
most foul. 

Needless to say, my dream about a Rabbi and a Jewess is also intended as a 
reminder of the truth that my own Jewish people, myself included, all share in 
the universal potential of all mankind to be drawn into schemes of abuse, 
exploitation and killing of others, 2 as well as into varying forms of the"inno- 
cent denials"that I will attempt to define in a new way in this article. 3 

Denial as Concealed Malevolence versus "Innocent Denials" 

In earlier papers, I had emphasized the explicit malevolence, bigotry, and 
incitement to renewed violence of those who deny past genocides such as the 
Holocaust or the Armenian Genocide. 4 The malicious denial of known facts of 
historical mass murders mock the sensibilities of the victim-survivors, their 
families, and society in general. In effect, denials of genocidal crimes seek to 
justify the idea that crime pays after all, that one can get away with mass mur- 
ders by denying them, and thus incite further violences towards the same 
people, as well as towards other potential victims. Denials of known geno- 
cides also make claims literally on the minds of people everywhere by co- 
opting the historical record, rewriting it, and in effect "killing the t ru th ' - -which 
is also a symbolic echo of the original killings of the actual human victims. 

In the above, I call for a much tougher campaign of counterattack against the 
revisionists, not only to prove and reprove the overwhelmingly clear historical 
records of the genocides that are being denied, but to expose and attack the 
revisionists for their evident personal rottenness, so that the roles and posi- 
tions of those who would deny known genocides become unattractive and 
uncomfortable. Among other things, I propose seeking to expand legislative 
controls in democratic countries that would make denials of known genocides 
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a felony. While democracies must ardently protect freedom of speech, they 
must also set limits on forces that threaten to undermine the foundations of 
democratic society, such as efforts to legitimate and incite violence against 
groups of peoples. (To date, several countries have enacted legislation against 
denials of the Holocaust, and in a few cases also against other genocides or 
crimes against humanity [e.g., France], but one should also note that there are 
many civil libertarians who oppose such legislation because they fear assign- 
ing to governments such power as if to legislate definitions of history.) 

Nonetheless, I have been impressed that there are any number of instances 
of denial that issue not only from rabid anti-Semites or vested anti-Armenian 
propagandists, but also from a wide variety of people who are not bigots, in- 
cluding many people who are predominantly innocent and naive, who adopt a 
revisionist position because it satisfies hidden needs for them of which they 
themselves may or may not be aware. In other words, many of the deniers are 
not committed propagandists or hate-mongers, they are not known to be in 
the pay or employ of a group that has a commitment to revise the history of 
the genocide in question, and in many cases they do not have a record of 
bigotry and antagonism toward the target people whose genocide is being 
denied. Denial is, after all, a powerful mechanism in the human mind, that is 
capable of numbing, avoiding, and blocking out awareness both of terrible 
events that have befallen oneself as victim and awareness of terrible things 
done to others. See thus the concepts of psychic numbing and doubling by Rob- 
ert Jay Lifton, and the double wall of silence by Bar-On. 5 If a history of manifest 
evil events can be denied, certainly evil intentions can also be relegated to the 
realm of the denied and unknown and surface in "innocent," well-intended 
behaviors. 

The Sixty-nine Academicians Who Denied the Armenian Genocide 

I became more aware of what I shall call such"innocent deniers" of known 
genocides in the course of a study of a unique group of"Middle Eastern schol- 
ars" in the United States who, back in 1985, were recruited to sign a promi- 
nent advertisement in the New York Times, Washington Post, and Washington 
Times that was sponsored by a Turkish government association. That adver- 
tisement proposed a new, remarkably insidious version of denial of the Arme- 
nian Genocide, and has since been used repeatedly to"prove"that a significant 
number of major professionals in the field question the validity of the Arme- 
nian Genocide, which the government of Turkey has consistently denied. 6 

This group included many well-known academicians. The question is what 
were their various purposes in signing such an invidious document. The Ar- 
menian Assembly of America proceeded in the wake of the disturbing adver- 
t isement to study the academic records of the sixty-nine signators and 
determined that only a small number of them actually were students of the 
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period of the Armenian Genocide, as opposed to being involved with many 
other, far-removed aspects of Middle-East civilization. The Armenian Assem- 
bly research, and subsequently alsoVyronis, determined that a very large num- 
ber of the signators had been recipients of grants from the Turks and were, in 
fact, continuously dependent on being able to return to Turkey to continue 
their researches/The obvious implication was that these scholars were in- 
deed receiving an actual payoff. 

Yet the credentials and stature of any number of the scholars must make 
one think twice before accusing them of out-and-out graft. Of course, one 
should also realize that the human mind is quite capable of seeking uncon- 
sciously to find favor with a government that bestows important favors on one 
as a scholar. Moreover, one also can speculate that in the course of doing re- 
search and becoming familiar with a culture and a country, there develops a 
natural familiarity, affinity, and friendship towards a people and culture which 
can also predispose scholars to sustain the reputations of their hosts, and un- 
consciously to think well of them and therefore to be ready to support their 
government and culture's position when they claim they were not really in- 
volved in genocide or mass murder. 

In effect, both of these last interpretations are steps toward a psychology of rela- 
tively "innocent denials" of a proven genocide in that they propose that some deniers 
are caught up in motivational sequences of which they are relatively unaware. 

In the study that we undertook of the sixty-nine signators, we conducted 
content analyses of responses received from about one-third of the signators 
to whom we had written requesting replies to a questionnaire. The content 
analyses were either of their replies to the questionnaire we sent them or of 
letters they wrote us. In many cases their letters were intended to explain why 
they were not replying to our questionnaire, but the letters themselves pro- 
vided such full statements that we could subject them to the same analyses. 
Our goal was to understand how the minds of bona fide scholars would "al- 
low" them to engage in blatant rewriting of history. 

