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Hutton Gibson Interview Partial Transcript

I. The Holocaust

Steve Feuerstein

What was this event called the Holocaust?

Gibson

In the first place the Holocaust is a terrible misnomer. First of all a Holocaust is a burnt offering to G-d. Now these people were not offering themselves up to G-d. If these people were being killed they were being taken there screaming howling and yelling for they were being persecuted and murdered. That is not a Holocaust. 

Secondly there were not that many Jews under Hitler’s power under his sway. They claimed that there were 6.2 million in Poland before the war and after the war there were 200,000 therefore he (Hitler) must have killed six million of them. They simply got up and left! They were all over the Bronx and Brooklyn and Sydney and Los Angeles.

Everybody was out to get Hitler…but you know he was not that efficient. I’ve known a lot of Germans. The society I went to school to were Germans and they were thorough they were good teachers. They were efficient and they know how to do things. If they had set out to kill six million Jews they would have done it. But all we hear about is Holocaust survivors. “Oh, we know it happened, cause over there is a survivor. Oh, my mother and father were survivors,” they say. This is absolutely ridiculous. And (the Holocaust) it’s all - maybe not all fiction - but most of it is. For instance the gas chambers and crematoria at Auschwitz would not do the job. Do you know what it takes to get rid of a dead body? To cremate it? It takes a liter of petrol and 20 minutes – now six million of them? They (the Germans) did not have the gas to do it. That’s why they lost the war. 

Regarding the gas chamber, the gas was going the wrong way. You see it was going down instead of up….

II. The Concentration Camps

Steve Feuerstein
Why didn’t FDR bomb the tracks?

Gibson
You see the concentration camps were filled with people who had to be fed. And when they did bomb the tracks they could not see them any more. And that’s where you’re supposed Holocaust came in. You see these were work camps. Guess who owned the railroads? The Jews…IG Farbin Industries was never touched it was making munitions and doing all things to keep them in the war…. The Group Works they also weren’t bombed. All they had to do was bomb the group works but they were owned by the Jews. They owned the tracks and the banks so you don’t bomb your own stuff. They owned the banking the banking system. Hitler’s big crime was operating without the big banks (and the Jews). Just like Russia it had to go since it had no debt. 

III. World War II
Steve Feuerstein
Why did you enlist if you were against US involvement in WWII?

Gibson

Came the war (WWII) and I knew my Roosevelt. I knew he would get us into it. So I volunteered. My combat time consisted of four months in Guadalcanal. We all ended up with Malaria, it never goes away. I was with the 132nd infantry. They were holding a perimeter of an airstrip. The marines came in and mowed the place, flattened it out. We flattened out the area before the Japs came in. The Japs you know can’t adapt. They come into a situation and they don’t change their orders they simply continue and do what their told. An officer (Japanese) stands there and he points two this way and two that way. Anyway, the marines in the area never heard so much fire in their life rifle fire or whatever type of fire. In the morning there were 800 dead Japs in the open field that they hoped to sneak through. And the next night the fools didn’t do any better the fools came back and lost 700 and the third night after they lost 600. We had to clean up the bodies each morning so they could have room to move in the next day. During WWII they were giving us this jazz. They said we were attacked. Well alright but we didn’t realize that at that time the attack was a put up job by “the man” - I am talking about our beloved FDR who had practically forced the Japanese to attack and destroy the entire Pacific Fleet. They knew they were coming in Washington. FDR pushed us into the war.

It was FDRs own private war. He went there for money. The money power that runs this country. The Fed Reserve and those foreign bankers who own our currency and charge us for it. The foreign bankers who run the international reserve like the Rothchilds and their allies in this country like the Rockerfellers who were Jews and others who own the money.

We have given the whole control to the Fed Reserve. Greenspan tells us what to do. Someone should take him out and hang him. The Ford Foundation, Rockefeller Foundation, the Carnegies are all communists. They are enemies of the country. When they want to pull the plug on us we’re going down the drain. There is a book out not too long ago listing the big Jewish families in the country which lists the Rockefellers as Jewish and there was no protest. 

IV. The Jews & Money

Steve Feuerstein
Why Do the Jews construct Holocaust Museums?

Gibson

There are too many survivors. It’s just a gimmick to collect money. They have to go where there is money. There is no way they would come to West Virginia. They have to have some place to go that has money. They didn’t work in the mines you can bet your boots…no they don’t work anywhere where they can get out of it. They’re great pencil pushers they are the superior people and therefore they are entitled to the top jobs supervisory stuff and so on because they hire each other They have so much influence in the banks for instance They all look out for one another you got to give them that. They are at the same time willing to sacrifice a few of theirs if it helps…

V. Reparations

Steve Feuerstein

And the demand for reparations?

Gibson

Why all the reparations? It’s an irresistible chance to make money. All those Holocaust museums put up at our expense with our tax payer dollars.

