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Holocaust denial is surprisingly a growing topic. This can be explained in what is called ethos: academic and techno. “When academic ethos is at work, a reader is convinced that the writer is a rational, reasonable, intelligent individual who is engaging in an honest dialogue with his or her audience.” In recent times, the Internet has sparked a huge issue: Holocaust Denial. The trends of TV compared to the Internet are quite similar: Will it bring us together or tear us apart? Will it educate children or cripple them? Is this technological advancement good or bad? While television and Internet both breed controversial issues, the Internet has become an on-going conflict. If an issue would to air on television, the host, reporter, producer, etc would filter it. However, if something would go viral, the canvas is endless. The author can orchestrate their voice in any way they like. The teacher further explains that ethos is split into two categories: academic and techno. In academic ethos, the audience assumes that the writer is using logical and ethical arguments. Also, the paper mentioned that the Institute for Historical Review and Dr. Butz provide readers with academic ethos rather than a techno-ethos. The Committee for Open Discussion of the Holocaust Story, CODHS, illustrates effectively the use of techno- ethos which utilizes the website to appeal to the reader. They have an abundance of photos and color, which appeals to the reader’s attention.  Holocaust denial continues to trend. People conclude that these events were too inhumane for these events to occur, and that they exaggerate the memories they had. This open forum for people to read allows the audience to take their own opinion on the subject. However, can someone really justify history by his or her opinions?

It is clear that in almost every history class the Holocaust did happen. There is no debate or argument at the high school level. To deny that it never happened meant that the lives of innocent people were forgotten. The Holocaust Museum would be considered a lie, containing all meaningless artifacts. I cannot imagine viewing Hitler as a good man. The underline meaning of the article was to show that through enough people’s reasonable opinions, it could sway another to believe in their viewpoint. This is very critical in the world today. This society is well driven on a feelings-based system rather than a fact-based one. Remember, the majority of the world believes that the Holocaust did happen. It is interesting that both arguments use reason to support themselves. On one side, people can say that Holocaust had to happen because of survivors’ stories and historical accounts. However, on the flipside, people have rationalized that these stories are invalid, embellished, or insane. Could humanity act so evil? In our society, there are those who deny the fact of villainy. Actions like the Holocaust demonstrate just how destructive mankind can get. Humans do not want to associate themselves with evil doings, therefore, running away from responsibility. 