It should also be emphasized that the scholars who responded were, virtu- 
ally unanimously, indignant and outraged at any implication that they had 
received any kind of personal reward or gain for participating in the advertise- 
ment. Along with this protest, many of the responding scholars emphasized 
in a variety of other ways their wishes to be seen as good people. Several of 
them conveyed that they felt rather ennobled by a sense of justice and fairness 
when they accepted at face value the denial of genocide by"a good people" 
like the Turks. They also expressed pride in their explicit wishes and efforts to 
contribute to a new reconciliation and peace between the Armenians and Turks 
so many years after the genocide. They suggested that not pressing claims of 
an Armenian Genocide could open a door to a new rapprochement between 
Turks and Armenians; it is useless, they insisted, to continue hating another 
people for a crime committed so long ago. 
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In other words, unless one believes that all of these scholars are lying bra- 
zenly, which I now do not, the conscious intentions of many may indeed be 
"innocent" to some significant extent. Even in the cases of those scholars where 
there is likely an implicit payoff in their being able to continue their research 
connections with and/or gain grants from Turkish sources, which makes them 
responsible (and even"guil ty '-- the opposite of"innocent"in terms of respon- 
sibility) for being corrupted by personal interests, they themselves may be con- 
sciously unaware of their corruption. 

Moreover, it is incumbent on us to remember that beyond the world of schol- 
ars, there is also a huge population of people throughout the world, in every 
country, who are drawn to revisionists' positions without being in any way 
connected to obvious or subtle benefits of association with revisionism, or to 
the industry of bigotry. In fact, the majority of people who stand with deniers 
of the Holocaust or of another genocide may be "plain" everyday people in 
the community, who have no known interest or stake in the denial--so that, 
clearly, we need to have a psychological theory which explains the emotional 
satisfactions and rewards that are inherent in the adoption of denials of known 
genocides when these denials are not linked to any form of malevolent hatred, 
bigotry, or political power. It is important for us to understand the various 
parts of peoples' minds to which denials of known genocides may appeal. We 
need to understand what the emotional payoff is when otherwise indifferent 
people, who are not being "paid off" in actual monetary rewards or awards of 
positions of power of any sort, and are not manifestly celebrating violence, 
adopt a position that there was no Holocaust, Armenian Genocide, or other 
cases of genocide or slaughter. 

A Two-Tier Theory of Psychological Motivations of Denial 

To further explain the psychology of denials of genocide, I would like to 
expand my previous theorizing on the psychology of the denial of genocide by 
proposing a two-tier classification of the psychological motivations of deniers. 
Two major dimensions in the thinking of deniers will be defined, each of which 
will be placed along a continuum. The first refers to the extent to which the 
denier does not or does consciously know the facts of the genocide he is deny- 
ing, hence is not or is malevolently--purposely, cynically--denying a known 
genocide. This continuum ranges, therefore, from "innocent denial" to more 
malevolent denial of the facts of a genocide. The second continuum refers to 
the extent to which the denier does not or does engage in celebration, even if 
implicit, of the deaths of the past victims and thereby evokes favorable images 
of future mass deaths of the same victims or other victims. This continuum 
ranges from"innocent disavowals of violence" to celebration of violence. 

In both cases, my proposal is that the manifest record of statements by the 
denier be the main basis for evaluating and placing the denier on each of the 
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two continua, along with attention to any innuendoes, hints, symbolisms, or 
other indicators of the metameanings conveyed by their statements, including 
the political record of the denier. In other words, the present proposal of analytic 
tools for describing and understanding denials refers mainly to conscious or report- 
able statements along with public behaviors by the deniers. Thus, a statement which 
concurs that the suffering of the Armenians, Jews, or whichever victims is regret- 
table, but overshadows concern for this suffering with stronger emphasis on the 
right of the government to deal with minorities in its midst or with support of 
the "rights" of known outright revisionists, wilI be seen as a statement cel- 
ebrating or honoring violence to the victim people. In addition, it is entirely 
proper to infer the deniers' strategy from information about their public record, 
so that statements about history by a known neo-Nazi or a known anti-Ar- 
menian are to be evaluated in the context of their ideology. 

Tier I: A Continuum of the Malevolence of Denial of the Facts of a Genocide: 
"Innocent Denial" to Malevolent Denial of the Facts of a Genocide (Table 1) 

There are obviously many deniers and revisionists, whether individuals, 
entities such as the Turkish government, or avowed antisemitic groups or other 
bigots, who know full well the history of the genocidal events, but are bla- 
tantly out to conceal, distort, confuse, or rewrite history, or even to reverse 
roles to claim that their people were the victims, so that at times the real victims 
are brazenly and bizarrely cast as the terrible killers. These revisionists are fully and 
consciously malevolent in their denials of knowledge of the genocide. 

But there are also countless other deniers and revisionists who do not know 
the facts but believe the denials with which they identify because, in one way 
or another, it fits their system of thinking, values, or way of looking at the 
world. Many "simply" have not bothered to learn facts that are within their 
cultural/informational access--although there are psychological and ethical 
implications to their failure to know or want to know, factually they do not 
know. Thus, I have periodically demonstrated to Israeli university students their 
indifferent lack of knowledge of the genocides of many other peoples, even as 
they are outraged at ignorance of the Holocaust both in today's world and in 
the unknowing-indifferent world at the time the Holocaust took place. In many 
cases, these Israeli students really do not know even of the Armenian Geno- 
cide. I found that about fifty percent of my students were aware to some extent 
of the genocide of the Armenians; far fewer knew of the Cambodian Geno- 
cide; and even fewer were aware of a variety of lesser-known genocides. For 
example, I found that almost all Israeli students knew nothing of the existence 
of the people of East Timor or of their genocide (and therefore it was an impor- 
tant educational act when our Institute facilitated an exhibition by EastTimorese 
at the Truman Institute of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, with accompa- 
nying radio and television coverage). 
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T A B L E  1 

A C o n t i n u u m  of the Malevolence  of Denia l  of the Facts of a Genocide :  
" Innocen t  Denia l"  of the Facts of a Genoc ide  

Conceptual Categories 

1. Lack of knowledge of the basic facts of 
a genocidal event. 

2. 

. 

Limited or vague recognition, perhaps 
of having heard of a genocidal event but 
without clear knowledge. 

Preservation of an illusion of a just world 
of human goodness--insistence that a 
given group or nation are not capable of 
being so mons t rous  as to commit  
systematic mass murder. 