VI. Jewish World Domination

Steve Feuerstein

What do the Jews aim to achieve?

Gibson

I don’t know what their (the Jews) agenda is except that it’s all about control. They’re after one world religion and one world government. That’s why they’ve attacked the Catholic Church so strongly, to ultimately take control over it by their doctrine and make one world religion and one world government. 

VII. ADL

Steve Feuerstein

Why did the ADL oppose the film?

Gibson

This is part of their deal…they don’t want this movie shown they don’t care if the movie is anti-Semitic or not, or if it is straight history. Mel says he absolutely couldn’t buy PR like this. And (thanks to the ADL) everybody knows the line now: Let the blood be upon us and our children. 

IIIV. The Pope & The Vatican

Steve Feuerstein

What do you aim to achieve by screening the film before the Vatican – Why did you need the Pope’s Approval? 

Gibson

And anyway somebody said why do you suppose he (the Pope) approved the movie? I said what do you think he would say when it comes out and he disapproved it. The ones that we have there (in the Vatican) are all involved in the (Jewish) plot. The need of the Vatican endorsement wasn’t, it just wasn’t needed at all. The only reason they went over is that the ADL had threatened to take the film over and show it to them. They would have to steal it to do so…they did already. One of the guys in the office said why don’t we take it over to the Vatican and show it to them anyway cause they wanted to see it and they did want to see it. And Mel said “OK lets take it over and show it to them.” They were not after any accolade. They just wanted to take it away from the ADL who was going to go in there and put some pressure on like they can and get a condemnation of it. 

No, no we had no idea of helping out the Vatican in any way. You see here we have what we call a hostile witness. As Mel said while they were on the way over, “What is he going to say is he going to condemn it because when it comes out he’ll show what a big ass he is.” What the heck could he say? The Jews were going to take it to the Vatican…this was the argument from one his producers there, Steve McEveety. Mel said “Go ahead. Let us do it.” The ADL might have even taken a few shots themselves and shown the Pope something that was not in the film. There is nothing these guys would not do… 

IX. Jesus
Steve Feuerstein
What is the plot that you keep referring to?

Gibson

They (the Sanhedrin) had a good thing going in the temple they were selling the victims to be sacrificed. And he went in and overturned their tables he tried once before but this they had enough reason to get rid of him. That’s one of the charges they put against him that he put himself equal to G-d. And this is blasphemy and therefore it deserves death. They knew what he was after and they were killing him just for that. They cannot admit that they were wrong. They have been at it for all of history. 

Is the Jew still actively anti-Christian - He is, for by being a Jew, he is anti everyone else.

X. Eye For An Eye

Gibson Continues

They are the people with an eye for eye and tooth for a tooth. They must have revenge. You know they (the Jews) caused the Roman persecutions too. They called attention to the fact that the Christians were refusing to offer incense to the emperors when the emperors became gods. The Jews were notable for getting the wood to burn the Christians…a labor of love you could say. To a Jew a Christian commits idolatry every time a he looks at a crucifix and says a prayer. You know there in control and they’re going to get in control the way things are going. Because they get all of our people…They killed several generations of us Americans (referring to WWI, WWII)…The Jews weren’t in the army much in WWI that because they were fomenting a revolt in Russia. America had no right to fight in foreign wars (in reference to WWI and WWII).


XI. Revolution in America: Bloodless or Violent 

Steve Feuerstein

What is going to become of our country here in America?

Gibson

We’re going to have to do something now in this country because that government is useless. There’s a line the Declaration of Independence where somebody abolishes or sets aside or misgoverns it is our privilege the constitution it is the peoples obligation to abolish that government. I think there is a way…There is a bloodless way to do it if we can swing it: secession. Just get all states to secede from the government and leave it there high and dry. The alternative is eventually they are going to clamp down on us and we are going to have the same terror and we are going to have to revolt with a gun or we are going to face the same (governmental) terror…Were going to have to do something fairly soon because the longer it goes the more power they get and the less we have.
Where is Mel in Gibson’s Passion?
By Stanley Greenstein

This essay is about the Mel Gibson’s interview with Diane Sawyer more about than the movie itself.
In this essay, I do not want to discuss Christian theology in general.  I consider, rather, Gibson’s view of one aspect of Christian theology.  Christian theology is highly complex, and the New Testament is difficult in its apparent simplicity, and contradictory.  Any Christian theology deals with this complexity through selective interpretation.  But Gibson has made his own unofficial selection, with additions of the early 19th Century nun, Sister Emerich.  I wonder here why he made this movie.
One more caveat, this is psychological thinking.  What I write has to be considered speculative even as analysis, because it is based on the single interview when Gibson knew he was on public view and guarded himself.  These inferences are mine.  I think they are warranted, but I invite the reader’s corrections or additions.  My ideas are tentative.
I write this in response to comments such as those in Snopes.com, which argue that Mel’s views are not necessarily those of his father.  Of course not necessarily.  Yet, I want to suggest that they are in some part, unconsciously.  