4. Denials in the service of self-interest 
careerism, or pragmatism that enhance 
one's own purposes. 

5. Active quest ions and doubts if the 
"claims"of a genocide are true or entirely 
true. 

Illustrative Expressions 

Examples of Israeli university students asked 
if they know of genocides such as the 
Armenian Genocide or Cambodia or Sri 
Lanka, who truly do not know of the 
genocide. 

Yes, I have heard something. It sounds 
familiar, but I don't really know if it's true or 
what was supposed to have happened. 

The Turks are a fine m o d e r n  people,  
struggling to build a bridge between Islam 
and the West. See how they are tolerant of 
Jews; they saved Jews from the Inquisition 
500 years ago and then again from the 
Holocaust. 

Established deniers, such as the Turkish 
government ,  may be a valuable  and 
appreciated source of research grants and 
opportunities. 

Revisionist or provocative denial position 
may catapul t  the academic ian  into a 
maverick position that draws a great deal of 
attention and notoriety. 

I know there are many doubts as to whether 
it really happened,  even by established 
researchers and professors. 

6. 

7. 

. 

Specific denials or doubts are focused on 
essential aspects of a genocide. 

"Def in i t ional i sm" or insis tence on 
defining cases of mass murder as not 
qualifying as true genocide. 

Insistence on the uniqueness of one's 
own people's genocide, and consequent 
devaluing or delegitimization of another 
people's genocide. 

The supposed telegrams by Talaat about 
killing the Armenians have been questioned/ 
shown to be forgeries. 

Of course people died. It was a civil war/ 
time of war, and there were atrocities but 
not genocide. 

Only the Holocaust involved an effort to 
des t roy every living Jew, and that  is 
genocide; other mass killing is regrettable 
mass murder but not genocide. 
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TABLE 1 (cont 'd) 

Conceptual Categories 

9. Acknowledgement of genocide, but no 
less or greater emphasis is placed on 
right to "free speech," or presentation 
of"controversial"or"other"point of view 
of revisionists. 

10. Acceptance of the "par ty  line" of a 
prejudiced or b igoted  group or 
movement which includes acceptance at 
face value of the denial of a known 
genocide. 

11. Dissimulation and conscious mani-  
pulation which pretends innocent denial 
and unknouKng in order to infiltrate with 
a denial position, e.g., presenting the 
"o ther  side of the a rgumen t"  in a 
university newspaper. 

12. Explicit denial propaganda by bigots, 
neo-fascists, and fascists. 

13. Brazen denials  of a genocide by 
perpetrators or their successors who 
identify with them,  such as a 
government or ethnic collective who 
continue the tradition of the original 
perpetrator. 

Illustrative Expressions 

Democracy  must  allow unl imited free 
speech; the other point of view has a right 
to be heard. 

The Inst i tute  for Historical  Review in 
Torrance, CA has  p u b l i s h e d  p s e u d o -  
scientific research proving there could 
never be a system of ovens for cremating 
so many dead bodies as are attributed to 
the Nazis. 

Revisionist-financed advertising campaigns, 
such as the articles denying the Holocaust 
p laced  by Bradley Smi th  in col lege 
newspapers ,  or the infamous ad by 69 
a c a d e m i c i a n s  ins i s t ing  tha t  fu r the r  
r e sea rch  mus t  be awai ted  on the 
questionable Armenian Genocide. 

The Holocaust  is the hoax of the 20th 
centu ,ry. Claims of the Armenian Genocide 
are lies and accompany violence against 
Turkish officials. There was no massacre of 
students in Tiananmen Square. 

The Turkish gove rnmen t  denies the 
Armenian Genocide, and undertakes many 
efforts to censor research and discussion of 
the event, not only in Turkey, where many 
have been jailed, but in countries around the 
world. 
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TABLE 2 

A Continuum of Celebration of Violence in Denials of a Known Genocide: 
"Innocent Disavowals of Violence" to Celebrations of Violence 

Conceptual Categories 

1. Disavowal of whatever violence may 
have taken place and explicit disavowal 
of violence in future. 

2. A historical perspective is employed to 
call for forgiveness and peace now. 
Emphasis is laid on the fact that bearing 
historical grudges can be a basis for 
renewing destruction. 

3. Acceptance of the inevitability of 
violence; affirmation that facts can't be 
changed as a subtle, indirect way of 
approving the violence to the specific 
victim. 

4. 

. 

A pragmatic realpolitik orientation is 
taken as justification for "doing business" 
with the historic genocider and/or other 
forces complicit with the genocide, 
thereby exonerating the violence. 

Intellectual descriptions of a history of 
genocide without  any moral or 
emotional protest and without decrying 
deadly violence to the victims. 

. 

7. 

Implicit acceptance of the violent fate of 
the victim people as if it were the victim's 
doing. 

Explicit affirmation of the right of the 
State (or Church or Party or Whoever) 
to "deal"with its internal problems with 
problematic people(s), without directly 
acknowledging the exterminatory 
purpose or procedures of the governing 
authority. 

Illustrative Expressions 

I am against all violence. All peoples need 
to live in peace. 

These events aren't new. Hatred will only 
bring more bloodshed. Let the peoples make 
peace. It happened a long time ago.You can't 
bring back the dead. People should forgive 
and forget, so the world can be more 
peaceful. 

The strong always eat the weak. There has 
always been genocide and there always will 
be. What happened to the [Jews/Armenians/ 
Cambodians/Blacks.../has happened. That's 
their place in history.You can't go back there 
to change it. 

It is a practical world. The only sensible thing 
is to let bygones be bygones and go on with 
life today. 

Any dry statement of fact, e.g., history books 
reporting the Holocaust matter-of-factly: 
Many millions of Jews were murdered and 
the killings did not cease until the war was 
over. 

They place themselves above others, so this 
is what happened. 

The government [Turkey/Germany/Russia/ 
Cambodia...] had a right to deal with the 
problem it had with its disloyal population 
of [Armenians/Jews/Chechens/opponents 
to the revolution] and "simply" intended to 
transfer them to another area where they 
would not constitute a security threat. 
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TABLE 2 (cont'd) 

Conceptual Categories 

8. Prejudice, intolerance and justifications 
of the deadly fate of the victim people 
concealed in a seemingly democratic 
philosophy. 

9. Explicit acceptance of genocide of a 
specific people. 

10. Manifest encouragement of mass killing 
past and/or present and/or future. 
Explicit celebration of a genocide and 
calls for further forced migration, killings, 
and incineration of victims. 

Illustrative Expressions 

Of course, it's wrong to kill people, but the 
truth is these people are not likable and they 
go/went about things the wrong way. Still, 
they should be treated fairly and equally. 

The [Jews/Armenians/Cambodians/Blacks/ 
...] deserve what they got. 

I respect and admire [Hitler/Stalin/Pol Pot...] 
and what he did. We'll come back to finish 
the job that Hitler started. These people 
should be hit by a nuclear bomb. 

The s tudents  described in Table 1 earlier are engaging innocently in denial. 
They are not  bigoted. There are other  deniers who  also are not  consciously 
bigoted, who  are"nice p e o p l e , ' w h o  consciously even m e a n  well, but who  go 
further than  not  knowing  the facts. In addit ion to not  knowing,  they allow 
themselves to be drawn into believing in and becoming  promoters  of revi- 
sionist p ropaganda  that more  aggressively affirms that  the genocide did not hap- 
pen, because they s o m e h o w  feel good  and self-r ighteous in adop t ing  this 
position. They do not  m e a n  badly in the conscious thrust of their denials of a 
k n o w n  genocide; on the contrary, their denials are often coupled with state- 
ments  of wishing to see greater peace between the historic victims and vic- 
timizers. Even these deniers need  to be evaluated as less consciously malevolent  
than  those revisionists w h o  maliciously deny  the facts of the Holocaust  or 
other genocides which they unders tand  quite well. At the same time, these 
innocent  deniers too should  be held responsible for their ignorance and their 
degree of complicity with and promot ion  of denials. 

There is still room for a degree of innocence even in more  serious denials. 
Strangely and uncomfortably, there can also be in our world bigoted people 
who  are nevertheless quite innocent  in their denials insofar as they really do 
not know the facts of the genocide they have been taught to deny, such as certain 
neo-Nazis who  repeat the spiels they have been given because it feels like a way of 
attacking a targeted people they wish and are taught to hate. While we have every 
right to hold such bigots responsible for fostering prejudice and group hatred, 
their behavior does not  necessarily m e a n  that they actually k n o w  there was a 
Holocaust  or genocide; so that, paradoxically, theirs too is a degree of inno-  
cence of the facts, though  in the service of explicit bigotry. 
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In addition, there are those who do know the facts of a genocide, but who 
perhaps engage relatively "innocently" in minimizing the significance of the 
facts or recontextualizing their meaning--e.g.,  there has always been mass 
murder so why get excited. These deniers may also cooperate with or confirm 
the rights of out-and-out revisionists to present and promote their ideas on 
the grounds that flee speech justifies hearing all"sides'to an issue. It must be 
emphasized that this does not mean that they are not responsible for their 
minimization of the significance of a genocide, or their allowing out-and-out 
revisionists a forum for their rabid denials because of their exaggerated belief 
in unlimited free speech. They are also to be held accountable for the other 
meanings that their positions convey, as in the analysis we will be making of 
the degree to which various deniers are found to be celebrating the violence 
done in genocide to a people. But it is relevant and scientifically important for 
us to identify the differences between those who are trivializing or minimiz- 
ing the significance of a genocide because they do not know any better, do not 
want to know better, or sincerely believe in not placing any limits on free speech, 
and clear-cut bigots and deniers who are attempting, genuinely and out of 
hate, to revise the history of other people's suffering. 

Note, however, that in all cases one must attempt to ferret out those who 
are pretending to be unknowing, attempting to utilize a facade of "innocence" 
to infiltrate their denials into communities of intellectuals and universities 
which would not countenance brazen denials, but would be respectful of seem- 
ingly legitimate dissension or controversy (e.g., bigots who exploit liberal val- 
ues of free speech to get onto a campus, or dishonestly claim that not all the 
research findings are yet in about what really happened to victims). 

Tier 2: A Continuum of Celebration of Violence in Denials of a Known Genocide: 
"Innocent Disavowals of Violence" to Celebrations of Violence (Table 2) 

Obviously, there are scoundrel revisionists who are virulent anti-Semites, 
or anti-Armenians, or plain generic bigots who delight in jumping on the band- 
wagon of denial of genocide of one or another victim group because it serves 
their basic authoritarian and reactionary readiness to celebrate and encourage 
ugly renewed violence to whatever victim peoples. Along with their denials, 
such persons exhort quite openly their frightening slogans and statements of 
intention, and even their plans to "send them back to the gas chambers," or 
"burn them," warning that they will yet"finish the job" on the Jews or Arme- 
nians, Communists or non-Communists, blacks or whites, or whomever. There 
is no doubt whatsoever that the denial of a past genocide is a device through 
which these despicable people not only are humiliating the remnants of the 
victim people--in itself a form of further psychological victimization--but are 
proposing and exhorting people to engage in renewed massacre and genocide 
of the same victim people or of others. 
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However, there are also many deniers who do not adopt rabid bigoted posi- 
tions and in no way associate themselves with manifest exhortations to fur- 
ther violence, pogroms, or genocide. In fact, as we have seen, there are many 
deniers and revisionists, especially among academic circles, who go to great 
lengths to emphasize their "moral innocence." They insist that they mean no 
harm whatsoever, and that their wish to set the historical record straight about 
the false or exaggerated claims of a past genocide is for the purpose of making 
it possible for the people in question to live more peacefully, without bitter- 
ness and renewed violence based on past animosity. 

Again, note that it is essential to identify deniers who are pretending to be 
against violence as a conscious maneuver to establish their credibility among 
democratic circles. 

Identifying Deniers along the Two Continua to Create a Profile of the Denier 
and the Denial 

Each person or group who denies a history of genocide can be character- 
ized at appropriate points along each of the two continua of "Innocent Denial" 
to Malevolent Denial of the Facts of A Genocide and "Innocent Disavowals of Vio- 
tence"to Celebrations of Violence. The combination of the two continua yields a 
profile of given deniers and their denials. 