What struck me most in his interesting ABC interview with Diane Sawyer, was Gibson’s praise for his father.  His praise seemed effusive, awed more than loving, deeply respectful.  
I would like to explain this praise as the “honor your father” that the Bible commands.  But there are two problems with this explanation.  
(1) Gibson’s nervous demeanor, which appeared to me often airy and unattached, certainly scattered and flippant.  Something is troubling him, something very basic and deep.  The nervousness seemed to disappear, however, when Mel talked about his father, “He’s my father.  Gotta leave it alone, Diane.  Gotta leave it alone.”  Mel says this with quiet awe, a tone that could have intimidated me.  (It didn’t intimidate Diane; but she respected his wishes.)  It speaks volumes about what it is that she has to leave alone.
(2) The actual record of his father has to trouble anyone.  Here is an angry man who denied the Holocaust, and made other radical statements such as those about income tax, or his book, ‘Is the Pope Catholic?’.  This is the man whom Mel honors deeply.
These problems were not explained by Mr. Mel Gibson.  Indeed, Mel Gibson explicitly acknowledged the Holocaust which his father denied; and he admitted the price Jews paid, thus distancing himself from his father.  This may have been political correctness; but even if so, his explicit words denied some of his father’s eccentricity.  (There is, however, a report that originally Mr. Mel Gibson had said, ‘My father does not lie,’ which quote sounds to me more plausible than what we heard.)  
Beyond this, I have no further evidence about his father at this time.  But I can make some educated guesses.  His father is reported to ‘rant’ in his book against the new Catholicism of the Pope.  Whatever the displaced anger there is against Mel’s father, few are speaking kindly about the man.  
Among the things I am told to leave alone, I am drawn to suppose further difficulty between Mel and his father.  I can begin with Hutton Gibson’s lack of judgment in opining carelessly in public just as his son’s masterpiece is about to be released.  Hutton seems so convinced that his ideas are right, that he doesn’t appear to mind sharing them even at this crucial moment.  The more we hear about the father, the more we have to dislike this man.  
Mel is likely to have felt the same negative way, highlighted and denied by the awed praise we heard.  On the one hand, Mel praises his father; on the other hand, Mel disagrees with his father over the Holocaust, while not admitting a disagreement.  I am willing to suppose other disagreements between the two men.
What struck me about the father is an absolute certainty about views many of us would call strange.  Hutton offers nothing tentative or grey.  A son has either to admire such a father, because of these strong views, or to reject both the father and these views.  The father’s certainty does not allow the views to be separated from the man.  

In effect, there are now two different fathers.  One is good and one is difficult.  The good father is awesome, possibly because he is so certain of himself.  The difficult father can sometimes be experienced as evil, possibly just because he is so certain of himself; and likely also, demanding.  
As Mel matured and moved outside of his father’s sphere, he had only a shattered, internalized split memory of his father to take with him.  Without consistent, firm parental guidance, Mel fell easily into a seriously profligate early adult life, which is exactly what Mel Gibson admits in the interview.  The son seeks his own joys in this world.  Mel tells us how he fell into drugs and drinking, which he airily depicts to be fun.  (When he spoke about this time of his life, I had the feeling that I was sitting next to him in a bar, and enjoying his company.)  But he also says he considers this behavior to be shameful.  He is already betraying two separated sides of himself.
What we are witnessing is a superego split between good and bad within himself.  There are now two different sons to Mel’s father.  One is the good person he considers himself to be (“closer to St. Francis of Assisi”), while, on the other side, he is the troubled person he feels.  That second person is sinful.  In moving away from his admired father, he is, in fact, moving partly toward the public persona of his father: a man of hatred and evil and troubled humor.  In Bravehart, Mel can contain this side of himself because he is fighting for a cause he considers worthy.  So also he will in The Passion.
But not entirely.  

It is at this point that Diane Sawyer reminds Mel Gibson of his hatred of Frank Rich.  Here is the perfect ‘Evil Father’ for Mel.   Mel, overcome by anger at Rich, tells us he would like to kill Rich’s dog.  What a strange desire: it must have a meaning.
Oh yes, it means, I suggest, that to kill Rich’s dog, when Rich is Gibson’s surrogate evil father, is to kill Mel’s own father’s projected son, namely, himself.  If Rich is a substitute for Mel’s father, then Rich’s dog is a substitute for Mel.  And then Mel comments, “I wish I hadn’t said this.” (About the dog.)