Figures 1 and 2 present graphically the two-tier theory of denial utilizing 
the two continua. The figures picture four extreme-case types which will now be 
described. Table 3, which follows, presents the application of the theory to a num- 
ber of known agents of denials of the Holocaust and the Armenian Genocide. 8 
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FIGURE 2 

Graphic Illustration of Four Extreme Case-Types of Denial in Two-Tier Model 
for Analyzing Dynamic Meanings of Denials 
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Four Extreme-Case Profiles of Denial (Figures 1 and 2) and Illustrations of 
Ratings of Deniers in the Typology (Table 3) 

There are four possible combinations at the extremes of both continua. Three 
of these extreme-case types include either malevolent denial of known facts 
of genocide or reprehensible celebration of violence, or both; and one extreme- 
case type refers to the cases we have found of deniers who, consciously, both 
do not know the facts--hence are "innocent" about their lack of information 
or misinformation--and disavow and oppose violence, hence intend to be 
"morally innocent." 

Type 1: Malevolent Denial of the Facts of a Genocide and Celebration of Violence 

Hateful, persecutory governments and organized associations of bigots such 
as the Institute for Historical Review in California are found employing the 
extreme of conscious malevolent denial (they know that the genocide took 
place) and engaging in conscious celebration of violence (they are glad for the 
genocidal violence that took place). They convey in their metamessages that 
they are only too pleased to further victimize the survivors psychologically, 
and quite probably would celebrate further actual violence were they able to 
assist in renewing it. 
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This category includes Eichmann-type, top-level bureaucrats who do not 
deny that they were engaged in organizing killings, but reffame their work to 
be the following of orders by authority or for a higher purpose. Thus the very 
genocidal events are as if denied, at least in their real essence as murders (see 
Arendt and Kulcsar regarding Eichmann, and studies by Lifton and Muller- 
Hill of physicians who presided over selections and insisted they were only 
removing health or genetic hazards for the betterment of the whole).9 

Also illustrative of this category are arch-revisionists of the Holocaust who 
are evident vicious anti-Semites like Ernst Zundel, Dietlieb Federer, and Fred 
Leuchter. So too are ostensibly more sophisticated academic heroes of Holo- 
caust revisionism such as French professor Robert Faurisson, who busies him- 
self with statistical analyses of inflated claims of numbers of victims, which 
sometimes even stumble on legitimate corrections of statistics, but whose larg- 
est message is that there were no gas chambers and no policy of total extermi- 
nation; or American professor Arthur Butz, who writes with ostensible 
conventional academic aplomb, even sheds periodic crocodile tears over some 
Jewish suffering, but nonetheless is essentially devoted to the allegation that 
the Holocaust"story" is a conspiratorial Jewish hoax. 

Regarding the Armenian Genocide, we find the same combination of bra- 
zen demagogic denials, on the one hand, with more sophisticated academic 
recastings of its facts, meaning, and significance, which ostensibly breathe less 
vitriol or celebration of murder. Denials range from Turkish government affiliates 
who deny the Armenian Genocide in sloppy demagogic statements, such as that 
the government was moving the Armenians to a more hospitable, Horida-like 
climate, to more sophisticated denials that are no less approving of the historical 
fate of the victims, such as that the government had to relocate the Armenians 
so they would not be in a position to link up with invading Russian forces. 

Type 2: Malevolent Denial of the Facts of A Genocide and "Innocent 
Disavowals of Violence'" 

It is also possible for deniers to be consciously knowledgeable of the exist- 
ence of a genocide that they choose to deny, and at the same time to claim 
that, insofar as there might have been atrocities or limited and as if tangential 
murders (e.g., only a hundred thousand or so Jews were killed, and of these 
most were killed by wartime conditions that affected everybody), in no way do 
they avowedly celebrate, honor, or condone the violence against the victims. 
On a manifest level, these deniers register themselves as being against geno- 
cidal violence, even as their tampering with the facts implicitly raise some 
question as to their authenticity in disavowing the killings. 

For example, somewhat reluctantly, I am classifying here Stanford Shaw, a 
revisionist of the Armenian Genocide, because, as far as I understand his writ- 
ings, he does not intend any overt celebration of violence to the Armenians. 
So long as the methodology we are following is to go largely by manifest state- 
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ments, Shaw seems to qualify here as Type 2, Malevolent Denial of the Facts of 
a Genodde and"Innocent Disavowals of~olence,"rather than in Type 1 of Ma- 
levolent Denial of the Facts of a Genodde and Celebration of Violence. However, 
Shaw's work has been characterized as a "vehemently anti-Armenian and 
Hellenophobic interpretation of modem Turkish history," and it has been said that 
"he makes clear his identification with the genocidal policy of the Turkish republic 
that minorities (Greeks, Armenians, Jews, Kurds) would be tolerated only to the 
extent that they agreed to be virtually invisible...assimilating wholly into the Turk- 
ish nation. "~~ Shaw is so shoddy in his scholarship and so infuriating in his denials 
that one might argue that the metameaning of his work is indeed to celebrate the 
genoddal violence against the Armenians. Nonetheless, at this point, because of 
what I interpret as an overall absence of more direct statements celebrating 
the genocide, I classify him here in Type 2. 

Obviously we cannot always know the full degree of the conscious insin- 
cerity of people who make statements that they are against violence, or who 
avoid more direct innuendoes favoring violence. In any case, it should be clear 
that those who are to be listed in this category are, first and foremost, engag- 
ing in blatant denial of the facts of a genocide and, like Shaw, thereby qualify 
unequivocally as revisionists. 

Beyond the well-published scholars whose written work can be subjected 
to rigorous content analysis, the category of Malevolent Denial and "Innocent 
Disavowals of Violence" is needed for the many people everywhere who 
choose to deny there was a genocide, but who also deny that they in any 
way celebrate or approve of the killing. It is striking to note that the history of 
events such as the Holocaust show that, at the time of the actual genocide, such 
people constituted a large segment of the bystanders and accomplices who made 
genocide possible, yet they denied that anything was happening or that they had 
any role in it. People of this type may also rise to important roles in the 
system as actual perpetrators and still, incredulously, continue to deny that 
they are doing violence as such. Examples of such deniers who characteris- 
tically reframe their behaviors include many functionaries who insist they 
are simply doing their duty and obeying orders: the nature of the activity 
becomes inconsequential and as if indefinable beyond the responsibility of 
doing what one must do in obedience to authority. So long as conscious 
knowledge of the genocidal process is avoided through whatever levels of 
indifference, blocking out, contrived unknowing, or dissociation, such de- 
nials may qualify for some degree of "innocence" in this category (Type 2) 
or the next two (Types 3 or 4). (The defenses of"following orders" or doing 
what others are doing and what is expected of course derive from and con- 
tinue the defense of Eichmann-type bureaucrats and functionaries who claim, 
even sincerely, that they were following orders. Since, however, the latter know 
explicitly that they are organizing and facilitating murders, they are classified 
in Type 1.) 
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In effect, Type 2 provides an interpretive category for the potential millions of 
people in every known culture who are happy to be identified with or to condone 
hatred and violences towards a target people without acknowledging to themselves 
that they are supporting the violence. By denying the known facts of the geno- 
cidal violence, they provide themselves a manipulative basis for the denial 
that concerns them most, namely, not to expose the facts that they are sup- 
porters and celebrants of the murder.Thus, Claude Lanzmann's epic film, Shoah, 
portrays many people who knew what was happening to the Jews, but who 
denied that they were in favor of what was being done. (Lanzmann also de- 
picts many others who, while claiming not to know what was being done to 
the Jews, made it clear that they were deeply in favor of itll--see the descrip- 
tion of Type 3 that follows.) 

Type 3: "Innocent Denial" of the Facts of A Genocide and Celebration of Violence 

Strange as it is, it is also possible for deniers to be consciously celebrating 
past and present violences, yet at the same time to be relatively innocent in 
their denials of the facts of a given genocide. This class of deniers consists of 
those who: 

1. join in the rhetoric of celebration of violence, but who really do not know the 
facts of a genocide, and 

2. deniers who learn the text of the denial from the bigoted world they live in, 
simply parroting the slogans and propaganda. 

It is not especially comfortable to attribute to such celebrants and propo- 
nents of violence any quality of "innocence," yet it is important for us to know 
the facts as they are and to be prepared with a theoretical model that can 
incorporate uncomfortable truths. If revisionists who are clearly inciting violence 
through the litany of their denials really do not know about the genocide they are 
writing out of existence because they have been drawn into their roles by other 
motivations, such as prejudice and hate-mongering, we need to say so. 

This type also covers many instances where the person "votes" for violence 
by his actions, but at the same time denies or remains unknowing of the his- 
torical facts or ongoing contemporary genocides. Thus, there are destructive 
bureaucrats who are excited to wield power and consign people to terrible 
fates because of their delight in pushing others around at any cost, the more 
so when a spirit of tormenting people is in the air; yet these bureaucrats may 
not necessarily know or let themselves know the extent of the destruction that 
the system is causing. 

Type 3 includes the vast "Milgram-experiment majority" of people who are 
ready to do whatever they are told to do by authority, obviously including hurt- 
ing people, but who do not let themselves know that their actions may be hurting 
and even killing others (otherwise, they would qualify unambiguously for 
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Type 1 in its combination of celebrating violence and knowing the facts). 
This category also includes engineers and scientists who are called in to 
produce, say, poison gas or other megaweapons for "self-defense," but who 
seemingly do not question the actual or potential use of these weapons to 
commit genocide. Although the facts of what they are doing may be star- 
ing them in the face, they make themselves consciously unknowing. The 
fact that they participate in or support the actual production of violence 
justifies them in our typology as celebrants of violence even if they do not 
admit it, and the fact that they do not know the events of the destruction 
taking place qualifies them as"innocent deniers"of the facts. At worst, when 
the program of destruction has long been in operation and has taken its 
evident toll of observed victims, their continuing participation and obedi- 
ence can no longer be considered"innocent," and these obedients must be 
identified as belonging, like Eichmann, to Type 1, Malevolent Denial of the 
Facts of a Genocide and Celebration of Violence. But for a long time they can 
hide out in a kind of"genocidal  HIV-positive" position of unknowingly 
facilitating other peoples' violent genocidal programs without fully know- 
ing what they are doing and making possible. 

Type 4: "Innocent Denial" of the Facts of a Genocide and Disavowals of Violence 

This type are people who show a combination of consciously innocent de- 
nials: they really do not know or are not sure about the historical validity of 
the genocide, they choose to be impressed and influenced by the pretensions of 
revisionist literature, and they consciously disavow approval of whatever violence 
may have taken place in the past as well as explicitly reject and disavow the legiti- 
macy of any renewal of violence in the future. They characteristically emphasize 
justice-seeking and a desire for peace. A typical statement by such revisionists 
goes like this: "Obviously, there were people who died in massacres at the time, 
but it was not genocide planned by the State, and now it is important that 
people should live in peace with one another." 

This was the surprisingly common pattern we found in the study referred 
to earlier, in which we contacted the 69 signatories of the advertisement 
which created an insidious form of denial of the Armenian Genocide. The 
theme of denial was this: The massacres such as took place were a result of 
war; the Turks are not a people who could plan systematic genocide; and in 
any case it is time to forget and build a peaceful relationship. 

Type 4a: Trivialization of Known Facts or Cooperation with Deniers 

Here I need also to provide for a further subtype of "innocent denial"of the 
facts that involves persons or groups who do not at all deny the facts of a 
genocide, nor do they celebrate the violence, even as they cooperate very much 
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with the deniers by relativizing, minimizing, or decontextualizing the signifi- 
cance of the genocide. This is an especially dangerous form of "innocent de- 
nial": These people or groups do know the facts of a genocide, but nevertheless 
proceed to so reinterpret the facts, or recontextualize them within another 
issue, that the known facts become trivial, unimportant, and seemingly non- 
existent. It is very important that we understand the manipulative processes 
through which such people bring about a mitigation of the significance of a 
genocide and deconstruction of the reality of a historical genocide as if it is of 
little or no consequence--thereby as if the genocide were not real enough for 
us to be sure it occurred. 