He wishes he hadn’t said it, not only because it is an unchristian sentiment, but also because suddenly we see into Gibson’s heart.  He admits he wants to commit suicide.  Why?  Not only because he feels unbearable pain, but also because he desires to destroy within himself that unbearable part of his father.    And if Mel destroys the bad part of his father, then he has no unity in his father, certainly not the one he told us he loves so much.
This situation leaves Mel himself now in existential aloneness, with no secure self and no admired father.  If not suicide, then Mel looks toward a rescue fantasy.  Maybe someone will rescue him from this dilemma.  He tries drugs and alcohol, and we can guess, also women.  All are diversions, and each offers to rescue him.   These forays are fun, but don’t resolve his problem.  He is not rescued, because he finds no father he can trust.

Then Mel finds God.  He is convinced that God can/will help him.  Yet, Mel has rejected part of his own father, and he must wonder how certain he can be of God’s help.  His father let him down; would God let him down?

God will not let him down, if only God can be real.  But how can God be real?  Most real of all realities are Mel’s sufferings, and Mel would like to know that God suffers as much as Mel does.
Fortunately, as an accomplished actor, Mel is able to make real his own sufferings in the Christ of a movie, and so also to allow others to share these sufferings, as well as to share the redemption of God.  The sharing with the public allows a narcissistic mirroring: the community of sufferers validates his pain.
To enhance the reality of the movie, somehow Mel Gibson finds the writings of Sister Emerich, which describe the pain in exquisite detail.  If it is beyond the pain described in the Christian Bible, so much more is it a picture of a personal Truth.  It is Mel’s narcissistic pain, born out of his aloneness and anger.

Mel has a further dramatic idea.  The movie’s reality can be enhanced by doing it in Aramaic.  Mel must have said to himself, “This is how it really happened.”  These are almost the words of the Pope when he viewed the movie.  Others, too, will see the movie this way, and conclude: it really happened.  And this is what believers are saying.  It is a huge cross to bear, sized for generations to come. 
Mel hopes this for his movie: that when the public will see the film, what they will experience is primarily a feeling of reality.  And as it happens, this reality, too, is precisely what Christian theology lacks in its catechetical statements that are philosophy more than fact.  This movie allows Jesus to become experienced fact.  


Mel shares these personal sufferings with the movie Christ; he feels them profoundly.  He identifies with Christ.  He is Christ in the movie.  He even donates his hand to receive Christ’s nails, so that Christ’s sufferings are his.
For Gibson, however, there is a more personal meaning: to kill Christ is to kill God's perfect Son; and this is to kill himself in fantasy.  Such was his desire from before, because only his own death can atone for his father’s sins, and for his fallen separation from his father.  – Gibson immerses himself in this death, and savors its every moment.
Mary?  (And Mary Magdalene?)  She watches, helplessly in the movie.  With her tears, she mirrors Gibson’s own pain.  Her sufferings soften the pain somewhat.  But they also make the pain more real because Mel sees in her eyes the effect of the sufferings, outside of himself.  Now it is not a subjective pain but an objective one.  Shared pain can be expiated. 


Death, too, can eliminate pain.
At last the resurrection rescues him. This is the rescue that Mel has so long desired.  - And now he could reunite the perfect Son with the perfect all powerful Father.

-- However, the resurrected Christ does not reunite with the father!  He lives again without his father in the movie (contrary to Christian theology), and, one guesses, is emancipated from his father.  At last.
But the Jews are also vital to the film.  In the film, they are not the source of the life of Jesus; Jesus is not even the Jesus that one would expect, because he has no life prior to his death.  His humanity is compromised, contrary to Christian theology.  --   The Jews are the instruments of the pain, and so contain both the pain and the blame.  Without the Jews, there is no Jesus; yet in the film, without the Jews there would be no suffering.  This seems clear.  (I don’t think the movie suggests that without the Jews there would be no death of Jesus; without the Jews there would be no suffering.)
Neither did Mel Gibson kill Christ, so there is no suicide.  Who did it?  “The Jews didn’t do it, we all did it,” Mel replied to Diane Sawyer’s question.  -- This is catechism; it is philosophy and not reality.  If we all did it, then no one did it.   If no one did it, then this death is not real.  Someone had to have done it.  Every mystery story knows this.
This collective guilt can only refer to a collective sin.  Such a concept allows the world to be responsible for Mel’s rejection of his father.  And in fact, such an experience of paracide is not uncommon.  In some form, every child needs to reject his or her parents in part, in order to move out into the world.   
But instead of this collective guilt, to Mel’s conscious surprise, I think the movie shows how the Jews did it.  I suggest that the movie cannot evade this personal blame, because unconsciously Mel blames his father.  The movie illustrates the evil, money-hungry Jews, which typify Hutton Gibson’s hatred of anyone, including the government, who unfairly takes his money.)  
Finally, the ultimate rescue happens without instrument.  There is no existential aid, no divinity who takes the body from the ground.  The movie remains narcissistic to the end.