To give specific examples, such are the dramatic threats to the integrity of 
genocide history and scholarship--which I believe should not be underesti- 
m a t e d - t h a t  are posed by sophisticated academic leaders of denial such as 
Noam Chomsky, Ernst Nolte, or Bernard Lewis. 12 In these cases there is no 
flagrant denial of the facts of the mass deaths of the victims, and there are explicit 
disavowals of support for the violence of the genocide, yet these scholars are obvi- 
ously contributing to sophisticated revisionism. 

In the case of Noam Chomsky, a well-educated Jew and Hebraist in his 
youth, who wrote the foreword to a book of overt denial by Faurisson, there is 
no inkling (at least that I am aware of) of his minimizing or in any way cel- 
ebrating the deaths of his people in the Holocaust. Yet he participates in a 
relatively serious denial of the Holocaust by supporting Faurisson's right to 
write his revisionist tripe. By placing the emphasis on allowing and honoring 
free speech and the right to "controversy" of the most extreme revisionists, the 
suffering and deaths of the victims fade into insignificance--in effect are de- 
nied significance, while the rights of a virulent anti-Semite and denier of the 
Holocaust are defended. 

In the case of German historian Professor Ernst Nolte, we are treated to 
various statements of the validity of the Holocaust and even to recurring state- 
ments that the destruction of the Jews was regrettable, alternating like regular 
clockwork with statements decontextualizing the Holocaust. The overwhelm- 
ing thrust of Nolte's writing is in support of Holocaust denial and approval of 
the explicit revisionists. The series of communication strategies that Nolte 
employs are fascinating in their own right. The most famous is his minimizing 
of the Holocaust's historical significance. In addition, he includes repeated 
references to the importance of the "other" perspective of the revisionists, e.g., 
reference to self-styled engineer Fred Leuchter's "research" proof that the ov- 
ens could not have worked as claimed. He also deflects from the enormity of 
the Holocaust by periodic odes of congratulations and honor for Hitler and 
the great German Renaissance that he led in pursuit of a Grand Dream for Eu- 
rope. Moreover, Nolte writes with a calculated moral and emotional indifference 
to the Jewish victims. Yet Nolte has not said that the Holocaust did not happen, 
nor has he justified outright the murders of the Jews. He is, indeed, a master crafts- 
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man of "innocent denial" which proceeds not on the basis of not knowing the 
facts, but on the basis of crafting a confusing double-talk which raises and 
endorses spurious intellectual issues that would minimize or even remove the 
Holocaust from being a central reality in the history of human cMlization. 

Using the present schema, the guile and deception in Nolte's writings are 
so advanced that some scholars will want to classify Nolte as Type 1: Malevo- 
lent Denial of Facts of a Genocide and Celebration of Violence. However, insofar as 
it may be argued that Nolte really means to produce a dispassionate compara- 
tive historical analysis--even though he stretches our credibility when he cites 
known and blatant bigots--there also is a case for using Type 4b: Trivialization of 
Known Facts or Cooperation with Deniers. In Figure 1, I propose noting both, and 
thus in effect show how this instance of Type 4a is a very sophisticated form of 
denial which may well be a concealed version of Type 1, or flagrant denial. 

Professor Bernard Lewis has done a similar job of decontextualizing the 
Armenian Genocide. Having written thirty years ago that a million and a half 
Armenians perished at the hands of the Turks in the 1915 period, Lewis now 
claims there was no policy of extermination but "only" of deportations ac- 
companied by suffering and dea ths - -much  at the hands of other ethnic 
groups--and, in any case, the exile was government policy in response to the 
threat of the Armenians joining with Turkey's enemy, Russia, to overthrow 
Ottoman rule. Lewis carefully, if unconvincingly, deplores the deaths of the 
Armenians. If one is convinced that Lewis really continues to know better, he 
too should be classified under Type 2: Malevolent Denial of the Facts of a Geno- 
cide and "Innocent Disavowals of Violence." But if one believes that Lewis has 
talked himself into believing that the Turks were not purposeful killers, he is 
an "innocent denier"--either as Type 4, one who does not want to know that 
the Turkish government planned systematic mass murder of the Armenians, 
or as Type 4b, one who  in a way acknowledges  the mass deaths, but 
decontextualizes and deconstructs them (they were not really planned geno- 
cide but inadvertent deaths). In Table 3, I leave Lewis--prominent scholar that 
he is, widely respected for his career as a historian of the Middle East--with 
question marks in Types 2, 4, and 4a, but my personal guess at this time is that 
indeed he is engaging in Type 2: Malevolent Denial of the Facts of a Genocide and 
"Innocent Disavowals of Violence." 

In the long run, none of the four types are more or less important than one 
another. They are all scenarios of denial of known genocides that are intended 
to spread lies. The various "innocent denials" and protestations of "moral inno- 
cence'are important for our understanding, but in the truth of the unconscious mind 
they are all no less than devoted denials of the reality and tragedy of a genocide. 

A Psychological Theory of Innocent Denials of Genocide, or, 
Maintaining an Innocent View of Oneself and/or a Good World 

While Joining in Encouraging Destructiveness and Genocide 
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It is, of course, the last type, which combines"innocent denial"of the facts, 
or no denial of the facts but a trivialization or a deconstruction of the signifi- 
cance of the facts of a genocide, with "morally innocent" disavowals of vio- 
lence which is the most perplexing. What possible purposes can such denials 
serve? If these deniers indeed are people of good will, what satisfactions do 
they get out of putting themselves in the camp of the revisionists? 

I have come to believe that understanding the psychology of the "good 
people"who are revisionists is of special importance to us. For we are dealing 
with a rather large group of deniers, including a regrettable number of bona 
fide academicians, who are consciously sincere in saying that they do not in- 
tend harm when in real fact they do enormous harm. 

In the long run, it is important to realize that the battle against revisionism 
is not simply a rational one of proving and reproving that a given genocide 
took place, but a battle against the very sources of evil that first make genocide 
possible at the hands not only of willfully evil people, but of so many others 
who do not think of themselves as intending to harm a soul, yet end up facili- 
tating the genocide with relish. I believe that understanding the malevolence 
that is unconsciously at work in many "innocents" in genocidal cultures is an 
important basis for returning to understand more fully why so many people, 
in all cultures, rally to commit or enable genocide in the first place. 

The most likely psychological explanation of "innocent denial" is that by 
denying the events of genocide, the denier seeks to ensure a continuing pic- 
ture of the world he lives in as ostensibly sane, decent and"human." To face 
the truthful pictures of human beings bashing infants against the wall or throw- 
ing live people into fires means facing that many of us are driven by large 
measures of evil and that the world in which we live is, in many ways, truly 
rotten. The denial of genocide preserves an illusion of one's innocence and~or a 
just world of human goodness. 

Students of clinical psychology and psychiatry will, of course, recognize 
countless observations of how people flee from encountering and owning their 
own evil impulses and project them away from themselves, while still in many 
cases giving indirect and even lethal expressions to the evil they seek to con- 
ceal. In psychology, it has long been known that psychopathological symp- 
toms characteristically incorporate and are built on precisely such contradictory 
trends. Students of social psychology will, of course, recognize that here is a 
continuation of the principle of desire for a "just world," which has been shown 
to be an important construct for explaining a variety of behaviors, including 
irrational denials or refusals to take in information about evils, and often in- 
cluding people's choices to be bystanders, and thereby accomplices to evil, as 
they fail to help another person in trouble. 13 

"Innocent deniers" of genocide keep their own hands and world "clean" 
from being members of a killing species, nation, or group; and at the same 
time, they indulge in the rotten pleasures of identifying with and encouraging 
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the supreme evil of destroying others. For if the truth and reality of a known 
genocide are denied, it means that crime does pay off, there is no punishment,  
and there is no collective awareness and knowledge of the past to help people 
recognize the reemergence of new threats of killing. 

Both t rends--keeping one's view of oneself and of one's world as sane and 
decent while nonetheless very much encouraging further evil--operate along 
continuums of consciousness to unconsciousness, so that people, groups, and 
institutions which clearly intend to foster further genocide, and people, groups, 
and institutions whose conscious intentions are to bring about peace and rec- 
onciliation, can both become vehicles for denials of genocide. In other words, 
deniers of genocides include: 

1. conscious bigots who are out to encourage violence; 

. 

. 

unconscious bigots who despise a target people but who need to keep them- 
selves "clean" and their image of their world clean, so that they consciously talk 
themselves into believing the very denials they talk about; and 
those who are not bigoted against a specific people, whose hostile and de- 
structive impulses are more deeply concealed and not necessarily focused on a 
specific target, but for whom any outlet will do. They may tell themselves con- 
sciously that they want to promote peace and reconciliation between historic 
enemies and this is why they seek to correct "false" claims of genocide. At the 
same time, they are basically unconscious of letting out their needs to hate and 
to revel in destruction of others in their denials of a known genocide along 
with many, many others who either do not care, or do not care enough to learn 
about, what happened to others. 

Again I would emphasize that such a theory of the psychology of the denial 
of genocide is also compatible with the facts that, when the genocides actually 
take place, the actual perpetrators, accomplices, and bystanders to genocide 
distribute themselves along a similar continuum of consciousness to uncon- 
sciousness. Some people know and make it clear in every possible way that 
they are happy to "kill the Jews"; but there are also countless others in each 
real historical event of genocide who are happy to participate without admit- 
ting to themselves that they are pleased-- they say they are "just" following 
orders, for example. And there are the countless others who do not even admit 
to themselves what they are actually doing in their respective small or large 
roles in the genocide. 

Of course, one should be wary at all times of those who will pretend to be 
innocent deniers but who are doing so as a strategic or political maneuver to 
infiltrate communities, say of scholars or students, in order to gain adherents 
to revisionism, e.g., Bradley Smith, who publishes in college newspapers as if 
to raise fair-minded questions about the existence of the Holocaust. Their con- 
scious statements of not knowing if there was a genocide or of not celebrating 
the violence if there was any genocide are lies. They are propagandists, not 
innocent deniers, and are to be classified as such in Type 1, Malevolent Denial of 
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the Facts of a Genocide and Celebration of Violence. But the predominant effect of 
their efforts, and an effect which they consciously seek to induce, is to spawn 
many new innocent deniers, such as those who want to be "fair" to the two 
sides of an issue or to respect bona fide historical questions that are purported 
to be insufficiently studied and resolved. 

Conclusion 

The problem of revisionism, or efforts to deny and censor the incontro- 
vertible history of known genocides, is a growing one. It is now clear that 
denial is inevitably a phase of the genocidal process, extending far beyond 
the immediate politically expedient denials of governments who are cur- 
rently engaging in genocidal massacre or have just recently done so--i.e., the 
Chinese government's abject denials of the killings of some 5,000 inTiananmen 
Square, or the Sri Lanka government's denials of the state-organized massa- 
cre of 5,000 Tamil. Denials of genocide continue long after the event by a vari- 
ety of groups and people, including successor governments or successor 
enemies of the victim people, such as anti-Semites against Jews, Turks against 
Armenians, and bigots and celebrants of violence and murder of all sorts. But 
such denials also occur--and this is the most perplexing fact--among a vari- 
ety of not obviously malevolent people, including intellectuals who, in the 
process of calling for a better world, effectively exonerate, support, encourage, 
and participate in denials of a known genocide, implicitly condoning and even 
celebrating its occurrence, meanings, and portents for the future. This article is 
an effort to study and analyze this latter phenomenon, which has been little 
recognized. Together with previous essays on the psychology of more explicit 
malevolent denials of genocide, the intention is to generate a broader psy- 
chological theory of denials of genocide and revisionism by proposing that 
there are also a variety of "innocent denials" of the factual reality or signifi- 
cance of known cases of genocide, and a variety of"innocent disavowals of 
violence" which in truth celebrate the violence. These "innocent denials"join 
with the well-known explicit bigots in creating a vast panorama of dangerous 
denials of genocides and implicit calls to new genocides in our world. 
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